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Executive Summary  
 

In certain circle s, it is en vogue to talk about co -creation, co -production, co -design and other 

terms with the prefix òco-ò. This can be confusing, which is why the first chapter of this 

document is dedicated to clarifying related terms.  

Chapter 2 is focussed specifically on co-implementation  and contains a brief hypothetical case 

study, which encapsulates many examples of how city authorities and citizens / stakeholders 

together can implement certain measures  in a collaborative spirit .  

The following chapter, number 3, expla ins in more general terms what is meant by co -

implementation. It also contains a section to delineate it against similar concepts in order to 

clarify what co -implementation is not .  

The fourth chapter elaborates on the benefits of co -implementation and thu s presents a range of 

reasons why related potentials should be pursued.  

Chapter 5 is dedicated specifically to the various actors that could play a role in co -

implementation. òThe cityó - although not being a monolithic block ð is always one part of the 

òco-ò equation. The other part encompasses a very broad array of òcivic actorsó, which are the 

focus of this chapter.  

Related to different types of actors are different types of potential contributions they can make 

to co-implementation efforts. Chapter 6 pr esents such a typology of contributions with concrete 

examples. 

Co-implementation is not a routine approach, it is not suitable for every situation and it can go 

wrong. Chapter 7 therefore lists a range of risks and challenges that need attention. The purp ose 

of this chapter is to avoid unrealistic expectations and to prevent particular problems.  

The eights chapter articulates tips and recommendations to be considered in the preparation 

and execution of a co -implementation activity.  

Finally, chapter 9, cont ains several brief e xamples from a range of thematic areas to illustrate 

how co-implementation in action can look like.  
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1.  Co-what? 

The multitude of òco-somethingó words 

can be bewildering. People use terms 

such as co-identify, co -develop, co-

validate, co -select, co-evaluate, co-

assess, co-commission, co-design, co-

produce, co-create, co -deliver, co -

assess. The European Horizon 2020 

project SUNRISE now also introduces 

the term òco-identifyó. Although some 

specialists might disagree, for the 

pragmatic purpose of this document it 

seems fair so say that co-creation and 

co-production are often used as 

umbrella terms for a range of others as visualised in figure 1 . 

The common characteristic of all co -words is that the city (typically represented by the staff 

working in its administration) and a range of civic actors work together towards a shared goal. 

This notion is represented in the two following definitions tha t are frequently cited in the 

literature:  

òCo-production provides an alternative service model é which harnesses the 

strengths of both communities and staff.  ... Co -production is about 

professionals and citizens making better use of each otherõs assets, resources 

and contributions to achieve better outcomes or improved efficiency.ó 

(Governance International ,  2016, p. 2 ) 

Co-creation  is the òsystematic process of creating new solutions with people - 

not for them; involving citizens and communities in policy and service 

development.ó (Bason, 2010, p. 6 ) 

These notions of co-production and co -creation apply to all aspects of SUNRISE, which undergoes 

all phases and steps of an innovation process in a partnership between the city and its citizens / 

stakeholders: 

1. Problems are to be identified jointly by city representatives and civic actors;  

2. Solutions are developed and selected together by citizens and the city;  

3. Concrete measures should be implemented by both the city the its citizens;  

4. The effects of these measures should be assessed and evaluated in a partnership spirit.  

Figure 1: The co - family  
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Certain co -words belong to specific phases along the entire innovation chain. This is depicted in 

the workflow diagram of the SUNRISE project (see figure 2).  

 

Figure 2: Per t Chart of the SUNRISE project  

The following table maps various words that can be found in the literature to the ir 

corresponding counterpart in the SUNRISE terminology: 

    Č        Sequential phases along the entire innovation chain     Č  

Literature 1 

Co-production  

Co-creation   

Co-commission Co-design Co-deliver  Co-assess 

SUNRISE Co-identify &  

co-validate  

Co-develop & 

Co-select 

Co-implement &  

co-create  

Co-evaluate &  

co-assess 

WP1 WP2 WP3 WP4 

 

                                            
1 For example: Governance International, 2006. See http://www.govint.org/our -services/co-production/  
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Work package 3 in SUNRISE focuses òonlyó on one phase along this innovation chain. Work 

packages 1 and 2 are dedicated to the preceding two phases and work package 4 is concerned 

with the last phase along this innovation chain.  

The involvement of citizens in the identification and validation of problems has been reasonably 

common practice in many parts of the democratic world for decades . Quite often, citizens are 

also permitted as participants in the discussion about which measures might be suitable to 

alleviate the problems. The degree to which citizens are allowed to co -steer this process varies 

greatly and ranges from a role as mere commentators on the more conservative end of this 

spectrum to co-deciders in more progressive contexts. Sherry Anrsteinõs (1969) òladder of 

participationó famously captures this variety. 

Attempts to also involve civic actors in the actual implementation of measures are not very 

common. This is therefore a particularly innovative, but also experimental aspects of SUNRISE. 

To be clear, co -implementation is not based on the assumption that citizens start operating 

diggers and other heavy machinery . Such infrastructure works is and remains within the sole 

responsibility of the city. Although civic actors might become active with li ght hardware actions 

(e.g. shovel and brush ð see chapter 6), their main role in co -implementation efforts has more to 

do with òflankingó activities. Although t hese might not be the core of a measure, they can 

nevertheless be the decisive element whether a  measure turns out successful or not.  

This notion is captured in SUNRISEõs Description of Action , which states that t he nature of the  

measures to be implemented will be òpackages of social, organisational and technical measures 

that reinforce the effectiv eness of one another.ó This is a consequence of the clear findings 

from many previous studies, which emphasise that novelties always need to be òsocially 

embeddedó; they require new skills, they need to be endorsed by well -respected individuals, 

often they  need emotional or cultural clearance by community leaders, their maintenance needs 

feedback from attentive users , they work best with some form of time investment by volunteers 

etc. Many of these aspects cannot be delivered by the city; neither can they b e purchased from 

a company. They require the contribution of civic actors and thereõs no substitute for it. If this 

is done in a true partnership between the city and civic actors we can call this co -

implementation.  

 

2.  Co-implementation  on Cravallo Street  

This chapter consists of a brief case study, which was inspired by our good practice research 

about co-implementation around the world ð its actual content, however, is purely hypothetical. 

It encapsulates many examples of how city authorities and citizens / stakeholders together can 

implement certain measures. It should provide a òtasteó of what co-implementation in action 

could mean and should thus allow to understand the following parts of this document better .  
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Cravallo street in Orthudo  used to be characterised by all the usual traffic induced problems: 

noise, toxic air, difficulty to cross the street, forced car -dependence, congestion etc. In an 

attempt to alleviate the situation, the city decided in the 1980s to widen the road ð at the 

expense of sidewalks ð but the situation only got worse because the increased capacity only 

attracted ever more motorised traffic.  

Over the last decade, citizen protest has begun to form, accusing the city of passivity and 

ignorance. This, in turn, annoyed many ci ty employees personally, who started to protect 

themselves ð both emotionally and legally ð by hiding behind established street design codes, 

old, but still valid ordinances and regulations. Unsurprisingly, this did not contribute to 

amicable and effective  solutions. Eventually, a new head of department sensed the frustration 

all around and asked his staff to lower the defences, to join citizen meetings with the goal to 

form a cooperative strategic alliance with existing local NGOs, the chamber of commerce,  even 

with religious groups and other local stakeholders for the greater good. The responses to the 

first group -internal newsletters quickly made them all realise that they are able reach out to 

virtually any type of resident, business owner etc. if they p ool their resources and contacts.  

The allianceõs steering group decided to use this asset strategically in order to, first of all, 

truly understand all peopleõs everyday, òordinaryó needs and concerns. Correspondingly, an 

online platform was set up, meeti ngs were organised, a stand at the grocery market was set -up, 

interviews were conducted etc. This led to a number of important insights, most notably:  

¶ Many commuters stated that they would not cycle to work even if a golden bike lane was 

built because they would sweat during the ride and could not take a shower afterwards at 

their place of work.  

¶ A number of people mentioned that they would be scared to cycle because a row of large 

bushes blocks lines of sight just before a busy intersection so t hat cyclists and cars drivers 

turning right can only see each other in the last split -second. 

¶ Especially children insist on being driven to school because they are afraid of a group of 

homeless people who tend to gather under the roof of a bus interchange,  trying to stay 

protected from wind and rain.  

¶ Surprisingly many recent immigrants never learned and still donõt know how to cycle. In 

addition, some Muslim women expressed concern whether cycling would be approved of in 

their cultural circles.  

¶ Quite some residents explained that they still have bicycles in their basement, in dire need 

of a repair. Additionally, they complained about the difficulty of lifting their bike up to the 

ground floor every day.  

After about half a year of this problem -identification process, a new phase was launched to 

collect suggestions from everyone through various meetings, online platforms and social media 

channels, to invite comments on existing suggestions and ð very importantly ð to solicit 
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commitments é commitments for behavi our change if this -and-that changes, commitments for 

voluntary work, for donations and investments.  

Eventually, a new bike lane got built and paid for by the city . In addition é 

¶ local residents replaced bushes with flowerbeds with a long -term maintenance p romise 

while the city provided tools, seeds and covered all volunteers under their insurance.  

¶ many employers agreed on a five -year programme to install showers for their employees. 

The city -owned utility company donated low -throughput showerheads for all showers. 

¶ a local NGO teamed up with bike shops to train the homeless how to fix bikes. The owner of 

a nearby hairdresser provided his large storage backroom for this, because it is not required 

for his business. 

¶ some 20+ teenage children of recent immigran ts agreed to act as òcycling ambassadorsó, 

which means they give cycling lessons within their community.  

¶ the priests of five Christian parishes (two of them female) and two local Imams agreed on a 

bicycle race around all places of worship. The winner got a bicycle (paid for by the city), 

which was donated with great fanfare to a self -help group of Muslim women.  

¶ the city provided a vacant office near the bus interchange to a local charity, which offers 

shelter and food for homeless people.  

¶ The òClown-Crewó of the local theatre school organises òfun-ridesó for children on bus lines 

between large housing estates and large schools at the start of every school term.  

¶ over 50 owners of residential buildings along 

Caravallo street pledged to install metal 

ramps on all basement stairs to facilitate 

the up and down movement of bicycles.  

¶ the apprentices of the local carpentry school 

joined forces for their practical exam and 

built a storage facility for 50 bicycles for the 

residents of buildings without any bike 

storage option. The city agreed to convert 10 

of their own parking spaces for this purpose 

and the local DIY store donated the building 

material.  

All related activities carried the same LeFiTOT 

(Letõs Figure This Out Together) logo. This was 

the compromise acronym for a slogan that has 

started around 2010 to spread among local 

residents (see figure 3 ).  

  

Figure 3: Source: Lydon and Garcia (2015), p. 87  
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3.  What co-implementation i s ð and what not  

A definition of co -implementation can be as straightforward as this:  

A measure is being co-implemented if representatives of the city and civic 

actors are involved in its delivery in a complementary and non-commercial 

way. 

In light of the above, the òco-ò aspect is probably reasonably clear at this point as denoting a 

strategic cooperation between the city  (in particular its administration  and operational units) 

and civic actors (individual citizens, citizen groups, NGOs, charities, businesses etc.).  

What deserves repeated emphasis is the understanding of the word òimplementation.ó It does 

not only include construction works, installation, software programming  or project  execution in 

a narrow technical  sense but encompasses also a range of òflankingó activities such as 

communication, maintenance, marketing, promotion, endorsement, provision and acquisition of 

new skills, reliable feedback etc.  Such a deliberately broad understanding of the word 

implementation opens up a whole range of opportunities for civic acto rs to make various 

contributions.  

Not every measure which included citizens during some phases of the innovation chain qualifies 

as co-implementation. In fact, there is a risk that such initiatives are too close to some related 

but surely problematic conce pts such as paternalism, populism, guerrilla activism and 

exploitation. This can be illustrated by positioning these concepts along two spectra:  

1) One spectrum ranging from measures that were initiated, endorsed and planned by 

citizens or stakeholders on the  one end and on the other end by the city (administration) ; 

represented by the horizontal axis in  Figure 4. 

2) A second spectrum ranging from citizens / stakeholders as implementors on one end to 

the other end which captures measures that are solely implemented by the city 

(administration) ; represented  by the vertical axis in  Figure 4. 

This generates a conceptual space with four distinct quadrants: 
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Figure 4: Two dimensions to consider in co -creation  

 

What this illustration shows is that not every co -developed measure is automatically co -

implemented ð and vice versa. The overarching goal of projects like SUNRISE is co-creation, that 

is, a new form of collaboration between citizens and the city along all  phases of an innovation 

process. A truly co-created measure has therefore been planned and implemented 

collaboratively  and tends to utilise potentials that might remain untapped otherwise  while 

avoiding the ethical, practical and political problems of pat ernalism, exploitation, populism and 

guerrilla activism.  
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4.  Why do it?  

It is entirely legitimate to ask about the added value of an approach that implies a deviation 

from established ways of doing  things. In fact, co -creation in general and co -implementation in 

particular should be pursued only if everyone involved is convinced of its advantages and not 

because it is fashionable. The following overview articulates some of the more important 

potential bene fits of co -implementation, without any claim of comprehensiveness and without 

any assurance that all of them will materialise to the same degree.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mobilisation of local know -how: 

The involvement of local citizens 

always also entails the mobilisation 

of these citizensõ local know-how. 

This can be knowledge about locally 

specific cultures, communication 

channels, rat run paths, historical 

references, collective memories, 

dialects, micro -infrastructures, 

everyday routines etc. A lot of this 

knowledge would be inaccessible to 

and remains dormant under 

conventional implementation 

activities.  




































