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Introduction

Urban greening activities are underpinned by diverse organisational arrangements.
Frameworks have been developed to articulate how such arrangements support the
understanding and development of urban greening governance and practice. We
build on these frameworks with an additional consideration - levels of formality and
informality. Highlighting levels of formality is important to recognise diverse practices
and to inform understanding of urban greening governance and initiative design.

The Diversity of Urban Greening

Australian cities face extensive challenges and urban greening is attracting
considerable attention because of its potential to enhance sustainability and
liveability. Urban greening activities can help to conserve biodiversity, mitigate the
urban heat island effect, and enhance health and wellbeing (Kendal et al. 2016). 

Urban greening occurs on different land tenures including private and public land
(e.g. land managed by local or state government entities including water utilities),
and on different land uses (e.g. residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, and
educational). Diverse practices contribute to urban greening and may extend beyond
managing vegetation to: advising other bodies to inform policy and management;
advocating to raise the profile of issues and courses of action; improving public
understanding and capacity; securing resources (including land acquisition, bequests
and charitable donations); and providing services (including development of seed
stock).

Consequently, a diverse range of organisational forms can be used for marshalling
energy and resources to promote urban greening. Traditional legal structures are
employed such as unincorporated associations, incorporated associations,
corporations, cooperatives and trusts (ATO, 2021). State governments establish
urban greening programs and Committees of Management with urban greening
responsibilities or undertake urban greening projects. Local governments undertake
urban greening activities and have a wide range of ways in which they can work with
communities (Bolitho 2013).

Current initiatives in Melbourne manifest numerous organisational forms, which
exemplifies the diversity and complexity of governing urban greening (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Organisational forms of selected urban greening initiatives in Melbourne (Authors)

Unpacking the Governance of Urban Greening

The types of organisational forms embody particular modes of governance, which we
consider as ‘the structures and processes by which people in societies make
decisions and share power’ (Schultz et al., 2015, p. 7369), within the context of
dynamic relations between state, market and civil society actors, and potentially
involving hybrid forms of governance (Lemos & Agrawal, 2006).

It is therefore important to consider the governance of urban greening because
urban greening activities have implications for individuals, households, local
communities, environments and broader society. This means that urban greening
can be undertaken in diverse ways, has political implications (Cooke 2020), and
involves questions of governance (Coffey et al 2020). The diversity of organisational
forms may also be confusing for those considering how to establish an urban
greening initiative.

Existing frameworks and typologies provide insight into important aspects of the
governance of urban greening. The Lawrence et al. (2013) framework is designed to
provide a ‘clearer and more systematic method’ for describing different modes of
governance to ‘enable researchers, planners, and managers to compare and apply
experiences in their own contexts’ (p. 464). Their framework (Table 2) is intentionally
‘descriptive, rather than normative or evaluative’ and intended to be comprehensive,
flexible, accessible, broadly applicable, and inclusive of process and dynamics
(Lawrence et al. 2013, 465). 
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Table 2. Urban forest governance framework (adapted from Lawrence et al. 2013)

Secondly, the Arnouts et al. (2012) framework distinguishes four types of
governance arrangements – hierarchical governance, closed co-governance, open
co-governance and self-governance. They are distinguished by particular
configurations of policy actors (governmental and non-governmental), resources
(legal means, property, money, expertise or charisma) and rules (Table 3). 

Table 3. Arnouts et al. Ideal-Typical Governance Arrangements

These contributions map governance along a single spectrum, which can conflate
different dimensions of governance. For example, Arnouts et al’s. (2012, p. 44)
framework emphasises ‘the extent to which governmental or non-governmental
actors are involved in governing’. 

These frameworks could be enhanced by providing insight into both the level of
government involvement and the level of formality of different initiatives. Level of
government involvement is significant as it influences resourcing and has
implications for independence. Considering formality can provide insights into
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decision making processes and institutionalisation which may have implications for
the longevity of initiatives, their responsiveness and capacity to attract funding.
Mapping Organisational Arrangements

Our framework operates across two dimensions:
● Axis 1: degree of government involvement – how involved is government/ council

with internal comprising direct government involvement
● Axis 2: level of formality – how formally constituted is the initiative
Figure 2 uses these two axes to show four ideal types of organisational forms
(quadrants A, B, C, D) and situate initiatives as examples.

Figure 2. Four ideal-types of organisational forms and selected examples (Authors)

Conclusion

A diverse range of organisational forms are used to promote urban greening. Our
framework provides insight into both the level of government involvement and the
level of formality of different urban greening initiatives and promotes understanding
of the governance dimensions of urban greening.
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