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1.Introduction

Cities play a pivotal role in achieving climate neutrality by 2050, the goal of the European Green Deal.
They take up only 4% of the EU’s land area, but they are home to 75% of EU citizens. Furthermore,
cities consume over 65% of the world’s energy and account for more than 70% of global CO2 emissions.
Since climate mitigation is heavily dependent on urban action, we need to support cities in accelerating
their green and digital transformation. In particular, European cities can substantially contribute to the
Green Deal target of reducing emissions by 55% by 2030 and, in more practical terms, to offer cleaner
air, safer transport and less congestion and noise to their citizens?.

That is why the European Commission (EC) set up the EU Mission for climate-neutral and smart cities,
which aims to deliver 100 climate-neutral and smart cities by 2030, and to ensure that these cities act
as experimentation and innovation hubs to enable all European cities to follow suit by 2050. The Cities
Mission takes a cross-sectoral and demand-led approach, creating synergies between existing
initiatives and basing its activities on the actual needs of cities. Selected in April 2022, the 100 Mission
Cities are now invited to develop Climate City Contracts (CCCs) - overall plans for climate neutrality
across all sectors, including related investment plans, and co-developed with a wide coalition of
stakeholders — with the help of the Mission Platform, which will.provide them with the necessary
technical, regulatory and financial assistance?.

The NetZeroCities (NZC) project comes in support of the EU’s Mission “100 Climate-Neutral and Smart
Cities by 2030” and will provide cities with world-class expertise and services tailored to their needs. It
will assist cities to overcome the current structural, institutional and cultural barriers they face in order
to achieve climate neutrality by 20303. More specifically, it is supporting the development of CCCs, while
also setting up the Mission Platform, offering a set of online resources to all interested cities. NZC will
also run a Pilot Cities Programme that will identify and support 30 European cities to test and implement
innovative approaches to rapid decarbonisation over a two-year period, working across thematic areas
and functional silos in support of systemic transformation. Last but not least, a Twinning programme will
be set up with around 60 cities, in.order to replicate successful solutions and approaches from Pilot
Cities.

Replication is essential to NZC, as it will avoid piloted solutions and groups of solutions to be ‘one-off’
exercises, and will allow their reproduction in a larger group of Twin Cities, decreasing costs and
multiplying impacts. It'is also crucial for the long-term aim of the Mission, which is to drive all European
cities towards climate neutrality by 2050. Despite its novel approach and unprecedented scale within
the Horizon Europe programme (to which it is related to), the Cities Mission “only” reaches a maximum
of 190 cities (i.e., considering that none of the Pilot or Twin cities is also a Mission city), out of the 800+
cities in Europe that have a population over 50.000 inhabitants. For Europe, achieving climate neutrality
will only be possible if those innovative solutions and approaches can be transferred to all the other
cities, and if those can effectively learn from the Mission pioneers’ rapid transition towards
decarbonisation.

European cities are all looking to address the growing challenges of our times, with on the one hand
climate change mitigation, extreme events, air pollution, biodiversity loss and environmental
degradation, and on the other the housing crisis, rising inequalities, inflation, supply chain shortages
and now the spectre of war... while also facing a continuous erosion of their resources. In this context,
learning from peers, being inspired by other cities, reproducing well-established best practices rather
that “reinventing the wheel”, can be a promising option for cities — as illustrated for instance by the
multiplication of bike sharing schemes in recent years, aiming to tackle both urban congestion and air
pollution.

1 EU Mission website, https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-
programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-missions-horizon-europe/climate-neutral-and-smatrt-cities _en
2 EU Mission website, https://ec.europa.eu/info/research-and-innovation/funding/funding-opportunities/funding-
programmes-and-open-calls/horizon-europe/eu-missions-horizon-europe/climate-neutral-and-smart-cities _en
3 https://netzerocities.eu/
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As a result, the aim of this report is twofold. First, it aims at collecting evidences on replication from a
large range of projects and initiatives, in order to identify the main barriers and drivers to the replication
process. Second, it intends at clearing the way for replication within NZC, with some practical
recommendations and examples, in order to support the various activities that will contribute to
replication, such as the Twinning Programme (T5.2).

This report is intended to support replication-related activities in the project and empower cities during
the replication process. Findings will support the development of a well-structured learning programme
for twinning in T5.2, supporting the identification and the articulation of knowledge transfer activities and
mechanisms. It will also enable NZC to better identify Twin city's needs, and more firmly anchor the
learning and replication process in local policy-making. It will help both the definition of criteria for
assessing Twins applications and their matching with Pilot cities, while also providing some useful
recommendations for City Advisors and mentors. In T5.3, findings will support the identification of
inspiring case studies, while also ensuring that those case studies effectively respond to city needs in
terms of learning and replication. Beyond WP5, we also encourage partners to take some inspiration
from this report, apply the framework and potentially strengthen it.

This report is divided into two sections. The first section identifies and analyses the main barriers and
drivers to replication and scale-up. It draws on an extensive research work on replication and scale-up,
including a literature review, a survey of internal and partners’ experiences related to replication — mostly
related to European projects, plus a series of interviews, desk research, and a screening of city needs
(collected as part of T13.1). Results were validated in two focus groups, respectively with WP5 partners
and city practitioners. Based on collected evidences, the first section starts by a definition of replication,
revealing the complexity behind a widely used notion. It then identifies different barriers to the effective
replication and scale up of good practice, looking at multiple projects and at different levels, before
identifying the main drivers, here again at different levels.

The second section proposes a dedicated framework for replication and scale-up in NZC. Still under
development, this section will first outline the main principles that should be followed for replication to
be successful and will then will break down into actionable steps with practical recommendations and
good practices, to inform replication-activities within NZC.

1.1. Methodology

The objective of the research was first to better understand the concept of replication, and how it has
been widely used across a number of European projects and initiatives. On a more practical level, it also
intended to identify the barriers and drivers to this process, to then be able to influence replication within
NZC. To this aim, a combination of methods have been used. A literature review, looking at both
academic papers and policy documents, allowed to better define the concept, while a series of empirical
sources, collected directly from cities and project partners, brought a number of fresh insights. Each
method, as well as main findings are described below.

L J Y ' Survey of NZC i i

Literature review 4 paxners Screennér;g;)f city

ongacayfup experiences

(TalTech)
D 4 Survey of ICLEI
internal
experiences

Literature review Validation with

on replication cities and

(ICLEI) partners
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Figure 1 - Methodology

Literature review

A literature review* has been carried out by Tallinn University of Technology (TalTech) and by ICLEI. In
April 2022, TalTech searched articles included in the bibliographic online database of Scopus and, using
a combination of keywords “replication” and “smart” and “city” OR “scale-up,” and “smart” and “city”
within the title, abstract, and keywords, a total 151 papers were found on Scopus. These papers were
all published in English and they represented mainly the following subject areas: Computer Science,
Engineering, Energy, Social Sciences and Environmental Science. Based on thetitle and source, the
ones that had presumably little to do with replication and scale-up process in cities or the ones that were
too field specific were not taken into consideration (e.g. The impact of traffic-light-to-vehicle
communication on fuel consumption and emissions, A review of blockchain architecture and consensus
protocols: Use cases, challenges, and solutions and Trends in urban rat ecology etc.). In the next step,
we read through the abstracts of 24 articles and additionally full-text of these if the abstracts were not
clear enough. 5 papers that we screened, and then excluded from the detailed analysis, as their
connection to the replication and scale-up literature was rather indirect. This screening eventually led to
the inclusion of 17 publications, in which case we also analysed their references and added 5 academic
papers based on this. In total, 22 papers were added to the literature review that have been published
between 2016 and 2021.

In parallel, ICLEI identified a total of 36 papers, starting on Google Scholars with key words such as
“replication”, “inter-municipal or city-to-city cooperation”, “policy transfer”, “lesson-drawing”, “good / best
practices” and then “snowballing” to identify additional articles, this literature review also included articles

from the grey literature.

Survey and analysis of ICLEI’s experience

In April 2022, a survey of NZC partners, experiences, approaches, observations on replication and scale
up was carried out and let to the identification and analysis of 20 projects — for the majority funded by
the H2020 programme: Sun4All, Procura+ European Sustainable Procurement Network, GrowSmarter,
CLEVER Cities, Be.CULTOUR, DECIDE, WinWind, EU Covenant of Mayors, THERMOS, ARCH,
ROCK, Urban Transition Alliance, RURITAGE, CLIC, ProGireG, Big Buyers Initiative, Excess, Save the
Homes, CityLoops.

The survey was followed by a series of interviews with 11 projects coordinators and officers. Interviews
were unstructured, loosely following questions asked in the survey, and allowed to dig deeper on a
number of topics related to replication,

The questionnaire can be found in the annexes.
Survey and analysis of NZC partners’experience
From April to May 2022, a survey of NZC partners, experiences, approaches, observations on replication

and scale up was carried out and let to the identification and analysis of 13 projects and initiatives:
FinEst Twins, UNaLab, North America Climate Resilience Program, Covenant of Mayors peer

4 Note: this review is not formalised as it usually is in scientific publications. Findings are rather directly feeding
into the subsequent analysis, i.e., the definition of replication, the identification and then the analysis of barriers
and drivers.

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation
Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519.
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programme (CoMO05), Surat and Rotterdam cooperation, R-Cities, MAtchUP, Healthy, Clean Cities
(HCC), NATURVATION, Sharing Cities (and SCC cluster projects), VIPU (Demos Helsinki), Scalable
Cities. Findings from ICLEI's internal survey allowed to improve questions in the survey to partners.

A number of questions were asked in this survey, such as the cities involved, the resources allocated to
them, the methodology that was followed... including the barriers and drivers.

The questionnaire can be found in the annexes.

Screening of city needs

A needs assessment was carried out at the beginning of 2022 by Resilient Cities (WP13)5. ICLEI
contributed to this needs assessment by facilitating a Focus Group and by inputting into the development
of the survey. Results from the needs assessment have been screened, with a particular focus on terms

such as “replication”, “scale-up”, “city-to-city collaboration” or “learning”. Findings have been taken into
consideration in the analysis of barriers and drivers to replication.

Validation of findings

Preliminary results have been presented to NZC partners during a workshop (17.06.2022) and then to
a Practitioner Panel (07.07.2022). The two meetings took place online and were held on MIRO. They
brought additional insights and confirmed the preliminary results on replication and scale-up.

Results from those two workshops can be found in the annexes.

5 Liakou et al, (2022), Report on City Needs, Drivers and Barriers towards Climate Neutrality, p.54, NetZeroCities.
https://netzerocities.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/DRAFT-D13.1-Report-on-city-needs-drivers-and-barriers-
towards-climate-neutrality.pdf

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 10
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2. Analysis of barriers and drivers to replication
and scale-up

2.1. Setting the scene: what is replication?

“Replication is like the quest for the Holy Grail: everyone is searching but no one seems to be able to
find it%“. This somewhat provocative contention highlights the preponderance that has taken replication
in European projects. To assess whether it is valid or not, it seems necessary to.introduce the concept
first. This section examines replication through the lenses of the Smart Cities.and Communities cluster
of projects, before looking at the literature. It distinguishes between replication and scale-up, two related
but distinct amplification processes’. Two concrete examples of replication approaches are then
presented, the SCC cluster and URBACT’s Transfer Networks. This allows to finally identify the main
components — the “essentials” — of replication, respectively cities, good practices and then the fact that
replication is a process that can — and should — be organised.

2.1.1. Starting point: replication innSmart Cities and
Communities projects

The exploitation and dissemination of project results has been a cornerstone of the Horizon 2020
programme since its inception, as stated in article 43 of the Regulation (EU) No 1290/2013, laying down
the rules for participation and dissemination in Horizon 20208. That is why all H2020 projects have had
to make sure that results could be used or mobilised not only by the research community, but also by
other categories of stakeholders, beyond the initial scope and/or geographical area of the project.

This is particularly true for the 17 projects part-of the EC-H2020-Smart Cities and Communities (SCC)
cluster, aiming at fostering the development of smart cities in the EU, by improving data management
and its different applications to guide decision-making at the local level. The SCC cluster has even gone
one step further, by also encouraging the replication of technological solutions and approaches
developed in the “Lighthouse cities” towards other cities, via structured programmes organising the
transfer of knowledge and the reproduction of successful pilots. Drawing on the definition from The
making of a smart city: replication and scale-up of innovation in Europe®, one of the publications from
the SCC cluster, replication could be defined as “copying the specific features of a sustainable urban
development approach that made it successful in a pilot setting and re-applying these in the same or
another setting, taking into account that the framework conditions could be quite different from those in
the piloted community or region. Replication may also encompass the management process that was
used in the pilot scheme or the cooperation structure between critical stakeholders.” This focus on
replication, along with the approach developed in Lighthouse projects has been quite seminal, and

6 VANDEVYVERE, Han, 2018. Why may replication (not) be happening - Recommendations on EU R&l and
regulatory policies [online]. European Commission - Smart Cities Information System. Available from:
https://smartcities-infosystem.eu/sites/www.smartcities-infosystem.euf/files/document/4767_scis_report_2x16-
20seiten_web.pdf

7 Lam, D.P.M., Martin-Lépez, B., Wiek, A. et al. Scaling the impact of sustainability initiatives: a typology of
amplification processes. Urban Transform 2, 3 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s42854-020-00007-9

8 Article 43, https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/req/2013/1290/0j

9 EC. The Making of a Smart City: Replication and Scale-Up of Innovation in Europe; EC: Brussels, Belgium,
2017.
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replication programmes have now multiplied outside of the initial Smart City scope, to be applied to a
wider range of topics, all connected to sustainability.

2.1.2. What does the literature says on replication?

Quick research on the term “replication” on search engines such as Google Scholar shows limited
results. At first sight, it is as if the rising interest in replication from practitioners and policy makers from
the Smart City sphere was not matched by a similar interest from the research community. However, a
more-in-depth review of available literature reveals that the idea behind replication, i.e., the reproduction
of successful policies and projects in a different context, is actually conveyed by a number of other
theoretical concepts, dating back as far as the early 1990s1°. This includes - but is not limited to - lesson-
drawings, policy transfer or best practice research. To demonstrate how closely related they are, policy
transfer has for instance been defined as “a process by which knowledge about policies, administrative
arrangements, institutions and ideas in one political system (past and present) is used in the
development of policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in ‘another political system”
by Dolowitz and Marsh'!. Similarly, lesson-drawing has been defined as “a detailed cause-and-effect
description of a set of actions that government can consider in the light of experience elsewhere,
including a prospective evaluation of whether what is done elsewhere could someday become effective
herel?”. Eventually, best practice research for its part has focused, according to Overman and Boyd 13,
on “the selective observation of a set of exemplars across different contexts in"order to derive more
generalizable principles and theories of management”. Those concepts have brilliantly shed lights on
different aspects of the replication process. However, they all tend to-adopt a rather narrow focus on
those aspects and seldom comprehend the replication process in its entirety. More, they generally target
a variety of actors but not necessarily cities.

That is why Boulanger and Nagorny have come up with a proposition, seeing replication as “a process
in which projects, programs, policies, administrative arrangements or technologies are diffused
between and/or inside the same or different levels of government in order to copy and/or adapt
them to their own context with the aim to make the urban low-carbon transition quicker, cheaper
and thus more effective!4, thus, complementing the definition in effect in the SCC cluster. The literature
review also shows that, far from limited to H2020 projects part of the SCC cluster, replication - including
aforementioned concepts - has in fact become an essential lever for urban policy at the European level
and beyond, as it has also permeated international organisations, including UN Habitat of the World
Bank. This can be illustrated by the multiplication of handbooks, catalogues or repertoires of good
practices, already described by Vettoretto'in 200915,

10 BOULANGER, ‘Saveria O. M. and NAGORNY, Nanja C. Replication vs mentoring: Accelerating the spread of
good practices for the low-carbon transition. In: International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning.
Vol. 13, no.02, pp. 316-328. 2018.

11 Dolowitz and Marsh (1996), p. 344 in Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good
Practices:Approach in European Spatial Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-
1083, DOI:10:1080/09654310902949620

12 Rose (1993), p.27, in Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good Practices
Approach in European Spatial Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-1083, DOI:
10.1080/09654310902949620

13 Overman and Boyd (1994), p.69, in Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good
Practices Approach in European Spatial Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-
1083, DOI: 10.1080/09654310902949620

14 BOULANGER, Saveria O. M. and NAGORNY, Nanja C. Replication vs mentoring: Accelerating the spread of
good practices for the low-carbon transition. In: International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning.
Vol. 13, no. 02, pp. 316-328. 2018.

15 Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good Practices Approach in European Spatial
Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-1083, DOI: 10.1080/09654310902949620

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 12




D5.1 Replication and Scale-Up Report N ET ZERU CITI ES

2.1.3. Replication, scale-up and other amplification processes

This report touches upon both replication and scale up, therefore it seems necessary at this stage to
better delineate the two concepts and outline how they will be articulated in NetZeroCities. The primary
focus here will be on replication, as we want to foster the reproduction of NZC pilots and best practices
in other cities. Scale-up is seen as a somewhat - yet crucial - secondary step, intended to make
replicated pilots and best practices in those other cities “bigger”. Scaling-up decarbonisation is already
included in the Climate Transition Map and consequently in the action planning process Mission cities
will have to go through. That is why this report will focus primarily on those “replicator” cities, be they
twins or any other types of cities, rather than on Mission or Pilot cities, and as such put the emphasis
on replication rather than on scale-up.

The making of a smart city: replication and scale-up of innovation in Europe’® defines scale-up as “the
expansion of piloted technologies and approaches in the geographical area where they were
successfully implemented. (...) Normally scaling up takes place in the region where the same boundary
conditions prevail”. Comparing replication and scale-up, Sista and De Giovanni (consider that the former
is more complex and more context-sensitive than the latter, since it has to deal with a new context, with
different regulations and new partners!’. Some authors have proposed a third process, called “scale
deep” and aiming to change collective mentalities and forge new value systems, «also to amplify
sustainability transitions!®. In any case, those processes all serve a common purpose: amplifying
impacts of given projects or initiatives, related to sustainability transitions. In other terms, they constitute
a “set of diverse actions deployed by sustainability initiatives together with other actors (e.g., from
government, business, or society) to purposively increase their transformative impact (e.g., initiating a
new initiative in another city)”°. Amplification processes, whether they are strategies, programmes or
mechanisms, appear to be a necessity to achieve the systematic change that represents becoming
climate neutral for a city. Beyond replication and scale-up, Lam et al. further describe eight different
amplification processes, notably distinguishing between transfer (doing a similar initiative in a similar
context), replication (doing the same initiative in a dissimilar context) and spreading (doing a similar
initiative in a dissimilar context). For the sake of simplicity, those three nuances will be indistinctly
referred to as "replication” in this report.

2.1.4. Anoverview of two major approaches to replication

There is a great diversity of approaches to replication, and, as demonstrated previously, some do not
even bear the name “replication” openly. In order to flesh out our definition of replication, this subsection
briefly describes two of the most prominent approaches, starting with the already mentioned SCC
cluster; and then at Transfer Networks from the URBACT program.

The.EC-H2020-Smart-Cities and Communities (SCC) cluster approach

Projects part of the SCC cluster all follow - roughly - a similar approach to replication, generally
structured-around a dedicated work package (WP) - made mandatory by H2020 call requirements.
Those projects are organised around a group of Lighthouse Cities, where innovative actions are
implemented to enhance an already existing innovation background. Lighthouse cities develop, under

16 EC. The Making of a Smart City: Replication and Scale-Up of Innovation in Europe; EC: Brussels, Belgium,
2017.

17 Sista, E., & De Giovanni, P. (2021). Scaling up smart city logistics projects: The case of the smooth project.
Smart Cities, 4(4), 1337-1365. https://doi.org/10.3390/smartcities4040071

18 Moore, Michele-Lee & Riddell, Darcy & Vocisano, Dana. (2015). Scaling Out, Scaling Up, Scaling Deep
Strategies of Non-profits in Advancing Systemic Social Innovation *. Journal of Corporate Citizenship. 2015. 67-
84.

19 Lam, D.P.M., Martin-Lépez, B., Wiek, A. et al. Scaling the impact of sustainability initiatives: a typology of
amplification processes. Urban Transform 2, 3 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1186/s42854-020-00007-9
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the call, large-scale demonstration projects, supported by project partners and funded by the EC. They
act as a blueprint for a group of Fellow Cities, recruited through a call - either before the project starts
or in some cases after - interested in replicating those demonstrations?. Fellow Cities are in some cases
twinned with the Lighthouse cities from which they would like to replicate pilots, thus benefiting from
tailored mentoring and support for the implementation. Fellow cities then go through a structured
programme, aiming at creating and strengthening connections with their twins, assessing the replicability
of identified solutions in relation to their local contexts, and at transferring knowledge and building
capacity. In the end, Fellow Cities have to develop a replication strategy, outlining the different steps
they would take to replicate solutions, as well as in a number of projects, an Investment Plan, laying out
fundings sources and finances for the replication. In these programmes, Fellow Cities usually have all
travel and accommodation expenses associated with study visits or project meetings reimbursed, but
do not benefit from further funding for investments or for personnel costs, as opposed to Lighthouse
Cities.

A common feature of all SCC projects has been the focus on technological solutions, in various sectors
(energy, mobility) - as opposed for instance to social innovation, new procedures, etc. Another one has
been what Calzada has described as a rather “mechanistic” approach to replication, where the transfer
of knowledge goes one way, from Lighthouse to Fellow cities, butless in the other direction, as Fellow
Cities are seldom involved in the development of those solutions?!. Ultimately, another key feature is
that projects from the SCC cluster have gone relatively far in the replication process, until the planning
phase. This approach to replication has become the standard approach to replication in many H2020
projects. In a few occurrences, it has been even taken one step further, for instance with the ROCK
project, focusing on Fellow cities replicating successful heritage-led regeneration cases coming from
outside of the project.

URBACT Transfer Networks approach

Initiated in 2002 and now entering its fourth programming period, URBACT’s mission is to enable cities
across Europe to work together and develop integrated solutions to common urban challenges, by
networking, learning from one another’s experiences, drawing lessons and identifying good practices.
The URBACT programme is an instrument of the Cohesion Policy, co-financed by the European
Regional Development Fund and by EU Member States, Norway & Switzerland?2. URBACT is organised
around four main objectives: building capacity in cities, supporting both policy design and
implementation, as well as creating and sharing knowledge.

In 2014, URBACT launched a new initiative, the Transfer Networks, aiming to identify, disseminate and
replicate good practices related to urban sustainability across European cities?3. Those good practices
are not developed within the project, but rather identified through a series of calls in line with EU urban
policy goals. To apply, cities submit their own good practices, i.e., successful approaches or measures
that they have implemented, and whose replicability potential has been assessed by a third party?“.
Selected cities become Lead Partners and then set up their own Transfer Networks, through which they
share their knowledge and build capacity. Network participants are then selected according to their
interest .in the topic and their willingness to replicate the good practice in question. The transfer
methodology generally follows the three-phase approach defined by URBACT: “Understand-Adapt-

20 BOULANGER, Saveria O. M. and NAGORNY, Nanja C. Replication vs mentoring: Accelerating the spread of
good practices for the low-carbon transition. In: International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning.
Vol. 13, no. 02, pp. 316—-328. 2018.

21 Calzada, I. (2020). Replicating Smart Cities: The City-to-City Learning Programme in the Replicate EC-H2020-
SCC Project. SSRN Electronic Journal, (November). https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3689054

22 https://urbact.eu/urbact-glance

23 Adams E. (2015), Cities and good practice: lessons from the URBACT transfer pilots, Medium, website:
https://medium.com/@edmundoadams/cities-and-good-practice-lessons-from-the-urbact-transfer-pilots-

40959b44c205
24 Ibid.
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Reuse”. It includes a combination of bilateral and multilateral exchanges with participants, and a number
of activities such as study visits, peer reviews, bootcamps and hackathons?, taking place along the
three phases. Transfer Networks can also benefit from the support of URBACT Experts, providing in-
depth thematic and methodological knowledge, notably supporting participants in carrying out a baseline
study, intended at benchmarking participants and at assessing their readiness to adopt the good practice
model in question5,

A number of deliverables have to be submitted at the end of the network duration, to report on the
different activities and the lessons learned, and so for dissemination purposes. Participants also have
to report on the implementation of the good practice in their cities, or at least to submit plans outlining
the main actions they would undertake to do so. In 2020, Baqueriza-Jackson highlighted that no less
than 23 Transfer Networks were active, on topics as diverse as sustainable school meals (BioCanteens)
or fighting social exclusion and poverty at community level (Volunteering Cities), each Network counting
5-9 cities, including the Lead Partner?’.

A key feature of Transfer Networks is the fact that good practices are not developed within the project,
but by cities to address their own needs. As such, amplification is at the very core of the program and
not just “end-of-pipe”, as it is in SCC projects (where the focus would rather be on developing those
good practices). Another key feature is that, albeit Networks are led by Lead Partners, mutual learning
and cross-fertilisation are encouraged all along the transfer process. Mechanisms and activities such as
peer reviews are used, where participants can also share their own experiences and knowledge, thus
contributing to better adapt good practices to local circumstances. Finally, stakeholder engagement
plays a substantial role in Transfer Networks, with participants having each to set up Urbact Local
Groups (ULG), gathering all local stakeholders relevant for the transfer and adaptation of the good
practice. ULGs are associated with the transfer and take part in key activities such as bootcamps.

2.1.5. Identifying thecskey components of replication

This brief overview of the SCC cluster of projects and URBACT Transfer Networks approaches allows
to capture what is the essence of replication, and to capture what are its main components or
characteristics. Respectively, those are cities, good practices and both the processual and mediated
nature of replication.

Cities are at the coreof replication

First of all, cities - or local authorities - are at the core of this process, since their administrations are
either the initiators of good practices - e.g., Lead Partners, as well as Lighthouse, Frontrunner or giving
cities?8 - or the recipient of the transfer - e.g., Follower, Receiving, Fellow, Observer or Replicator cities?®.
They are also central in a sense that good practices are designed, developed and implemented at city
level, intended at‘addressing major urban challenges and at answering city needs. Depending on their
nature, they may be applied to the entire city territory or at least to part of it, may have an effect on the
entire city population, and in the end, they may affect all activities taking place in their jurisdiction. In
some cases, the replication process may be led by non-city actors; nevertheless, city administrations
still have a crucial role to play in order to ease the process, convene relevant stakeholders and
eventually support the implementation.

25 1bid.

26 |bid.

27 Baqueriza-Jackson, M. (2020), Transfer Study - Final Report, Paris: URBACT.

28 Those different labels will be used indistinctly in this analysis, even if in some cases they convey slightly
different meanings.

29 |bid.
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Cities replicate good practices

Second, good practices are the “object” of replication, even if not necessarily labelled as such. For
Vettoretto, good practices - often interchangeably referred to as “best practices” - are “structured
information (ranging from analytical reports to narratives) about successful experiences in local contexts,
concerning issues generally acknowledged as relevant, evaluated according to a set of criteria”s°,
Content wise, they can be of any sort: technological solutions, but also procedures, innovative schemes,
governance approaches, strategies and plans... Possibilities are infinite. They can also focus on any
sector or emission domain (e.g., the build environment, mobility, water...) or be related to levers of
change (e.g., capacity building or public participation mechanisms). They can be pilots or at the opposite
well-established solutions. In a number of cases, good practices are developed within projects (SCC
examples), in some others, they are produced independently from projects (URBACT examples). They
can even be sets of solutions articulated together.

Still, good practices must follow three criteria: to be successful, preferably well-documented and
replicable. They must (or at least should) be fully implemented and well-established, so that it is possible
to assess results and impacts, for instance in terms of GHG emissions reduction, and thoroughly
evaluate them, e.g., cost-benefit analysis. It is a surprise for no-one that costly measures that lead to
limited outcomes do not constitute good practices. Similarly, they have to be codified and well-
documented, with for instance strategies, plans, technical documents, evaluation reports, presentations,
etc. The provision of those documents is a requisite to transfer knowledge and disseminate it effectively
(even if part of this knowledge can be informal and often not captured in documents). Finally, good
practice should be replicable, i.e., transferable to another context, as is or with some adaptation. It
means that replicability has to be assessed, by looking at the different aspects of the good practice itself
and also of the city where it originates (e.g., legislation and regulatory framework, physical and spatial
characteristics of a city, modes of governance, sources of GHG emissions and economic activity,
demographics, etc.). This analysis is then compared to a baseline assessment carried out in the city
interested in replication. There is no secret recipe for replicability assessments as this depends on the
nature of the good practice and the citiesin question. It goes without saying that a highly context-specific
good practice, or the existence of significant differences between two cities, will certainly hamper the
replication of the good practice.

A number of critiques have been formulated in the literature against the concept and the overuse of
good practices in public policy. Stead has for instance questioned the validity of highly localised solutions
or instruments in-the face of extremely diverse situations in Europe?! - a good practice in Nantes might
not be a good practice in Alba lulia and vice versa. He has also showed how the transformation of
experiences into good practices is in fact the outcome of complex interactions between plenty of actors
at various levels, all pursuing different interests. As such, they have become a powerful territorial
marketing tool for cities, always keen on showcasing flagship projects®2. Those critiques are legitimate;
however, we argue that the risk can be to some extent mitigated, respectively with an ex-post evaluation
and a replicability assessment. Finally, rather than some glossy, frozen and de-contextualised accounts
of a project or policy intervention, good practices should be “living objects”, frequently updated, peer-
reviewed and illustrated.

30 Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good Practices Approach in European Spatial
Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-1083, DOI: 10.1080/09654310902949620
31 Dominic Stead (2012) Best Practices and Policy Transfer in Spatial Planning, Planning Practice & Research,
27:1, 103-116, DOI: 10.1080/02697459.2011.644084

32 Luciano Vettoretto (2009) A Preliminary Critique of the Best and Good Practices Approach in European Spatial
Planning and Policy-making, European Planning Studies, 17:7, 1067-1083, DOI: 10.1080/09654310902949620
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Replication is a mediated process

Third, replication is a process, that goes through several steps, and that is generally mediated, in a
sense that there is an intermediary that takes care of organising the transfer between the two or more
cities (e.g., Transfer Networks in the case of URBACT, or replication programmes in SCC projects).

In most cases, “replication programmes” are well-structured. They follow a dedicated methodology,
usually including the identification of good practices, some sense-making and baseline assessment, an
assessment of the replicability of the good practice itself, the transfer of knowledge and capacity
building, the adaptation of good practices, and then the planning and implementation. The order may
change while some elements may be absent in certain project. The logic behind however remains the
same across projects.

Replication is not limited to European projects and also happens spontaneously, as it is common
practice for city practitioners - and politicians alike - to look at other local authorities for inspiration and
advice. The extent to which this happens is hard to measure, but the multiplication of, for example, bike
sharing schemes in European cities over the last decade, demonstrates that ideas and good practices
travel and spread from city to city. This spontaneous form of replication is also generally mediated, be
it through personal connections or networks, through national environment agencies.or professional
associations, through case studies or good practice handbooks; good practices do not spontaneously
touch down on city practitioners' desks.

This has two consequences. First, as a process replication can be organised, structured, in order to
maximise success. That is why the second section of this report will propose a framework for replication.
Second, it puts the emphasis on the process rather than out the outcome, which has been a common
pitfall in a number of projects.

The delineation of those three components of replication-allows us to better capture its reality across a
plurality of concepts and approaches. It also helps to identify and analyse barriers and drivers to the
replication process.

2.2. Bargjersto replication and scale-up

This subsection reviews the main barriers to replication and scale-up, consistently identified across the
literature, as well as NZC partners’ and cities’ experiences. A number of related barriers have been
clustered together, to form seven following ones:

o The lack of resources

e Governance shortcomings at city level

e Underestimating high contextuality and marked differences between cities
e A mechanistic vision of the replication process

¢ Insufficient multi-level and multi-stakeholder governance

e Flaws in the production of good practices

e The "Not invented here” syndrome

2.2.1. The lack of resources

The lack of resources has consistently been pointed out as one of the main barriers to replication and
scale-up, in the literature as in empirical observations. At city level, this includes the lack of personnel,
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time, skills, and organisational capabilities, as highlighted by van Winden & van den Buuse2. It hampers
city staff's ability to make the most of the transfer process, i.e., to identify relevant good practices, to
learn from peers and effectively build capacity. A focus group that took place on 24 January 2022
revealed that “cities struggle to find the workforce with the necessary knowledge and skills, and it is
particularly challenging to find people who are able to think outside of their departmental area or specific
sector 3¥. Additionally, funding gaps and insufficient financial resources are also hindering replication
itself, especially of those good practice which have a high capital intensity3. Altogether, those findings
are consistent with the 68% of cities who identified the lack of funding/financing schemes as the bhiggest
barrier to pursuing climate in the Expression of Interests for the Cities Mission?¢, Cardullo & Kitchin have
shown that, this lack of resource has in some cases been the result of austerity policies and budget
cuts, either at the local or at national level®’.

Cities’ limited capacity is only partly compensated by those projects precisely aiming to foster replication.
For instance, in projects following on the Lighthouse-Follower approach, Lighthouse cities remain the
main beneficiaries. If technical assistance and funding are provided for a number of actions, including
but not limited to replicability and feasibility studies, study visits or capacity building, they rarely finance
personnel costs associated to these activities. Furthermore, a substantial amount of time has to be spent
on developing project deliverables (e.g., assessments reports, replication plans...) under relatively short
deadlines. In Zaragoza, it is for instance difficult for public officers to dedicate enough time to those
replication activities, as hiring new personnel appears to be complicated®. Partners in the DECIDE
project have reported difficulties in engaging with Fellow cities for the very same reason®. This has
been summarised by Baqueriza-Jackson in his evaluation-of URBACTS Transfer Networks: “Cities have
faced barriers at the local level in relation to the time and capacity individuals involved with the network
have to spend on the local transfer. All of the people involved have other activities to do, and sometimes
it has been difficult to find the required time to deliver fully on the transfer and the accompanying
communications outputs*®. Moreover, funding does not generally cover the implementation part of the
replication process carried out by Follower cities, as in UNaLab#.. Support provided within projects to
develop new business models and to identify funding schemes and financing sources is acknowledged,
but is rarely sufficient to actually enable the implementation, as for the MATCHUP project*?. The needs
assessment revealed that where pilot funding has been be available for Follower cities, it did not allow
to scale-up those good practices.

33 yvan Winden, W., & van den Buuse, D. (2017). Smart City Pilot Projects: Exploring the Dimensions and
Conditions.of ScalingUp. Journal of Urban Technology, 24(4), 51-72.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2017.1348884

34 Liakou et al, (2022), Report on City Needs, Drivers and Barriers towards Climate Neutrality, p.54,
NetZeroCities. https://inetzerocities.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/DRAFT-D13.1-Report-on-city-needs-drivers-
and-barriers-towards-climate-neutrality.pdf

35 BOULANGER, Saveria O. M. and NAGORNY, Nanja C. Replication vs mentoring: Accelerating the spread of
good practices for the low-carbon transition. In: International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning.
Vol. 13, no.02; pp. 322-323. 2018.

36 Liakou et al, (2022), Report on City Needs, Drivers and Barriers towards Climate Neutrality, p.54,
NetZeroCities. https://netzerocities.eu/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/DRAFT-D13.1-Report-on-city-needs-drivers-
and-barriers-towards-climate-neutrality.pdf

87 Cardullo, P., & Kitchin, R. (2019). Smart urbanism and smart citizenship: The neoliberal logic of “citizen-
focused” smart cities in Europe. Environment and Planning C: Politics and Space, 37(5), 813—-830.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0263774X18806508

38 Practitioner Panel, 07.07.2022.

39 |CLEI projects review.

40 Baqueriza-Jackson, M. (2020), Transfer Study - Final Report, p.29, Paris: URBACT.

41 NZC partners survey.

42 NZC partners survey.
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2.2.2. Governance-related shortcomings

Governance-related shortcomings in replicator cities appear as another major barrier to replication. They
include the lack of political leadership, organisational silos, and deeply entrenched local administrations’
routines and practices.

The first of those shortcomings is the lack of political leadership and involvement in the replication
process. As public administrations are notoriously risk-adverse, political leadership is nonetheless a
driver for adopting innovating approaches and experimenting new solutions, for more efficient cross-
department collaboration, and for mobilising adequate resources. This lack of political leadership can
be explained by political cycles: politicians tend to focus on short-term issues rather than on societal
challenges for electoral reasons*3. More, changes in political environments - typically after a municipal
election — can lead to a change in public priorities and a reassessment of previous commitments,
including the involvement in European projects#4. This for instance happened in SHARING CITIES,
where a mayor who was a champion for smart cities left his role, causing the Fellow city to struggle to
get political support#.

Organisational silos are often connected to insufficient political leadership, but can also appear on their
own. As today’s urban challenges extend beyond departments' boundaries and narrow competencies,
innovative solutions or approaches require effective cross-department collaborations. In European
projects, Follower cities participation is typically managed by only one department, which can lead to
suboptimal cross-department collaboration, as in MATchUP#. This differs from Lighthouse cities, where
a cross-cutting governance structure if often a requirement, and as such set up right at the start of the
project. In UNaLab, “engaging the right people from their cities” has proved to be a challenge, whereas
“experiences should be shared across all people involved in the process and not only between the
people involved in the project™8. In some cases, several departments are represented, but most of them
cannot afford to dedicate too much time to it, and they do not have the capacity to join study visits and
in-person meetings. Limited cooperation with support functions - i.e., procurement, finances or human
resources — has also been identified as a barrier to replication4®. Conversely, participants in networks
and projects focusing on those support functions, such as the Procura+ Network, find it also difficult to
engage with operational departments®. Organisational silos, and as a consequence the limited ability
for staff to engage with other departments, can cause a lack of motivation, and even a lack of confidence
in the organisation®. Coordination and cooperation have proved to be even more difficult with
municipally-owned companies — or with city services when it is the company that is involved in
replication®2. On top of fragilising the implementation of good practices, silos can also deprive replication

3 VANDEVYVERE, Han,2018. Why may replication (not) be happening - Recommendations on EU R&I and
regulatory policies [online]. p.16. European Commission - Smart Cities Information System. Available from:
https://smartcities-infosystem.eu/sites/www.smartcities-infosystem.eu/files/document/4767_scis_report_2x16-
20seiten_web.pdf

4 BOULANGER, Saveria O. M. and NAGORNY, Nanja C. Replication vs mentoring: Accelerating the spread of
good practices for the low-carbon transition. In: International Journal of Sustainable Development and Planning.
Vol. 13, no. 02, p.323. 2018.
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https://www.uia-initiative.eu/sites/default/files/2020-07/UIA _knowledge management strateqy 0.pdf
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teams of useful experiences, skills and competencies®3. Here again, this aligns with the 47% of cities
that identified fragmentation of responsibilities as a barrier to achieving climate neutrality>4.

Entrenched routines and practices in local administrations — or “business as usual” - are closely
connected to the other two governance-related shortcomings and can further hamper the replication
process®®. City administrations are notoriously risk-adverse, and not prone to explore and experiment
when capacity is under constraint.

2.2.3. Underestimating differences between cities

Cities are facing similar challenges across Europe, yet they remain extremely diverse; this probably
comes as a surprise to no one. To increase the chance of success, replication must happen between
cities that faces similar challenges and operate in a similar environment®6. Marked differences between
cities can make the reproduction of good practices more difficult, or can simply render them irrelevant.
National differences are often highlighted, and especially distinct legislative and regulatory frameworks,
socio-economic structures or administrative cultures. This has been observed in SMARTER
TOGETHER, where a too permissive regulatory framework hindered the uptake of building retrofit in
France. Discrepancies between procurement standards and procedures from country to country are
another example®. In addition, language remains a significant barrier to effective city-to-city
collaboration, despite the widespread use of English in European projects®8, as it limits the capacity of
city officers to properly express themselves and to fully grasp the ins and outs of certain good practices.
Differences can also be substantial between cities themselves, regardless of which country they are in.
Here, size matters (i.e., surface area and demographics), since it is correlated to the size of city
administrations, with bigger cities generally having greater capacity. This also includes physical features,
such as the urban fabric or the natural environment. Those differences can be assessed relatively easily
before-hand, and as such do not constitute a deal-breaker for replication — they should nevertheless not
be underestimated.

Other differences are however harder to properly assess or often end up being underestimated, such
as modes of governance and organisation, and experience in climate policy. Profound differences in
terms of governance and experience can severely hinder the replication process. As stressed by the
municipality of Karditsa, “very often the final result that we want to replicate is attractive, but the
background of cities is very different and this is something that we get to know only when we start the
process"®. Similarly, it was noted about the Covenant of Mayors peer programme that “matching is both
one of the hardest and most critical factors in the peer programme, and this depends in large part on
the application form. (...) There is a tricky balance between not making the process too long and
complicated, and gathering the appropriate information.°” In fact, the recruitment of Follower cities often
misses key contextual information that would contribute to either driving or hindering replication. In the
Volunteering Cities Network (URBACT), Baqueriza-Jackson for instance showed that the lack of local
strategies and action plans-in‘a city ended up being a barrier to push the agenda around volunteering
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forward. Similarly, an approach of local economic development focusing only on hard infrastructure
greatly reduced the ability to replicate more “people-centric” approaches in the Welcoming International
Talents Network®?, Those differences can make the replication of already too context-specific pilots even
more difficult, or simply impossible®2. To sum it up, replication is more likely to happen between
municipalities with similar levels of experience®3.

2.2.4. The ‘Lighthouse-Follower’ dichotomy

Another barrier identified is the ‘Lighthouse-Follower’ dichotomy, leading to a “mechanistic” approach to
replication. It is based on “the assumption that (...) Lighthouse cities could be the only ones spelling out
urban solutions, without considering whether (...), second, the Fellow cities already had ongoing
replicable models worth considering™*. This assumption is not backed by evidences. More, alleged
differences between cities can in fact be the result of this dichotomy. This is what the ROCK project
demonstrated: the call explicitly required Replicator cities to be at the centre, while Role Model cities,
benefited from limited funding. This led to results opposite than in most projects: a strong involvement
and participation of Replicators and a limited involvement of Role Models.

This dichotomy has nevertheless been well entrenched in European projects and particularly in the first
cohort of SCC projects (it was progressively dropped in favour of more participatory approaches in
following cohorts). It can be linked to several shortcomings. First, it reduces mutual learning and cross-
fertilisation opportunities. Replicator cities, whatever they are, also have interesting experiences to share
with Frontrunner cities and, as highlighted by the municipality of Zaragoza, they are sometimes even
more “advanced” on a certain topic than the Frontrunners®®. Then, Follower cities are either not involved,
or only at later stages, in the development of innovative solutions and approaches, as in the FinEst
Twins initiative®®, This greatly reduces thereplicability potential of those solutions, as they tend to only
address lighthouse city’s needs, and additionally do not go through a peer-review process. This has also
been observed in GROWSMARTER, where solutions developed by Lighthouse Cities proved to be too
context-specific and the underlying technology could hardly be replicated in Fellow Cities. Finally, it has
also been associated to replication programmes or initiatives focusing on the short term, and on the
delivery of project deliverables rather than on the success of replication. Little attention is also paid to
the long-term and on the legacy. of replication after projects end®’, while partners do not usually have
the resources to follow-up with cities once projects are over.

2.2.5.. " Insufficient'multi-level and multi-stakeholder governance
in-cities

Multi-level governance is defined as the coordinated action of different levels of government (from local
and regional government, up to the national level and to the European Union) towards achieving a
specific goal. Multi-stakeholder governance refers to the involvement of all stakeholders — or “quadruple-
helix” stakeholders, i.e., the public and civil society, the private sector, the research community and
public entities — in‘policy-making. As stressed in the Report on City Needs, Drivers and Barriers towards
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Climate Neutrality, both are strongly needed for a goal as ambitious as achieving climate neutrality®8.
This also applies to the replication of innovative solutions aiming to tackle challenges cutting across
sectors, jurisdictions and competencies.

Findings have indicated that insufficient multi-level and multi-stakeholder governance slows down and
hinder the replication process. First, support from higher tiers of government remains insufficient,
especially for peer-to-peer learning. In fact, only 18% of cities that responded to the needs-assessment
survey indicated that peer-to-peer learning is included in national programmes related to climate
neutrality®®. On multi-stakeholder governance, it has been historically difficult for cities involved in
URBACT to engage with the private sector in transfer activities, be it at the international or at the local
level — despite the establishment of URBACT Local Groups™. Public participation is also rarely sufficient
during the replication process. When it does take place, this tends to be at later stages of, for instance,
smart-city solutions development and replication, de facto reducing participation to mere consultation*.
The dominance of technocratic approaches to replication over public participation may reduce
democratic accountability at the local level, and lowers public support for the implementation of such
solutions. Those shortcomings are undeniably a major barrier to the replication process; as multi-
stakeholder governance enables to better assess needs (city administrations are not omniscient), and
to better adapt good practices to the reality of the ground. Multi-stakeholder governance also helps to
create a sense of shared-ownership that increases the adoption of innovative solutions or approaches.
Something that is harder to achieve when insufficient communication is made towards stakeholders and
the public™. Insufficiencies have been explained by the difficulty of maintaining an active involvement
of stakeholders on the long run?4, and, once again, by the lack of appropriate resources, i.e., personnel,
skills and tools, for effectively engaging with stakeholders and for carrying out participatory processes™.

2.2.6. Flaws in the production of good practices

The last significant barrier has to do with how solutions.or good practices are produced and transferred
to other cities. First, an overemphasis on either pure technology, or on technological components of city
interventions, has been found consistently across findings. Smart city solutions however “often consist
of complex urban interventions involving many different parties, each one with specific interests,
agendas and capacities. Everything must be there, at the right place, in the right moment: the
technologies, the business models, the favourable legal context, the governance structure, social
acceptance, user motivation, capacities and knowledge, budgets, aligned agendas, etc.”’5. And as such,
all the human infrastructure that underpins the success of such solutions is frequently overlooked, be it
during their formalisation into good practices or during the transfer process.

Then, the way good practices are produced - i.e., how they are identified and selected - has also been
criticised due to its shortcomings. This production process rarely relies on a thorough evaluation of
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results and impacts. It is rather the result of a pragmatic approach, which depends on the existence of
contacts in relevant cities, on the availability of data online, and on the willingness of those cities to
showcase their work. It is amplified by the limited capacity invested in this production process, either by
cities or by intermediaries, such as city networks, national agencies, NGOs’... If this has been avoided
in most H2020 projects, where the development of innovative solutions is carried out during projects,
short timelines make the evaluation of results and impacts at best incomplete. The functioning of those
projects also makes that there is then little flexibility for other cities on to whether or not replicating those
pilots.

Regarding the format to which information is transferred, Boulanger and Nagorny have noted a repeated
lack of contextual knowledge in reports, catalogues or factsheets. Descriptions tend to provide a
“decontextualized and placeless knowledge” and focus only on success stories, while hurdles or barriers
faced by cities during the development and the implementation are usually overlooked. Learning from
errors made by peers is nevertheless well-needed for city practitioners’®. Finally,.some confusion is
caused among Replicator city practitioners by an oversupply of information. An abundance of reports,
websites or catalogues is available, while overabundant information is also included in those different
documents. This makes it extremely difficult for practitioners to identify-what could be useful for them,
in a context where they have little time to read, evaluate and prioritise good practices. Moreover, the
way this information is displayed, such as non-user-friendly publications and databases, also hinder
effective replication. Finally, there are also some issues related to how this information is kept up-to-
date?®.

2.2.7. The "Notinvented here”syndrome

Mentioned in a few instances, this barrier stems quite tellingly from the fact that cities tend to see their
local context and situation as unique, thus requiring tailored-made solutions — in other terms,
reinventing the wheel®, This can lead them to develop their own solutions rather than reproducing
what has been done successfully higher, but often as a higher cost®!. This mind-set has been
observed by city practitioners, for example in Tromsg®. If it leads cities to entirely shun replication
projects only in a few instances, it can still contribute to reinforcing organisational silos, e.g., when
other departments show some reluctance in‘being.involved in a project they have not initiated.

2.3. Drivers-to replication

The replication process can be hampered by any of the aforementioned barrier. Quite fortunately, it
can also be driven by a series of factors or circumstances, which should therefore preferably be
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fostered in replication programmes. Here again, related drivers have been clustered together, to form
the eight following ones:

e Placing the human component at the core

e Embedding replication in local strategies

e Breaking down good practices into modules to facilitate their transfer
e Mutual learning and co-creation at the core of the replication process
e Flexibility and ongoing assistance in the replication process

e Political leadership and integrated management

e Monitoring and evaluation

e Start small and grow big

2.3.1. Placing the human component at the core

There is an undeniable human component in replication. The creation of strong interpersonal relations,
along with the participation in in-person / physical events, can amplify knowledge transfer and
replication. As mentioned previously, implementation reports or good practice catalogues often miss
some key information, e.g., on context, on obstacles and conflicts faced. They also tend to focus
exclusively on explicit knowledge, and rarely capture the breadth of city experiences associated to the
development of innovative solutions and approaches. Practitioners frequently resort to their personal
connections to complement those inadequacies®. In fact, personal connections ease communications,
as people are more likely to get in touch, to ask questions or recommendations to each other; this is
what has been observed in exchanges between resilience officers from the cities of Paris, Milan and
Rotterdam on the topic of “oasis schoolyards”®. Trust and confidence are at the heart of this process,
as it allows the “candid sharing” of information that would not necessarily be made public otherwise.
Strong interpersonal relations also allow connection between cities to last longer than projects, and can
even give way to further collaboration opportunities for other projects®®. Projects can capitalise upon
pre-existing links between cities to drive replication®s.

Another way to do so is to encourage the participation in-physical / in-person activities, something that
has unfortunately greatly dwindled in recent years due to the pandemic. As put forward by the city of
Valladolid, ‘the advantages of online meetings are many... they are comfortable (...) but you lose the
personal contact. Both personal contact and study visits face-to-face help a lot...” Online meetings are
effectively easier to set up, and require way less resources for cities to attend, allowing practitioners to
reach out to colleagues-internally. They make staying in touch and follow-up easier, and they are as
such a good complement to in-person gatherings. However, they do not allow to build interpersonal
relations. At the opposite, in-person activities allow participants to bond with peers, and also to
experience, to see by themselves. This was for instance put forward in the UNaLab project, where
participants “have been able to visit the nature-based solutions locations and ask questions directly to
each other and to the different people involved in the implementation and/or monitoring.8”” In Big Buyers,
(in-person) workshops and stakeholder events have been a way to involve a larger group of persons
from participating organisations®. In URBACT Transfer Networks, bootcamps have been particularly
well-received by participants due to the possibility to “learn and to do” at the same time®°. Another in-
person activity that has proved to be quite successful is “work-shadowing”, where practitioners from
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Replicator cities have the opportunity to observe peers at their workplace, such as in the ROCK project.
Then, during “mentoring visits”, Replicator cities host colleagues from Role Model cities to get practical
advices and recommendations. In the CLEVER project, those visits have been extended to elect
Councilors, to contribute to raising awareness among decision-makers on the topic of nature-based
solutions, and to creating ties at the political level.

2.3.2. Embedding replication in local strategies

Another driver relates to which extent replication is part of a “bigger plan” for the Fellow city®. Relying
on existing plans or strategies provides a political orientation, and can additionally help to secure the
allocation of further budget (considering that project funding for replication is limited). It also contributes
to maximising results and impacts, as a whole set of measures are being implemented towards a.same
goal, and not only one isolated pilot. In GROWSMARTER, structured programmes on smart services
already in place within some of the Follower Cities greatly helped the replication process®!; Strategies
are also instrumental in breaking silos, and ultimately allow to harness co-benefits ‘associated to
replication, as emphasised by the municipality of Ume&®2.

At the same time, replication provide a good opportunity to update such strategies and plans. In
EXCESS, ready-to-use recommendations were shared with:local planning authorities at the end of the
project for the update of spatial plans®. Deliverables that Fellow cities must submit can also be used to
make sure that replication is embedded in local plans:‘this.is what is required in CityLoops for cities to
integrate in their Replication Plans®4.

2.3.3. Breaking down good practicesinto modules to facilitate
their transfer

According to van Winden & van den Buuse®, successful replication requires individualised solutions.
More, breaking down a good: practice into clearly delineated modules or parts might actually make the
replication process even easier. From the outside a good practice taken as a whole — whatever it is —
can appear quite intimidating, especially for cities with little experience on the topic. That is why dividing
it into small bits allows to better assign roles and responsibilities internally. It additionally eases the
planning process, allowing to prioritize between the different modules and potentially to drop what does
not appear as necessary. This s illustrated in URBACT Transfer Networks, in which this practice was
“as much a revelatory process for the giving city as it was for potential receivers, who were often so
close to the practice that they had forgotten why it had evolved that way. This forensic review of the
good practice enabled cities to identify and prioritise component parts of it. From this process, projects
were able to customise the good practice so that it — or key elements of it — could be transferred
across®". Ultimately, breaking down a good practice into modules can allow to “deep dive”, as put
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forward by one partner, i.e., to understand it deeply enough to then be able to adapt it and implement it,
rather than staying at the surface®’.

Replication, whether it focus on pilot projects or on well-established solutions, is akin to an innovation
process for Follower cities. As such, it comes with a number of uncertainties regarding final results and
impacts. That is why breaking down those good practices into modules or parts allow to start by the
ones can be replicated quicker and generate some early results - i.e., “quick wins” or “low-hanging fruits”.
Quick wins can also contribute to reducing local resistance by proving concepts behind good practices®8.
They can also bring some early results that would then support the implementation of other components,
fostering the replication process and the transition towards climate neutrality.

2.3.4. Putting mutual learning and co-creation at the core of the
replication process

Fellow cities come to projects with existing knowledge and experiences, related to either the topic in
qguestion or simply to policy-making at the local level. Taking advantage of this knowledge and
experience can benefit the replication process but also Lighthouse Cities — and so beyond the scope of
European projects. That is why replication approaches focusing on mutual — or peer —learning (rather
than on top-down approaches) have consistently shown greater results. First, presenting and explaining
their achievements to others can help Lead cities to reflect on it, as exemplified by URBACT’s Transfer
Networks: "Teaching is often the best way of learning, and the process requires giving cities to revisit,
refine and improve their own methodology”®. They can also learn from their peers' experiences. This
encourages Lead cities to dedicate more time to. knowledge transfer and replication, as they can get
something out of it. As put forward by the city of Leuven, “it helps if cities can find a "win-win," meaning
that there is also a "return" for the Frontrunner city, since they need to have an incentive to share their
experiences”1%, Practical examples of mutual learning can be found in peer-reviews, a mechanism used
across a number of projects, such as in the BioCanteens Transfer Network (URBACT), where peer
reviews have stimulated cross-fertilisation and generated pride among participants for their
achievements. One by one, participants had to report on-activities carried out in between each meeting,
and received feedback from others afterwards'®. In the CLIC project, “role-swapping” has been used in
a twinning programme, alternating critical feedback sessions and study visits'%2. In ARCH, Follower
cities have been able to give feedback and to.improve the tools developed in the project during dedicated
workshops!®, Indeed, Follower Cities have a better understanding of their own needs. As such, peer
reviews not only benefit Lighthouse cities, it also greatly improves the replicability of innovative solutions
and approaches developed in projects. That is the reason why involving Fellow Cities at early stages,
not only of the replication process, but also in the development of innovative solutions or approaches,
is also a game changer forthe former, as demonstrated by SHARING CITIES1%4,

2.3.5. Flexible and tailored replication methodologies

The replication process benefit from well-structured replication methodologies. Still, those have to allow
some flexibility, not to be “set in stone”, as unexpected challenges frequently occur along the way0,
More, replication 1:1 does not exist and methodologies need to be adaptable to some degree to Follower
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city's needs. That is why replication approaches that have proved to be flexible and adaptable have
shown greater success. Potential changes have to be based on results from needs assessments and
transferability studies, as recruitment of Follower cities and their matching with Lighthouse cities often
misses crucial - but hardly measurable - background information. When direct support provided to cities
is limited, flexibility also allows to loosen requirements and to adjust the ambition, in order to make sure
that knowledge transfer and replication actually happen. In particular, not overburdening cities with too
many deliverables can allow them to reallocate efforts and resources to delivering on replication itself06,
Replication methodologies can also be co-produced with Replicator cities from the start, tailored
according to their needs and ambitions, as highlighted in some of URBACT’s Transfer Networks97.

2.3.6. Securing political leadership and integrated management

The lack of political leadership and of cross-department collaboration has previously been put forward
as a barrier to replication. Quite logically, a strong political leadership and integrated management are
at the opposite key drivers of the replication process. In a context where municipal administrations
usually have a high level of risk aversion, a committed political leadership, with a clear vision, can-allow
them to “take risks, make mistakes, and learn from those mistakes by developing solutions and
adapting™%. The SMARTER TOGETHER project has for instance praised “the right to fail” in its
replication framework?®, It also boosts staff motivation and ability to work across departments!io, As
such, integrated management, i.e., the ability to bring all internal stakeholders together towards a
common goal, is a clear driver to the replication process, as it allows to mobilise more resources, skill
sets on solutions that cut across traditional policy making areas. The municipality of Konya, in Turkey,
for instance stated that the biggest “enabler at city level is the institutional structure” of the city
administration itself111,

2.3.7. Understand city needs to_improve matching

Replication should be seen as a cost-effective and evidence-based answer to city needs for achieving
climate neutrality, and not just as a requirement that has to be fulfiled in European projects.
Misalignments between cities involved in the replication process often come from insufficient needs
assessment or insufficient.communication with project partners. As highlighted in the barriers section,
this can be fatal if those discrepancies between cities are too substantial. That is why a clear
understanding of city needs, interests and ambitions, and a good articulation with projects have been
pointed as a key driver'12, It allows to match cities that face similar climate challenges (air pollution,
floods, etc.) and operate in similar environments (governance, climate, etc.), as in BuyZET3. “Finding
the right project partner for the right challenge” (Mannheim) is as such a substantial driver for
replication!!4. The application process has a crucial role to play to understand the needs of Follower

106 NZC partners survey.
107 Baqueriza-Jackson, M. (2020), Transfer Study - Final Report. p.13. Paris: URBACT.

108 Baqueriza-Jackson, M. (2020), Transfer Study - Final Report. p.13. Paris: URBACT.

109 SMARTER TOGETHER, Replication Framework, Deliverable D8.1.1, V2.0, p19.

10 EC (2019), Urban Innovative Actions Knowledge Management Strategy 2020-2023. p.20. Online:
https://www.uia-initiative.eu/sites/default/files/2020-07/UIA knowledge management strateqy O.pdf
111 practitioners Panel, 07.07.2022.

112 NZC partners survey.

113 |CLEI internal survey.

114 practitioners Panel, 07.07.2022.

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 21




D5.1 Replication and Scale Up Report NET ZERU CITI ES

cities and match them with similar cities, even though striking the right balance between not making the
process too long / complicated and gathering the appropriate information can be challenging?.

2.3.8.  Motivation and willingness to learn

At first sight, this may seem a rather secondary driver of replication, or something that is connected to
all previous drivers. Nevertheless, part of it seems to be irreducible to others, and findings have
consistently shown that Follower cities’ motivation and willingness to learn - as well as Lighthouse cities’
eagerness to share - have been strong lubricants in the replication process. This was for instance
considered as among the main success factors in the Sun4All project, where energy cooperatives are
set up in low-income communities to support their decarbonisation!!®. This was also noted in some of
URBACT Transfer Networks, where partners themselves — or most likely individuals representing them
— have been seen as the key drivers of knowledge transfer due to their motivation and willingness to
learnt?’.

115 NZC partners survey.
116 |CLEI internal survey.
117 Baqueriza-Jackson, M. (2020), Transfer Study - Final Report. p.12. Paris: URBACT.
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3. Replication and scale-up framework

3.1. Introduction

Based on the analysis of barriers and drivers to replication and scale-up, this section outlines the main
principles that should be followed for replication to be successful. It then breaks down the replication
process into actionable steps, including practical recommendations and good practices, in order to
inform all activities within NZC which may - in one way or another — lead to some replication.

As demonstrated by the research carried out in T5.1, the replication and scale-up process is the result
of a complex set of interactions between cities but also between a constellation of other actors - city
networks, public authorities, businesses, researchers... - at various levels. Consequently, this
framework offers a schematic and simplified view of what replication should be. It.is also intended to be
updated, based on observations from activities related to replication and scale-up carried out within
NZC.

This framework is targeting project partners, and in the first instance those who are setting up
mechanisms, as well as organising activities aiming at fostering replication - i.e. sharing knowledge and
building capacity - such as the Twinning Programme or the ' development of case studies to guide
replication (respectively Tasks 5.2 and 5.3). As such, the framework will provide general guidelines on
replication and practical recommendations collected during the research, in order to inform those
mechanisms and activities. As replication is also connected to activities and tasks lying outside of WP5,
other partners are also welcome to use the framework, and potentially to improve it.

The end beneficiaries being local authorities, their administrations are also welcome to use it.
Nevertheless they are not the direct target group, as we believe that its rather general and theoretical
nature does not necessarily fit with their often practical preoccupations. That is why we rather
recommend project partners to act as intermediaries, able to apply the framework to specific situations,
cities, or good practices.

This section starts with a series of key principles that we believe should underpin replication activities
within NZC. Then, the framework itself is described, it includes three main phases, each of them divided
into a total of nine different steps. Both phases and individual steps capture key elements that will enable
the successful replication and scale-up of pilots. The section ends with some reflections on the next
steps, and on how to capture the breadth of activities related to replication in NZC.
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3.2. Definitions and key principles

3.2.1. Thereplication framework

We have decided to base the replication framework on ICLEI's Integrated Management Cycle, also
behind the Green Climate Cities programme?!18, through which it has been used by cities all over the
globe to develop Climate Action Plans. This approach has proven to be highly flexible, and able to
accommodate different contexts, thus allowing any local authority to use it. It has notably empowered
cities to take action in terms of climate mitigation. The approach has also inspired the Climate Transition
Map developed in WP1.

This decision is justified by several reasons. First, this approach allows to break the replication down
into several different yet connected phases and steps. Those steps are not intended to be prescriptive
or exhaustive, nor do they have to be seen as a sequence where one step can only start after another
has been completed: they are interwoven and often take place in parallel. It is also important to note
that while the phases and steps are presented in a sequential manner,.entry points can be found at any
stage of the presented process. This makes it fit for describing the replication process; which can be
applied to a great variety of solutions, in cities with different experiences and features. Second, this
approach is also “circular”, which is particularly relevant for replication, a process that does not really
end, but is rather a continuous exchange between local authorities — and which is not, as often described
in projects, a mechanistic transfer between to cities that ends once accomplished. Last, this approach
focuses on cities, as opposed to a number of replication frameworks where the emphasis is put on a
specific solution, often limited to one or two sectors (e.g. electric vehicle charging points). Achieving
climate neutrality makes it necessary to implement at the same time cross-sectoral and systemic
solutions, rendering it difficult to achieve the granularity for each solution or group of solution that would
have to be replicated. Instead, this focus on cities allows to really empower administrations and to
explore any kind of solutions or group of solutions.

The Green Climate Cities programme approach has been adapted to be able to closely describe the
replication process. It comprises three phases, respectively 1) ANALYSE & MOBILIZE, 2) ACQUIRE
and finally 3) ACT. Each phase is sub-divided. into three steps each, listed below:

Governance 9
Stakeholder engagement

Needs assessment 8

Learning

Exchange Fel_low
i 7 City
Adaptation

Planning and implementation

Review

© © NFoO 0 B W NP

Scaling-up

Figure 2 - Replication Framework

118 htps://iclei.org/greenclimatecities/
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Those phases and steps will be described below, after a presentation of key definitions and principles
underpinning the replication process.

3.2.2. Definitions

Good practice

In this framework, “good practice” refers to any solution or group of solutions, measure, process-or
procedure that is developed in a specific city and worth replicating in another with regards to climate
action. To do so, some knowledge - be it technical, legal, financial, or procedural - will have to be
transferred to Fellow Cities for them to build capacity and implement the solution or group of solutions,
etc. For the transfer to be possible, this knowledge needs to be well-documented, in reports, in case
studies, and so on.

Additionally, the term “good practice” also includes some further knowledge on the informal practices,
experiences, or personal connections, which are often neglected but which can be instrumental in the
implementation of a solution or group of solutions. This information.is generally not captured in reports,
and often remains in the background. It can nevertheless be really helpful for Fellow City in the
replication process. That is why knowledge transfer should also include a critical human component, in
a sense that building interpersonal relationships and having frequent exchanges can enable the
circulation of this crucial type of information.

To sum it up, good practices combine formal knowledge on solutions or group of solutions, etc. as well
as contextualised accounts from practitioners who implemented the solution, including their own
recommendations. Good practices are also living objects that must be regularly updated and widely
disseminated.

Fellow City

Fellow Cities are those ‘local authorities interested in reproducing a good practice developed and
implemented in a NZC City. They show a genuine interest for a specific topic or sector related to climate
neutrality, but-do not exactly know where to start. They have identified different solutions and
approaches but do not know which one they have to choose, or they may as well have identified some
specific measures, but do not possess the expertise required to implement them. In all cases, they will
look at NZC Cities and, rather than “reinventing the wheel”’, they will capitalise on NZC Cities
achievements and experiences, in order to learn and reproduce the good practice. At a personal level,
Fellow Cities are expected to.show some motivation and willingness to learn. They are also welcome to
provide feedback to NZC Cities.

NZC City

NZC Cities are defined as those cities that are already part of the project, in one way or another — e.g.
as Mission Cities or Pilot Cities - and from where a good practice originates, i.e. is developed and
implemented, assuming that this good practice is worth being replicated. NZC Cities are expected to
document the development and implementation of good practices in order to support the replication
within Fellow Cities. They are also strongly encouraged to provide any necessary additional information
during the course of the project as well as practical recommendations - NZC Cities must in some
occasions act as “mentors” for Fellow Cities, guiding them through the replication process. They should
also learn from Fellow Cities' own experiences, in order to review and strengthen their own good
practices.
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3.2.3. Key principles for replication

The Replication Framework includes three main phases, each of them divided into a total of nine
different steps that capture key elements enabling the successful replication and scale-up of good
practices. They do not have to be seen as a sequence where one step can only start after another has
been completed: they are interwoven and often take place in parallel.

That being said, it is also important to emphasise the existence of four key principles guiding and feeding
into the entire replication process. Those principles - listed below - have also been informed by the
Analysis of drivers and barriers to replication (i.e. Section 1), but are of different natures than the nine
steps, as they should be taken into consideration during the entire replication process. Some of them -
e.g., integrated management and stakeholder engagement — may appear to be similar to some specific
steps of the Replication Framework. The idea behind is fairly simple: stakeholder engagement must
take place at the beginning of the process, and as such constitutes a distinct Step, but it is also-a
principle that must be applied through and that will in turn support each of the other individual steps;
engaging with (relevant) stakeholders will always be beneficial, at any time.

Mutual learning

As demonstrated in the Analysis of drivers and barriers to replication (Section 1), replication is
sometimes depicted as a mechanistic process where a “more-advanced” city transfers a technological
solution to a “less-advanced” city. Empirical findings show a somewhat different reality, where cities and
their administrations are complex systems, which offer multiple opportunities for learning regardless of
their maturity levels on given policies or technologies. There are countless opportunities for learning
from approaches, projects, practices developed in even the smallest city.

That is the reason why Mutual Learning is at the core of this framework. We strongly recommend any
city to take the time to listen, to discuss, to do some research, in order to learn more about what Fellow
Cities are doing to mitigate climate change and to become more sustainable. This would certainly create
cross-fertilization opportunities and lead to the generation of new ideas, and perhaps even to the
replication of new solutions and approaches. This principle also applies when a selected good practice
is being replicated in a Fellow City, as feedback and lessons from the replication process can not only
contribute to improving the.good practice in question but also increasing the chances of further uptake
and replication - peer review is crucial to ensure the replicability of any good practice and here being
the “proud copier” is a critical role. As such, Fellow Cities are encouraged - spontaneously or when
asked - to collect feedback internally and to pass it on to NZC Cities.

Replicationds-about innovation -.Start small, grow big

This report is dealing with the replication of good practices from NZC Cities and potentially from outside
the project. Those good practices are often pilots or demonstrations themselves. In the innovation
community, it is usually acknowledged that pilots have a Technology Readiness Level (TRL) of 7, while
the full-scale roll out of a solution is TRL9. It means that, despite all preliminary assessments, there are
no guarantees that the replication of the pilot - or of any good practice — will be successful in a different
setting. That is why a key principle of replication is to start small, by experimenting and demonstrating
first — grabbing low-hanging fruits - and to grow bigger progressively. This approach allows to mitigate
risks associated with reproducing a full-scale solution, such as the lack of funding or resistance from
local stakeholders. As such, this principles should be kept in mind at every step of the replication
framework. This starts by an identification of quick wins - i.e., parts or modules of the pilot or best practice
that would be easier to implement and on which success would ease and enable the replication or other
parts or modules - and ends up with the scale-up, when the pilot or best practice is implemented at full-
scale within the Fellow City.

Integrated management and stakeholder engagement

The analysis of barriers and drivers to replication and scale-up has shown that the replication process
often fails when carried out in isolation from other local actions, especially when not politically supported,
or when not engaging with local initiatives and stakeholders. That is why integrated management — i.e.

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 32




D5.1 Replication and Scale-Up Report N ET ZER(_.' CITI ES

setting up cross-department collaboration mechanisms - and stakeholder engagement altogether
constitute the third key principle of replication.

Integrated management and stakeholder engagement should be present during the whole replication
framework and as such will make the transfer process easier, by raising awareness among local actors,
by creating unexpected opportunities and by creating a feeling of shared ownership. That is why we
strongly recommend Fellow Cities, at any step of the process, to engage with both internal and external
stakeholders. We also recommend NZC Cities to associate their own stakeholders, be they internal or
external, to the replication process, as they can have valuable information or experience to transfer to
Fellow Cities.

Replication goes beyond technological solutions

Replication is often reduced to the reproduction of technological solutions from one city to another, on
the pretext that first technology has a greater impact, and second that that it is. more transferable than
non-technological solutions, i.e. regulations, strategies, social innovations... This belief overlooks the
fact that technology is usually embedded in a local context, in social uses, and that replicating the ‘hard’
part without considering the ‘soft’ one often ends in failure.

Here, we recommend cities to adopt a critical stance on the replication of technological solutions, and
to consider not only technical requirements but also modes of governance, regulation and policies,
funding and more broadly all the social, economic and environmental factors that underpin them.
Moreover, we would like to remind that climate neutrality do not only rely on new, cutting-edge
technologies, but rather on the scaling-up of existing ones, on the adoption of social innovation, new
uses and so on. Low-tech solutions or seemingly insignificant practices at the local level can potentially
have a greater impact in terms of GHG emission reductions than flagship solutions. That is why we
recommend NZC cities to not only showcase their most innovative technologies, but also to reflect on
the many solutions or practices that are lessvisible but that may have, individually or taken all together,
a substantial impact. Similarly, it is recommended to Fellow Cities to pay attention to what NZC Cities
do beyond their “flagship” measures and themselves to look at the too-often overlooked solutions and
practices developed and implemented within their own administration.

The replication process is as.dimportant as the.outcome

The replication process includes a substantial part of serendipity, of unpredictability, as the outcome is
often different from what is initially planned. As such, we consider that the “journey” Fellow cities go
through as of much importance as the outcome, because it can create a whole lot of new opportunities.
Not to say that replicating a new energy saving scheme or green infrastructure are not worth it, but rather
that on top of trying to reproduce those, it might well be that in the process Fellow Cities will learn new
lessons and grasp new opportunities. It might also be that, despite the initial replicability assessment,
the transplant does not finally take place in the Fellow city. What could appear as a failure at first sight
may in fact bring positive results, for instance contributing to raising awareness, to strengthening a local
political agenda, to engaging with previously out-of-reach stakeholders, to creating useful connections
for future projects... Here also, the list of potential benefits arising from the replication process is also
really long and would justify going into it.

3.8./The Replication and Scale-Up Framework

3.3.1. PHASE1-ANALYSE & MOBILISE

The first phase is mostly internal and its aim is to make sure that all the pre-conditions are fulfilled for
replication to take place. It starts by (1) Setting up the governance model, before (2) Engaging with
Stakeholders and then (3) ldentifying needy, as well as barriers, risks and opportunities. This phase
aims to make the replication process easier, but we acknowledge that these actions often take place
simultaneously.
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STEP 1 - Governance

The aim of the first step is to have the organisation - the city administration - ready for the replication
process. This is a strong enabler, or even a pre-condition, as demonstrated by the Analysis of barriers
and drivers to replication and scale-up. This starts with securing political commitment - from the mayor
or a deputy mayor - or at least some backing from the administration’s leadership. A strong mandate
will then allow to approach different departments, services and public agencies - the ones that are
relevant to the good practice the Fellow city is looking to replicate - in order to set up a cross-
department project team that will be in charge of managing the replication process. Each team
member has clearly defined responsibilities and roles, while the team as a whole has direct access to
the city's main decision-making bodies. Having a good representation of the different departments in the
Replication Team will allow to ensure buy-in across the organisation and will greatly support subsequent
steps. The Replication Team'’s first responsibility will be, in close collaboration with the_leadership, to
define the ambition / vision of the Fellow City in terms of replication, and to outline how. it should connect
on the one hand with long--term objectives - e.g., climate neutrality - and on the other hand with existing
plans and strategies. The vision formulates in writing the political mandate.

~N\ " \\/

*  Secure political commitment * A cross-departmental Replication Team

+  Set up the governance internally and * Aclearly defined vision for the replicated
making sure that all relevant departments Pilot / best practice, in‘accordance with
are involved existing planning documents.

» Define vision and long term goals

s

» NZC Cities can showcase their * In BuyZET, some efforts were dedicated to
achievements to influence the agenda getting staff from various departments being
setting in Fellow Cities. involved in the peer learning process and

* High-level exchange programs between participating in project meetings. This
politicians can contribute to raising allowed a greater dissemination of project
awareness among Fellow Cities. mayors, results within Fellow cities and a better buy-
officials and management. in across the administration1®.

* In Healthy Clean Cities (HCC), 15 mayors
(called “challenge owners”), committed to
co-design portfolios of strategic experiments
and innovations capable of transforming key
city systems, with the aim of accelerating
their path to carbon neutrality, while bringing
multiple co-benefits for local people!?°,

* In CLEVER, some budget was allocated to
having politicians from Fellow cities taking
part in project activities, and especially to
study visits.

STEP 2 — Stakeholder engagement

Engaging with local stakeholders is crucial for the replication process, as it is crucial for reducing GHG
emissions generated by all sectors of urban life, thus for achieving climate neutrality. Stakeholder
engagement starts by mapping the key stakeholders, i.e., understanding who are the key players
and actors, why they should be involved and how, but also how to balance powers and interests. A
stakeholder and relevance mapping allows to define the right engagement mechanism(s). Which
stakeholders should involve —which are the most relevant - greatly depends on the nature of the solution

119 hitp://www.buyzet.eu/
120 wtps://www.climate-kic.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/DD_Healthy Clean Cities.pdf
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that is to be replicated. It could be local businesses - from start-ups to large companies - research
institutes and academia, community groups and non-for-profits, and also the wider public, altogether
often referred to as the “quadruple helix”. It is also key to engage with other public actors, municipal
companies, other local authorities and crucially other tiers of government, from the provincial or regional
level to national government. Once identified and mapped, stakeholders should be approached using
several engagement mechanisms, and brought together in order to validate or amend the vision.
Stakeholder engagement will quite likely involve some awareness-raising activities, as not all actors
may be on the same page. Stakeholders should be involved in the replication process through a
Replication Forum, meeting 1-2 times a year, whose members would be regularly updated about
progress, would be consulted for key decisions and would take part in some of the key activities. This
Replication Forum should be running during all the replication process.

L 4
+ Map stakeholders for the issue at stake, * A Replication Forum fully-aligned with the
identify who should be involved and how, vision
understand relationships between
stakeholders
« Define the right engagement mechanism(s)
« Engage with stakeholders, communicate the
vision and get to know each other
+ Setup a Replication Forum with key
stakeholders to support during the
Replication Journey, define roles and
responsibilities, and plan future meetings . -
= f NSha
e
* Share stakeholder engagement * In GROWSMARTER, local stakeholders
methodologies and best practices were invited and participated in workshops
organised in Fellow cities, through a local,
multi-stakeholder Smart City Liaison
Group®?,

* InNATURVATION, Fellow cities engaged
with business and civil society organisations
through the establishment of 'urban-regional
innovation partnerships’1?2,

STEP 3 — Needs assessment

This step starts by a current state assessment, with a review of existing policies, targets, plans and
measures in place in your city in relation to the Good practice to be replicated or, more likely at this
stage, to the issue the good practice would solve. In parallel, a regulatory assessment should be carried
out, to identify relevant pieces of legislation and regulation, policies at national level that could impact
your project, negatively but also positively (e.g., existing funding schemes). This work will be greatly
facilitated by working in collaboration with other city departments within the Replication Team and with
stakeholders in the Replication Forum (e.g., national government agencies will have a better
understanding. of the regulation). On this basis, the vision defined in Step 1 needs to be fleshed out, by
identifying potential barriers, risks, needs but also opportunities, in relation to a number of aspects:
regarding the Fellow city’s knowledge of the sector, or the issue that is faced, on the data that is
available, on governance, on internal capacity and so on. Here again, involving other departments and
external stakeholders in this assessment can help gather a great variety of data and information. This
step should bring a good understanding of the Fellow city’s needs, barriers, risks and opportunities. This

121 hitps://grow-smarter.eu/fileadmin/editor-upload/Reports/Concluding _report on Replication online.pdf
122 htps://naturvation.eu/blog/20190408/how-urban-partnerships-can-drive-nature-based-innovation.html
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will constitute this baseline - against which future progress will be assessed - and will allow to define a
first set of targets to the vision.

* Review existing policies, strategies, projects A baseline and a set of targets to
in place or carried out at the local level complement the vision

*  Check the national and European legislative
and regulatory framework

+ Check what type of data is available and
what is been done already (e.g. GHG
inventory)

* Assess barriers, risks but also opportunities

* Involve the Replication Team and the
replication Forum in this process

+ Set the baseline and define targets to flesh
out the vision

NN ON

* Share past needs assessment and baseline | « Inthe Covenant.of Mayor peerlearning

* Give feedback on baseline and on targets program; a relativity detailed application
* Provide methodologies and tools for the form allowed to get a good understanding of
needs assessment city needs, as well as where they were

standing in terms of climate policy,
improving matching between participants??3,

+ In the Big Buyers Initiative, a three-step
needs assessment of participants was
carried out, on which basis they were
allocated to relevant thematic working
groups, along with peers facing similar
challenges. This first step allowed to identify
general sectoral interests, the second to
identify specific challenges within those
sectors and the third to actually set up
working groups. This needs assessment
contributed to fruitful peer-to-peer learning
and the potential replication of good
practices.

* Inthe EXCESS project (retrofitting housing
blocks to turn them into positive energy
buildings), the replication process starts with
a diagnosis, and includes a SWOT matrix.

* Inthe CLEVER project, annual surveys
have been carried out towards partners and
Fellow cities, to assess needs and provide
tailored assistance throughout the project.

* In MatchUP, “quadruple-helix” stakeholders
participated in preliminary workshops, to
assess needs and then define priorities.

* In ARCH, Fellow cities had to develop joint
baseline reports (one for each group of
Fellow cities, each Pilot having 3 Fellow
cities). Baseline reports include information
on city profiles, on governance, as well as a
preliminary resilience assessment!?4,

123 https://www.eumayors.eu/component/attachments/?task=download&id=1292
124 ARCH project website. https://savingculturalheritage.eu/resources/deliverables
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3.3.2. PHASE 2 - ACQUIRE

PHASE 1 aims to provide a good understanding of where the Fellow city stands, of what the problem is,
and also to be able to rely on a coalition of internal and external stakeholders to the replication process.
In PHASE 2, knowledge transfer, capacity building and adaption of a given good practice are taking
place.

STEP 4 - Learning

STEP 3 has allowed to identify key needs and to set targets accordingly, but the actions to put together
in an action plan are still unknown at this stage; this is the objective of STEP 4. First of all, it is necessary
for a Fellow city to improve its thematic knowledge, whether it is on a specific sector, such as mobility
or waste management, or on the different levers of urban policy-making, such as public procurement or
awareness-raising. This can be done relativity easily by going through reports and guidance developed
by national governments, European institutions, or city networks. It is also worth looking at documents
developed by NGOs or scientific publications. Desk research takes time, and capacity is undoubtedly a
scarce resource for most local authorities - but it is nevertheless a necessary step to be able to make
wise and informed decisions.

Once more, colleagues from other departments should support, and bring their own knowledge and
experience, as well as their own perspective on the issue at stake. This understanding of the state of
play, of what is possible but also what is not given the baseline (i.e. the needs assessment), will then
help identify and benchmark specific solutions, approaches and measures that would help solve the
issue. This knowledge can also be found in aforementioned reports, while stakeholders can also
contribute - government agencies canbring their knowledge on a wide range of topics, while businesses
can shed light on solutions that they have implemented somewhere else. This understanding of the
state of play and a benchmark of existing solutions will allow to be more critical and to think
long-term. If the purpose of this report is to not:to reinvent the wheel each time a city faces an issue -
the “not--invented--here” syndrome - this step will nevertheless allow to identify potential measures
already in place in the city that could be adapted or scaled -up. In that case there is no need for to
“replicate” something — the Fellow city can go directly to STEP 6!

Description Key results

* Review existing guidance documents and * Abenchmark of good practices
reports

+ Explore the academic literature on the topic

+ Watch webinars and attend training
sessions

»Benchmark best practices and case studies
from other.cities

« Involve the Replication Team and the
Replication Forum as they are likely to have
a valuable input

»  Shortlist best practices by comparing them
to your baseline

How can Fellow cities be supported in this Recommendations, tips and resources from

step? other projects

+  Guide Fellow city by providing ad hoc * Inthe Urban Transition Alliance, a series of
support and pointing to adequate material case studies were developed, to be

» Point to relevant sources of information in disseminated among other cities and foster
the Knowledge Repository replication. https://urbantransitions.org/ -

* Give advice to cities and existing solutions https://urbantransitions.org/challenges/

and approaches
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* As highlighted in the SCORE project from
the INTERREG Northsea Region
Programme, it is crucial to provide clear
documentation and easily accessible demos
of solutions to Fellow cities!?.

* Inthe Covenant of Mayors peer learning
programme, an Expert Mission provides
some thematic knowledge on governance
processes for long-term strategies, as well
as citizen engagement and communication.

* Inthe CityLoops project, Demonstration
Reports are developed by Demonstration
cities to provide detailed information on the
implementation of a series of measures;
with recommendations on how to replicate
them?2,

STEP 5 - Exchange

This step is at the core of what is usually labelled as pear learning or replication activities in European
projects, and not for no reason, since the objective. is precisely to connect with other cities to transfer
knowledge on pre-identified solutions. If reports and guidance documents allow one to get a good
theoretical understanding, it becomes at some point necessary to get a more practical knowledge, and
this is where NZC Cities — peers - come into play. This can be done spontaneously by reaching out to
contact persons indicated in reports, on social networks - from experience officers are always happy to
share their experiences when contacted, by using personal or city’s network, or through formal peer
learning programs, such as URBACT. In NZC, this can also be done through the platform or through
City Advisors.

First, a more thorough understanding of the Good practice should be acquired, on the NZC City context,
on the barriers that it faced (something that is often not reported), and on all the small things that allowed
a successful development or a successful implementation. Second, the Fellow city should also get
tailored-advice and recommendations from the NZC City, based on its needs assessment. This
information can be acquired through one-off or frequent exchanges and communications - between
Fellow city officers and their counterparts contact, ideally also involving other colleagues. Creating
interpersonal connections is a great enabler to knowledge transfer, as it also fosters mutual learning;
people are more likely to listen to their peers. Depending on resources available, it is also greatly
recommended to go on site-and experience the Good practice in question, in order to better understand
the context, to meet additional people and acquire a practical experience (something that cannot be
captured in reports). This can take the form of study visits, or of work shadowing. Involving colleagues
from other departments or other stakeholders — here again depending on resources available - is also
a great way to disseminate knowledge internally. A number of projects have also demonstrated that
organising high-level study visits with elected officials and with leadership is also a great enabler. If the
Fellow city.is lucky enough to attend that kind of visit it is crucial to document it as much as possible and
to then disseminate findings within the Fellow city administration - it will help to “evangelise” and will
also be of a great help for the implementation.

Description Key results
+ Activate the Fellow city network to find »  Strong connection / relationship with the
information on selected pilot / best practices pilot city
+ |dentify further pilots / best practices » A practical understanding of the good
practice

125 hitps://northsearegion.eu/media/15128/score _replication quide final-2020.pdf
126 hitps://cityloops.eu/resources
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* Create and maintain (long-lasting) .
relationships with NZC city

» Participating in knowledge sharing and peer
learning programs

+ Attend study visits and capacity building
sessions

+ Get a thorough understanding on pilots /
best practices

+ Listen to NZC city recommendations

How can Fellow cities be supported in this Recommendations, tips and resources from

step? other projects

* Organize study visits and work-shadowing * In ROCK, a mentoring program was set up,
sessions in your city with Pilot cities in a position of mentors,

*  Share documents and practical information including mentor visits to Fellow cities and
on pilots with Fellow cities work-shadowing, i.e. the observation of Pilot

+ Make yourself available for frequent cities staff in real conditions to learn from
exchanges with Fellow cities pilot implementation?’.

+ Organize knowledge sharing sessions and .
study visits * In ARCH, mutual learning workshops were

set up to transfer knowledge but also foster
cross-fertilisation between cities'?8,

* In R-Cities, knowledge transfer and capacity
building included a series of training
sessions on both enabling themes and
technical solutions.

* In EXCESS, Fellow cities were chosen from
the same country (same language and
same regulatory framework), or among Twin
cities, in order to benefit from pre-existing
links and work relationships.

*_ In the North America Climate Resilience
Program, facilitated by the Resilient Cities
Network, Fellow Cities were invited to
participate in all of the activities of the
“Action Cities”. In this way, more cities had
access to the knowledge produced
throughout the project, in real-time. They
had the opportunity to ask questions
relevant to their own challenges, but also to
provide insights from their own experiences
that may inform solutions in the other cities.

STEP 6 - Adaptation

Once the Fellow city has all the information it requires to replicate the identified Good practice, it then
needs to make sure that the former is replicable, in order to adapt it to its city and embed the
implementation in existing plans and strategies. This starts with a replicability assessment, to find out if
the good practice will effectively address the issue at stake, and if it can effectively be reproduced in a
different setting. Criteria to look at in the replicability assessment will vary greatly depending on the good
practice. They should in any case contribute to reducing GHG emissions, alongside with co-benefits,
should be imbedded in existing planning documents and to the Fellow City infrastructure, should
preferably be affordable, shouldn’t rely only on external capacity...

127 https://rockproject.eu/documents-list/download/49/d11-guidelines-for-mentoring-activities
128 wtps://savingculturalheritage.eu/mutual-learning
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Other criteria will be specific to some sectors or even to some solutions, but would encompass
regulation, natural environment and the physical characteristics of the Fellow city, as well as the political,
economic, social and cultural context. The replicability assessment should as much as possible be
based on measurable data and facts. The network of local stakeholders as well as colleagues from other
departments can help in this process.

If the Good practice passes the replicability assessment, the adaptation process can be started. Here
also, the adaptation of a Good practice to a new setting greatly depends on its intrinsic nature; a new
cycle lane network is for instance different from an energy efficiency scheme, and as such will be
adapted differently. In any case, the baseline (i.e. resulting from the needs assessment) should be taken
as a point of reference, while particular attention should be paid to barriers and risks, as well as
opportunities. A practical recommendation for adapting a good practice to a Fellow city context would
be to divide it into modules and assess whether some of them would require some customization,
because different standards might be in use, different regulations apply or simply because things are
carried out differently in different cities. Minimising divergences with the baseline can be a way to ease
the implementation. A careful consideration should also be given to how the Good practice development
and implementation has been monitored and evaluated in the NZC City. While using the same indicators
will allow to compare Fellow cities to NZC Cities, not to compete but more to measure progress, they
should also be adapted, to be compatible with local data and existing monitoring frameworks.

Description  Key results

+ Evaluate impact of good practice in terms of | « Replicability assessment
GHG emissions reduction *  Replication plan

+ Assess replicability of best practice by .
comparing learnings from STEP 5 with the
results of STEP 3, identify potential risks
and gaps

» Adapt the pilot / best practice to the Fellow
city to reach pre-defined targets

» Plan for implementation by developing a
Replication Plan, connected to existing
plans and strategies

+  Adapt monitoring framework and develop ad
hoc indicators

* Involve the Replication Team and
Replication Forum in.the process

+ Communicate about the Replication Plan

How can Fellow cities be supported in this

step?

* Share experience, data and support the
planning process

+ Provide expert support for the assessment
and the planning phase

Recommendations, tips and resources from
other projects

* Inthe Urban Innovative Action initiative,
transferability and scaling up are two of the
most important criteria in the selection of
projects that would then be replicated.

* In ARCH, factors of replication were
identified in a series of 40 case studies,
leading to the development of a screening
tool to identify the eight case studies that
were the most likely to be replicated in other
cities??s,

* In GROWSMARTER, each Follower city had
to prepare a replication assessment, which
proved to be the right incentive to associate
relevant members of staff!<0.

129 hitps://savingculturalheritage.eu/fileadmin/user _upload/Deliverables/ARCH D7.2 GoodPractices.pdf

130 htps://grow-smarter.eu/fileadmin/editor-upload/Reports/Concluding_report_on_Replication online.pdf
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* Inthe Covenant of Mayors Peer
Programme, cities twinned together had to
carry out a transferability assessment of
what had been discussed before engaging
themselves in replication.

3.3.3. PHASE3-ACT

While PHASE 2 is about transferring knowledge, building capacity and adapting good practices, PHASE
3 focuses on the implementation, on the evaluation of replication, and finally on scale-up.

STEP 7 — Planning and implementation

This step is a substantial one. It should start by setting out a plan, integrating results from previous
steps, including the vision, the baseline, as well as outputs from STEPS 4 to 6. The objective is simply
to outline all actions that will be put in place to replicate the Good practice, including financing. The
action plan should preferably be developed with the Replication Team and the Replication Forum. It
should also include a set of indicators to measure progress and then evaluate results, once again in
relation with the baseline. Building upon the work donein STEP 3, the action planning should align and
be embedded within existing plans and strategy.

Then comes the implementation itself, a substantial part of the Replication Framework, which covers so
many elements that it is impossible to be prescriptive here. Whether the Fellow city is constructing a
new building reusing the structure of an older one, or whether'a new procurement guidelines for the
whole administration is being developed, there is not much in common. The analysis of barriers and
drivers to replication and scale-up shows that it is beneficial to regularly communicate with the public on
progress. During the implementation, it is also crucial to collect data regularly and to report on progress
made. In this step, NZC cities should provide continuous mentoring and support to Fellow cities.

* Implement pilot or best practice * Fully implemented good practice

+ Collect data regularly, monitor
implementation and report

*  Share progress with NZC city

+ Involve the Replication Team and
Replication Forum in the implementation

*Communicate with the public

* Provide practical advices if (when) * In BuyZET, a group of Observer cities had
challenges arise to develop procurement plans, outlining the
* Provide expert support and resources main actions they would undertake in

relation to the procurement of innovative
solutions for zero emission urban delivery of
goods and services.

* In EXCESS, replication plans are part of a
ready-to-implement package for
municipalities, an analysis of local and
regional conditions, including a series of
actions targeting pre-identified buildings and
a set of recommendations.
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* In CLEVER Cities, Fellow cities had to
develop Nature-based solutions plans as
the final output of their participation, with the
aim of having those plans approved by their
respective councils.

* In SHARING CITIES, Fellow cities had to
submit roadmaps and then regularly report
on progress against their roadmaps.

* In UnalLab, Fellow cities developed a
roadmap during a series of workshops in
which they mapped out concrete nature-
based solutions projects that could be
implemented in the city to achieve the
developed vision.

* In MatchUP, cities also had to develop
Investment Plans, identifying potential
sources to fund the replication processand
its implementation part!3?.

STEP 8 - Review

In practice, this step is often overlooked, despite being- critical for the replication. It starts by a thorough
evaluation of the replication process, examining data sets collected and systematised in STEP 7 on
results and impacts. The analysis and findings should be capturediin a (short) report put together by the
Replication Team and to which the Replication Forum can contribute to. This evaluation should include
the development of recommendations, targeting the NZC City but also any other Fellow City that would
be interested in replicating the Good practice. Those recommendations can be practical, focusing on
the implementation, and particularly on how to adapt it. Based on these recommendations, the Fellow
city should then approach the NZC City - which is easier if good interpersonal connections exist - to
submit recommendations and engage in a peer review process. Here, we would recommend organising
a dedicated meeting to share lessons learnt and recommendations, before collectively discussing what
could be improved, but also thinking about what would come next - how to raise the ambition? How to
scale-up the Pilot? How to convince other cities to join? This peer review process is a direct application
of the mutual learning principle and, at this stage, the Fellow City is as legitimate as the NZC City, since
both have been through the same process.

» . Assess results and impacts, also » Evaluation and impact assessment
considering co-benefits * Lessons learnt and recommendations

+  Evaluate (implemented) pilot or best
practice based on the assessment

* Review and improve best practice

+  Shareresults and lessons learnt with NZC
city —ideally setting up a peer-review

process
+ Participate in the evaluation * In CLIC, peer reviews and roles swapping
« Engage in a peer-review process (the Pilot becomes a Fellow and vice
*  Support Fellow city in the evaluation and versa) allowed to improve good practices’

the impact assessment

131 hitps://www.matchup-project.eu/technical-insights/

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 42




D5.1 Replication and Scale-Up Report N ET ZER(,.' CITI ES

+ Participate in the peer review process effectiveness as well as their
transferability.

* In the Covenant of Mayors peer
programme, a check-point with
participants is scheduled some time once
the transfer is over, to assess the extent to
which they are integrating results from the
exchange.

* In SHARING CITIES, Fellow cities joined
planning stages in Pilot cities to-inform and
influence. They also input into project-wide
deliverables, synthesising the lessons
learned from implementation and
replication, in order to foster further uptake
of results?%?,

STEP 9 — Scaling up

STEP 8 has allowed to review and strengthen the Good Practice; and now, as a “proud copier”, the
Fellow city is as legitimate as the NZC City to take it further. This can be done at different levels, starting
in the Fellow city. If the implementation has been considered as successful (in the previous step), it
needs to be scaled-up or at least to become common practice in the Fellow city. For instance, a new
building code that has been tested on a specific development site can be extended to all future
developments. An information campaign to encourage residents to.compost or sort their bio-waste in a
specific area can be extended to the whole city. New procurement criteria tested in a specific call for
tenders can be integrated to all future and related calls. To cut a long story short, the Good practice
needs to become the new norm, in its sector at least. This means that it should be embedded in all
existing plans and strategies. Outside of the administration, it is also key to communicate results and
achievements towards stakeholders and the wider public. It will foster an appetite for change and will
support the scale-up. At a broader level, achievements should be showcased to other cities, and the
experiences shared and disseminated at European events, on webinars, in reports and so on. As “proud
copiers”, Fellow cities can demonstrate that replication is not only possible but also brings positive
results, and as such be ready to provide advice and recommendations to further Fellow Cities. Last but
not least, Fellow cities can advocate for changes at national or European level if some of the barriers
identified during the evaluation were related to either existing or lacking pieces of regulation. This
advocacy role is also crucial as it can convince higher tiers of government to provide additional support
and funding for climate action.

* Document the implementation, the * Upscaling of pilot / best practice at local
evaluation / impact assessment and lessons level
learnt » Dissemination and further replication of pilot
« Reflect and how to scale-up replicated pilot / best practice in other cities

or best practice within the Fellow city (e.qg.
looking at other sectors, other locations...)

* Plan for local upscaling with the Replication
Team and the Replication Forum

+ Showcase achievements in the Fellow city
and towards other cities at national and
European levels

»  Support other cities willing to replicate the
same pilot / best practice

132 htps://sharingcities.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2022/07/D5-01-One-replication-strategy.pdf
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*  Further disseminate peer-reviewed pilot /
best practice

+ Integrate lessons learnt by Fellow city

» Disseminate peer-reviewed pilot / best
practice

*  Support upscaling

In ARCH, a standardisation strategy was
developed, with the aim of identifying
standardisation potentials, initiating new
standardisation activities as well as
promoting these standardisation activities, in
order to foster the exploitation of the
Disaster Risk Management and Climate
Change Adaptation Framework developed
during the project!33,

In SHARING CITIES, Fellow cities were
involved in scale-up activities, especially in
their own countries, for instance
participating in external events?34,

133

https://savingculturalheritage.eu/fileadmin/user upload/Deliverables/ARCH D 2 4 StandardisationStrategy.pdf

134 hitps://sharingcities.eu/wp-content/uploads/sites/6/2022/07/D5-01-One-replication-strategy.pdf
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4.Conclusion

Looking at primary and secondary sources, this report has first endeavoured to describe what replication
is, highlighting its essential components, found across projects and initiatives. It has then identified the
main barriers hindering the process replication, namely the lack of resources, the existence of
governance shortcomings at city level, the underestimation of marked differences between cities, an
often mechanistic vision of the replication process, insufficient multi-level and multi-stakeholder
governance, flaws in the production of good practices, and the "Not invented here” syndrome. It also
pointed out to a series of drivers: placing the human component at the core, embedding replication in
local strategies, breaking down good practices into modules to facilitate their transfer, mutual learning
and co-creation at the core of the replication process, flexibility and ongoing assistance in the replication
process, political leadership and integrated management, monitoring and evaluation and start small and
grow big.

Based on this analysis, a framework has been proposed to formalise the replication process, first to
better understand it, then to empower cities willing to reproduce good practices in their quest to achieving
climate neutrality. The replication framework breaks down the process into three phases and simple
actionable steps, for each of them describing the main actions to-undertake, providing examples and
key results that should be achieved. The framework does not intend to prescribe anything — the
complexity of the replication process would make it difficult anyway —but rather aims to provide flexible
guidance and recommendations. We hope that it will support project partners in setting up knowledge
sharing and capacity building activities, in order to foster the exploitation of NZC results.

Actions carried out by Fellow cities and by partners on replication-related activities in WP5 will be
documented, with a series of progress reports to be submitted in M24 and M36, while a final report that
will be submitted M48. Those reports will include an assessment of results and impacts, in order to
empirically validate — or to invalidate, and in that case to re-design - the replication framework. To this
aim, it will be crucial to develop a set of indicators, based on the work carried out in WP2, to monitor
and evaluate replication-related activities, as well as to assess their results and impacts.
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Annexes

A.Survey of internal experiences on replication

Replication / upscaling in H2020 projects

Please complete a form for each of the H2020 projects that involved some activities related to replication
or upscaling you have worked on. This exercise will help us understand what successful replication
looks like and identify what are the necessary infrastructure and conditions for effective replication.

Thank you!
* Required

Definition

We understand replication as copying the specific features of a sustainable urban:development
approach that made it successful in a pilot setting and re-applying these in the same or-another setting,
taking into account that the framework conditions could be quite different from those in the piloted
community or region. Replication also encompasses the different mechanisms used in this process to
transfer knowledge and enable implementation in the other setting.

1. Your name *
2. Name of the H2020 project *
3. ICLEI Programme (e.g. Sustainable Economy and Procurement) *

4. Please describe the approach to replication /upscaling that has been followed in the project
and all related activities. (5 - 10 lines) *

Example from CityLoops for replication at European Level. T7.4 - A group of "Replication Zones" has
been set up in order to replicate pilot actions demonstrated within the project, including 7 local
authorities from all over Europe. Those cities have been paired with the most relevant “Demonstrator”
cities within the project through atwinning program. As such they benefit from frequent exchanges
with “Demonstrator” cities and can learn from a series of webinars, capacity building workshops and
field visits. "Replicators" will at the end of the project submit a Replication Plan outlining where, how
and when specific demonstration measures will be replicated within their territory.

5. Relevant'work package and tasks.(e.g. WP7 or tasks 7.1 and 7.2). *

6. Please list and provide links to project deliverables associated with replication / upscaling
activities. Relevant deliverables can either be guidance documents aiming to support
replication activities or documents submitted by local authorities as part of replication
activities. *

7. Please list who were the "pilot" cities (cities where the practice to be replicated originates). *

8. Please list who were the "follower" cities (cities that learn from pilot cities and then replicate
the practice). *

9. Has the replication / upscaling process been successful? What have been the results and
impacts? *

10. What were the main obstacles to this replication / upscaling process? *
11. On the contrary, were there any enablers / drivers that made it possible? *

12. To sum up, what are the key success factors for replication / upscaling within H2020
projects? *
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13. Would you like to be part of an internal working group on replication / upscaling?*
Mark only one oval.

- Yes
-l would love to but don't have enough time.

14. Outside of this project, would you recommend any interesting and useful publication on
replication (e.g. academic literature, guidance document...)?
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B.Survey of NZC partners experiences on replication

Title: Aggregation and analysis of NZC partners experiences, framework and inputs on replication and
upscaling

Instructions: Please respond to this questionnaire to share your experience and input on the
replication of good practices from city to city or their upscaling within (or beyond) the same city. This
exercise is carried out within Task 5.1 and will help us identify what are the success factors and best
practices for effective replication and upscaling within NZC.

Here is a tentative definition of replication and upscaling:

o Replication refers to the transfer of good practices from a pilot case to other geographical
areas, albeit with potentially different boundary conditions. (...) Replication may also
encompass the management process that was used in the pilot scheme or the cooperation
structure between critical stakeholders.

e Upscaling refers to expanding a pilot in the geographical area where it was successfully
implemented. (...) Normally scaling up takes place in the region where the same boundary
conditions prevail'®.

Estimated time to fill in the form: 20 min

This questionnaire is focused on individual projects or-initiatives, in order to achieve sufficient
granularity in the understanding of replication or upscaling approaches. If you would like to share
experiences from several projects, please fill.it in several times!-You can also respond if you only have
general observations on replication and upscaling.

Thank you very much for your help! The ICLEI team.
* Required

1. Your name *

2. Your organisation *

3. Project name and acronym *

4. Topic, sector * Mark only one oval.

¢ < Climate mitigation

o  Climate adaptation and resilience

. Mobility

¢ Nature-based solutions and biodiversity
e Governance and social innovation

e Circular Economy

e _Other:

5. Programme or initiative (e.g. H2020, UIA...) *
6. Did your project include some activities related to replication? *

Replication refers to the transfer of results from a pilot case to other geographical areas, albeit with
potentially different boundary conditions. (...) Replication may also encompass the management

135 European Commission (2017). The Making of a Smart City: Replication and Scale-Up of Innovation in Europe;
EC: Brussels, Belgium, 2017.
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process that was used in the pilot scheme or the cooperation structure between critical
stakeholders?3.

Mark only one oval.
Yes - Go to question 7

No - Go to question 23

Replication

The replication of sustainable solutions usually comprises a number of steps, as listed below. For each
of them, please indicate how this was carried out in your project - when relevant. If some of the
replication activities do not fall into any of the following steps, please provide a short description in the
following “other” box.

7. List of "Follower" or "replicator” cities. In other words, cities learning from pilot cities and
willing to reproduce sustainable solutions.

8. Selection of "follower" cities. How and why were they chosen? Were they already onboard
since the start of the project?

9. Good practices to be replicated

Please provide a short description of what was intended to be replicated from the pilot cities to the
"follower" cities within the project, whether they were approaches, processes, technologies or policies
(e.g. technical solutions to transform existing housing blocks into positive energy buildings, a green
public procurement approach or the set-up of a biorefinery...).

10. "Follower" cities needs and baseline assessment

Did the replication cities have a clear idea on which specific solutions they wanted to replicate and on
the problems they were trying to solve? Did they carry out a baseline assessment within the project
and how?

11. Replication timeline

When did replication activities started within the project? When did they finish?
12. Project funding and.resources available to "follower" cities

To what resources did they have access within the project for replication?

13. Governance framework and stakeholder engagement

Who was involved on-the "follower" city side (practitioners from various departments, elected officials,
municipal agencies or companies...)? To what extent did they engage with external stakeholders and
with whom (businesses, community groups, research community, and other public authorities)?

14. Knowledge transfer and city-to-city cooperation

What were the connections between pilot and "follower" cities? What type of mechanisms were
established in order to transfer knowledge and share experience from one to another? (e.g. study
visits and "work shadowing", frequent exchanges, meeting and workshops...) Did follower cities have
the opportunity to also share their experience and provide feedback on good practices from pilot
cities?

15. Capacity building

136 |bid.
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What type of support "follower" cities received from the project for capacity building? (e.g. webinars,
training sessions, workshop, help desks...)

16. Replication work and deliverables

How far did the "follower" cities go in terms of replication? Was it limited to planning or did it involve
some implementation work? As such, what type of deliverables did they have to submit within the
project (e.g. replication plans)?

17. Results and impacts

Of the replication process in "follower" cities - and also for pilot cities if relevant. Did they succeed to
replicate sustainable solutions from pilot cities? Did they learn anything from the project? How was all
of this monitored?

18. Success factors

According you, what were the critical success factors and necessary conditions for replication within
this project?

19. Barriers and challenges

What barriers or challenges did the "follower" cities but also project partners faced in this process (e.g.
economic, financial, technological, organisational, political...)? Also, are you aware of any city-needs
that couldn't be addressed within the project?

20. Recommendations

Based on your experience, what would be your recommendations for a successful replication, in terms
of conditions but also looking at the management process?

21.Would you have any supporting documents to share related to replication - from the project
or from other sources?

22. Did your project included some activities related to upscaling?

Upscaling refers to expanding the piloted technologies and approaches in the geographical area
where it was successfully implemented. (...) Normally scaling up takes place in the region where the
same boundary conditions prevail%7.

Mark only one oval.
Yes

No - Go to question 34

Upscaling

Scaling up sustainable solutions usually comprises a humber of steps, as listed below. For each of
them, please indicate how this was carried out in your project - when relevant. If some of the
replication activities do not fall into any of the following steps, please provide a short description in the
following “other” box.

23. Cities

24. Good practices to be upscaled and scale of upscaling

137 |bid.

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 54




D5.1 Replication and Scale-Up Report N ET ZER(,.' CITI ES

For instance approaches, processes, technologies or policies. (e.g. a bio-waste separate collection
system extended from one pilot area to the whole city or a procurement clause replicated from one
pilot tender to all the municipality tender processes.)

25. Resources available within the project for upscaling
To what extent the upscaling process was covered by resources from the project?
26. Multi-level governance and multi-stakeholder engagement

What type of governance arrangement did the upscaling process implied? In particular, were other
tiers of government involved (multi-level governance)? To what extent were external stakeholders
involved and if so, who were they?

27. Planning for upscaling

What types of plans and deliverables did cities have to develop in order to outline the actions they
would take in this process? (e.g. business cases, upscaling plans...)

28. Results and impacts

Have cities been successful in this upscaling process? What have been the results and impacts? Has
it contributed to increase the longevity of pilot actions?

29. Data and monitoring

Which data were collected to support the upscaling process? Which indicators were used to assess
the baseline, measure progress and evaluate both results and impacts?

30. Success factors

According you, what were the critical success factors and necessary conditions for upscaling within
this project?

31. Barriers and challenges

What were the main barriers and challenges in the process? (e.g. economic, financial, technological,
organisational, political...) Also, are you aware of any city-needs that couldn't be addressed within the
project?

32. Recommendations

Based on your experience, what would be your recommendations for a successful upscaling, in terms
of preconditions but also looking at the management process?

33. Would you have any supporting documents to share related to upscaling - from the project
or from other sources?

Conclusion

34. When would you be available for a workshop on replication and upscaling? *
For WP5 partners only - the idea will be to share preliminary findings and get your feedback on it.
35. Would you have any comments or suggestions related to this questionnaire to share? *

To WP5 partners only - It could be either related to the structure, the questions or the wording...
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C. Workshop with WP5 partners

On 17 June 2022, an online workshop was held to present the Analysis of barriers and drivers to
replication and to reflect on the framework. The discussion took place on MIRO and was structured
around 5 main categories. Contributions are listed below for each of the categories:

e Cities

e (Good practices

e Knowledge transfer

e  Monitoring

e Scale-up vs scale-out

Cities & target group

Key questions: - Which cities should be involved? Pilot cities, Mission cities, applicant cities, cities
outside of NZC, clusters of national cities... - Should it also include/target local stakeholders? - In
terms of personnel, who in follower cities should be involved, which departments? Practitioners vs
councillors, city departments, how to identify the relevant participants... - How would you name them
- "lead” vs “follower” cities?

e Allinterested cities. The keywords are "interest" and "willingness" to share & gain
knowledge.,,"Jurijs"

e Twins from an open call (GA, comms done so far, ensuring diversity)

e Mission Cities + Second Wave Cities, but allinterested cities should be given the chance to be
involved somehow,,"Heidi"

e Include all cities eligible for Horizon Europe, except selected 30 pilot cities,,"Ralf"

e Can we have multi-city bids as followers? (e.g. 1 pilot/mentor city + 2,3,4 follower cities),,"Sigrid"

e Relevant participants should be identified based on their level of expertise and involvement in the
process - so as to be able to answer practical questions,,"Anne"

e Pilot cities (or pioneering) and twinning or mirror cities sounds better than lead and follower

e Expand the replication to cities outside the project

e For both pilot and twin city (lead/follower) it is crucial to have 1 person responsible for the
programme that can connect to all relevant departments,,"Sigrid"

e All cities should be involved but in different ways. We need to remember that we are supporting the
Mission Cities as well as developing a pipeline of cities to achieve climate neutrality ASAP. Different
mechanisms and methodologies for each city type will be needed.,,"Brooke"

e lead: Pilot cities. Following: Twinning cities,,"Ralf"

e We should empower cities to engage with their local stakeholders. We shouldn't do it for them. This
doesn't preclude local stakeholders using resources etc that are developed.,,"Brooke"

e Selection of the departments depends on the performance of functions related with climate
action.;,"Jurijs"

e Follower = Peer or twin Lead = Mentor,,"Heidi"

e We discussed about "second wave" cities when mentioning those who did not make it to the
Mission => maybe something similar for "follower", to keep any connotation out?

e Pilots = 'Mentor' Cities

e Identifying the personnel who are key to replication and designing support targeted at them. This
includes political level as they are key to replication here.,,"Brooke"
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e Part of the replication should reflect the CCC process, which includes building their local city team. It
needs to be cross-cutting with political engagement.,,"Brooke"

e The personnel needed from the follower city's side depends to some extent on the "good practice",
but practitioners from several departments should be involved (finance, technical, communication,
etc),,"Heidi"

e Regarding personnel, it is very different according to cities and also in terms of staff means. Maybe a
first discussion with "good practice" city to see how they did and if correspondances exist in the
second city. Personnel can be relevant across departments,,"Amélie"

e Each "follower" city should engage with its local stakeholders, forming a "local stakeholder forum"-
o r juts anchoring the replication process to existing stakeholder engagement activities,,"Simon"

e Involve local stakeholders to ensure acceptance and higher chances of successful replication =>
mapping from 2nd city based on staleholder engagement in the 1st one?,,"Amélie"

e We may only need to agree terminology for the pilots/twins rather than a wider group. Can we just
use pilots/twins?,,"Brooke"

e Question of human capacity in municipalities is also a barrierto be kept in mind,,"Amélie"

e | agree, the programmes have already been presented as pilots and twins. switching names now
could be confusing.,,"Sigrid"

e Interms of personnel, | would be in favour of involving a good range of actors but that often comes
with challenges (you involve people with very different levels of expertise on a certain topics and
you may end up excluding some). WE need to be careful.,,"natalia"

e It should also include local stakeholders as they are those who will implement climate action at the
local level.,,"Jurijs"

e Involve other stakeholders, eg. public transport-authorities and mobility service providers in the
discussion

e Other stakeholders could be brought in through community of practice

e how to include national and regional governments in this process?,,"Simon"

e involving "lead" cities in teh development of slection criteria and in selection committees

e Use community of Practice (WP12) for stakeholders engagement

e Community of Practice. The term "community" indicates the condition of sharing certain interests in
common. The term "practice" highlights the actual application and use of an idea,,"Jurijs"

Good practices |

Key questions: - What could constitute a good practice? CCCs vs specific policies, technologies,
approaches and procedures, projects... and how to break them down? - Which degree of
standardisation and which degree of contextual information? - Should we also include informal
practices? - Who will identify and select good practices? What will be the production process for good
practices? Who will decide what is a good practice or not? To what extent will the follower cities be
involved in the identification of good practices? - Do you agree with the term "good practice"? If not,
what would you suggest? - How will the good practices be documented? Good practice factsheets /
reports... - What should they look like? What information should they contain?

e including co-benefits in the selection of good practices,,"Simon"

o "follower" cities should be involved in teh selection of good practices - based on their needs

e Work focus of the Pilots under their NZC agreement

e Enriched with existing effort of Pilot that are relevant for the Twinss
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e | think we need to identify exactly what the twins/followers will be replicating: the pilots will be
doing multi-sector, systemic changes and activities. We cannot just pick one of these activities/one
sector to replicate. Therefore informal practices should definitely be included. With "good practices'
we are running the risk that we will start isolating connected activities/practices.,,"Sigrid"

e factsheets for each good pratice with contact details and technical information on demand

e Yes, also link to knowledge repository WP10.,,"Sigrid"

e What information should they contain? Failures/implementation challenges. (this seems to be
something that good practices lack),,"natalia"

e Factsheets could also be on some specific aspects ( links with WP10 solutions factsheets?),,"Anne"

e Need probably be "clusters of good practices" to replicate the systemic approach of pilot
cities.,,"Sigrid"

e Good practice might be a misleading term as we are constantly looking for "better practice" and
improve the processes. Also pilot and twin activities will be a combination of various "good
practices".,,"Sigrid"

e Build an expert group with project partners and some cities to decide what are the good
practices?,,"Anne"

e Good practices can also be shown through short thematic video clips stored on the platform (e.g.,
how to involve local stakeholders / 5 key elements in the planning phase, etc...),,"Amélie"

e how t oavoid the usual innovation / flagship projects in good practices vs low-key projects that
work,,"Simon"

e might be beneficial to associate project partnersin the selection of good practices - in relation to
WP2

e What info they should contain? Information around governance (multi-level and within city) could be
interesting. This is something that often lacks and can help to capture the context in which the
practice operates.,,"natalia"

e Factsheet with pratical know-how, explaining what were the challenges, how they were solved, what
tools they used, what were the constraints,,," Anne"

e Maybe have some criteriato also select some "smaller" projects but which still had important
impact,,"Amélie"

e The good practices should also.include information on barriers and enablers for
implementation.,,"Heidi"

e Important to talk about failures but without "shaming" => find the right narrative,," Amélie"

e yes, agree with the comment to the left. Mission platform should be a place to discuss failure and
risks - was an important topic at the workshops in Brussels.

e How does this tie into the MEL process the Mission/Pilot Cities are doing? Could we capture the
findings and practices there instead of duplicating?,,"Sigrid"

e How do we avoid duplication with other good practices out there (located in the CoM website and
others)?,,"natalia"

e important to include some information on what went wrong - like a log

e Good practices should be documented in various ways - factsheets, reports, videos/interviews,
podcasts, etc. We need to take a case-by-case approach but make them interesting and
accessible. But it will depend on the target audience too. Political level won't want a detailed
report, but the person designing/procuring will.,,"Brooke"

e Internal, cross-WP group to select the good practice cases. Need to ensure there is no duplication
with good practices being developed in other WPs.,,"Brooke"

e Good practice is about tools, tips and tricks for the practitioners for localizing cross sectoral climate
action.,,"Jurijs"
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e It would be important to summarize good practice examples in a form of handbook providing also
technical information (tool category, duration, possible participants, materials needed,results,
etc.),,"Jurijs"

e How do we document all good practices in an easy, attractive way (that is simple to navigate)? |
think that searching good practices is often not a nice or interactive experience.,,"natalia"

e Contextual information is more important than standardisation. But this doesn't preclude having a
good practice template to ensure that the relevant information is captured (including
context),,"Brooke"

e Have also an info-sheet on what expert to involve / how to involve experts?,," Amélie"
e Good practice: can we help them to have access to funding,,"Ralf"

e Information on how to establish a baseline (and what the lead city's baseline was) should be included
in the good practices.,,"Heidi"

e how to make sure that good practices are consistent between each other and that they contribute to
systemic change,,"Simon"

Replication programme and knowledge transfer mechanisms

Key questions: - How will this information be transferred to "follower" cities? Webinars / Focus
groups, study visits / work shadowing... - How to create interpersonal relationships? - Should we
prefer group work on specific topic (e.g. carbon neutrality in waste management) or encourage
bilateral relations between two cities - or both? - To what extent the "lead" city will be a mentor? If
so, what resources will be made available for assuming that role? - How will "follower" cities be
able to review / give their feedback and potential improve good practices? - What is the time frame
for replication within NZC? Project duration, until 2030, beyond ... - Which resources are available
for supporting replication within NZC? - What type of expert support "follower" cities will benefit
from"? - Is implementation included - how to support the implementation of replicated good
practices in "follower" cities? - To what extent should the end user - the cities — be associated to
the design of the replication programme?
e the mentoring programme should be about the systemic approach, with specific good practices in
each sector beingintegrated.,,"Sigrid"

e Commitment (under the form of agreement/contract?) from the lead city to support during X
years the following city in the implementation of its project,,"Anne"

e Dedicated focus groupscould be built to exchange on specific solutions (using the WP10 thematic
areas?),,"Anne"

e who will be in charge of facilitating the replication process?

e We should probably encourage long term peer relations, until 2030 (at the very least). It is good
to try to establish regular check-ins/exchanges (e.g. every 6 months),,"natalia"

e Field visits and peer exchange meetings are extremely important (practical know-how +
interpersonal relations) + visits to be organised with the experts that woked on the solutions and
not only the city officers,,"Anne"

e crucial to organise study visits
e Working and exchange visits
e bilateral relationships (twinning progranne) and interest groups on specific topics,,"Simon"

e The starting point for the creation of interpersonal relationships is the common area of interest,
challenge, pathway. Local governments must clearly see the benefits of cooperation and co-
creation,,"Jurijs"

e Mentor/Pilot city invited to review design of activities of twin,,"Sigrid"
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e | think this is a crucial point (how to motivate mentor). | think fostering personal relationships will
be important for this. We also need to figure how to what extent this will be embedded in the
pilot programme (in application they have to commit to mentoring).,,"Sigrid"

e  What will be in it for the mentor city? Sometimes it is hard to have an engaging mentor/lead city
when they are there to share expertise only.,,"natalia"

e interest groups based on cities' needs and interests,,"Simon"

e Should make use of the online portal and other services as much as possible, open learnings and
discussions to other cities. NZC needs to assist with the facilitation.,,"Sigrid"

e At least one physical meeting between good practice and follower city,,"Amélie"

e deadline =2030

e The replication program must be closely linked with the performance of the functions that local
governments ensure,,"Jurijs"

e having a pool of experts available to support interest groups,,"Simon"

e We probably need to segment the cities and the parts of the project where they will
interact. Twin cities will have a wider array of methodologies to support them compared with a
random city accessing resources via the Portal.,,"Brooke"

e create the possibility for informal exchange between cities, whether they are twinned or not

e Creating some opportunities for informal interactions to build relationships

e NZC assisting with workshops/design of activities across all twins to ensure cross-fertilisation and
capturing of learnings,,"Sigrid"

e How far does replication go beyond twinning? How to transfer all knowledge developed within
the project to external cities?

e (Cities presenting their work to other cities on a regular basis. To set up a routine of information
exchange

e  Study visits/on-site visits where stakeholders can take part of the good practice and directly
exchange with the people who have worked on it are always the most appreciated way to
transfer knowledge.,,"Heidi"

e clusters of cities based on language,,"Simon"

e replication should not be the only objective - knowledge transfer, awareness raising are already
beneficial

e We also have limited budget for travel. This is solely for the twins/pilots. CINEA is even pushing
back on that. So our methods will be limited by this too, unless cities want to pay for it
themselves.,,"Brooke"

e develop of journey for cities willing to enrol in replication activities
e We will have national clusters of cities - Mission Cities plus those who missed out. This will be a
good group to work with, particularly on replicating the CCC process.,,"Brooke"

e Available resources: 1. twinning; 2. clustered learning; 3. resources on the platform (docs, tools,
capacity building programme, etc),,"Brooke"

e how toinclude national and regional governments in this process?,,"Simon"

e  WALK-IN: All Pilot cities meetings, documents etc are by default open for Twinning Cities from a
scratch,,"Ralf"

e should we ask twins and other "follower" cities to submit a deliverables? eg replication plan,
report on replication...,,"Simon"
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Monitoring and indicators

e Can we have some sort of expert panel from within the consortium? Could this be part of the new
FPA?,,"Sigrid"

e should we assess the climate impact of each good practice?

e |t would be important to think about the use of quantitative and qualitative indicators to measure
and document good practice (e.g. participants feedback, evaluation of the joint replication
activities, etc.),,"Jurijs"

e Need to integrate this in the MEL processes of Mission/Pilot Cities. Replicability should be one of
the aspects assessed.,,"Sigrid"

e or whether a good practice contributes to co-benefits, not directly related to climate

e For the measurement of contribution it is important to indicate how these knowledge and skills
were used and results have been achieved, e.g. input > process > output (results),,"Jurijs"

e how to support "follower" cities in the baseline assessment?,,"Simon"

e Maybe organising focus groups between Pilot & Twin(s) at the beginning, during, and at the end
og the replication process can help 1. Assess the impact of the best practice in the pilot, 2.
Evaluate the potential impact in the twin(s) 3. Monitor the development in the Twin(s); 4. Have a
first idea of impacts in the Twin(s),,"Amélie"

e What is the timeframe for monitoring? Should we go beyondthe end of the project?,,"natalia"

e It might be useful to measure which replication strategies have a higher return on
investment,,"Sabrina | Polimi"

e There may be a big part of qualitative evaluation,,"Amélie"

e KPI: Funding (internal/ external) received for Replication Pilot,,"Ralf"

e creating opportunities for exchange across teh twinning programme, regardless of who is twinned
with who,,"Simon"

e how to monitor the twinning and assess its results / impacts?,,"Simon"

e indicators = number of meetings and exchanges between twins,,"Simon"

e '+ self-rating from "lead / follower" cities.on the quality of the relationship',,"Simon"

e Pilots will have indicators linked to the funding. It's different for the twins and others as they
won't be receiving a grant.,,"Brooke"

e Need to consider qualitative vs quantitative methods for assessing impact. Both are useful but
quantitative might not show results until later. Also, for things like replicating the CCC, that's

harder to quantify. For the duration of NZC, qualitative impact assessment might be more
useful.,,"Brooke"

] m:vs Sga%

e | think we need to go back to segmenting cities and where they are on their journey to answer
this. We hope that the CCC process will tackle all the different elements. But on some specific
areas, it might not. For non-Mission cities, they might not be embarking on a CCC (yet) but will
need support in replicating specific activities and then scaling up.,,"Brooke"

e | think the scale deep approach is very interesting considering most cities have already many
climate actions in place. | think this could be an aspect of the twins.,,"Sigrid"

e Scale-up is a huge challenge for cities and should be addressed in some task/WP, but not sure if
this is the right one or if there's another more suitable one.,,"Heidi"

e We should make it very easy for cities, conceptually,,"Ralf"
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D. NetZeroCities Practitioner Panels Consultation -

Minutes
Date: 06.07.2022
Time: 2-4pm

Aim of the sessions:

With this consultation we aim at getting a better understanding of your needs in regard to replication
and scale-up. First to validate findings from the research carried out in T5.1 and then develop
replication and scale-up activities within NetZeroCities.

Facilitators and notes:

Simon Gresset, ICLEI Europe
Sophie Callahan, ICLEI Europe
Monika Heyder, ICLEI Europe
Amélie Ancelle, Energy Cities
Natalia Altman, Eurocities

Agenda:

14:00 Introduction
- Welcome

- lce breaker - on Miro

14:15 Part 1 - Understanding replication
--. Qverview of the task and presentation of main findings (10’)
- Q&A (5)

- Collecting cities’ experience on replication (projects, approaches, barriers and
enablers) - on Miro (15’)

14:45 Break

14:50 Part.2 - Replication within NZC

- .~ Overview of replication activities within NZC (portal, services, capacity
building...) (5")

- Understanding city needs and expectations - on Miro (40’)
- for Mission cities
- for Second Wave cities
- for other cities

- Open discussion on city needs (15)
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15:50 Wrap-up and outlook

Summary:

The last workshop before teh summer break focused on the current state of discussion on the the
replication framework. The replication framework will address the twin cities which are expected to join
the project in summer 2023 and the scaling of the pilot projects primarily through our peer-learning.
Thematic clusters of pilots and twins will be created, and they will be guided through the facilitated
Learning Programme by city advisors. Please note that the discussed material are drafts and might be

updated.

Key takeaways:

The issue of resources and capacity was addressed several times by the participants:

o Cities don’t always have the capacity to produce case studies, material, etc. and
would welcome any type of templates to facilitate this process. E.g. If acity is not
selected to be a formal case study, to be developed in collaboration with WP 5, they’'d
like to still be able to use the templates developed to post the information in an
attractive and succinct manner.

o Capacities are uneven and some cities won’t be able to be on the portal as often as
they would like.

The ability to meet in person to exchange common interests, to share experiences but also to
create interpersonal connections is an important driver to replication.

For identifying the good practices it is crucial to know what is the potential for GHG emissions
reduction - knowing what are the main GHG emission sources for each city would also help to
match cities with similar profiles.

Part 1 - Understanding replicatian - Minutes

The first part of the City Panel meeting was dedicated to presenting results from the research work
carried out within T5.1 on replication and scale up. See slides attached.

Quick definition of replication (scale-out) vs. expansion (scale-up) and explanation of replication model
(City A, City'B, good practices, replication programme [report, platform, etc...]).

Barriers & enablers:

e At good practice level (e.g., oversupply of good practice information and no time to read them
all, etc.)

e At programme level (e.g., cultural or regulatory differences, staff changes or mapping, etc.)

e For follower city (e.g., lack of political leadership, of resources, starting from scratch instead of
adapting something that works; useful to have cross-department collaborations)

A brainstorming exercise was then carried out on Miro to collect cities' experiences on replication, the
barriers and challenges that they faced (or could be facing), and finally the success factors and enablers
that they identified. Below are the results of this collective reflection:

e Diverse experiences, from “frontrunner” to “follower”, but for Valladolid there should not be a
strong labelling like that, more being on equal foot. Try and find a peer (Valladolid), with same
situation, same size... Allow to share and receive.

e Same background helps replication

e Visits, face-to-face are key => online meetings are good temporary solutions but can also hinder
process on the long term (Valladolid: feedback not so good as when come to the place, share

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. 63




D5.1 Replication and Scale Up Report NET ZERU CITI ES

experience and take time, mention things also outside the context, importance of emotional
connection)

e Good relationship between staff

e Finding good partners & good consortium leaders

e Clear problem with oversupply of report and challenge of finding the right information to transfer
it to the right project (Leuven)

e Find out what you want to replicate, not necessarily the whole project nor process (Soren)
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Cities’ experience on replication (MIRO):

Registration form results

Have you - you personally or your city - been involved in replication activities within European

projects or municipal cooperation activities?
22 responses

Valladolid is front-runner (FR) city in
several H2020 EU projects such as
REMOURBAN and currently URBAN
@ Yes GreenUP, as well as other Interreg-
® No Poctep projects such as CIRCULAR Labs
® Unsure or INDNATUR. We have experience on
supporting other cities for replication.

Implementing
NBS for
adaptation to
__ the climate
Training acti s, peer to peer NBS, and change dense
learning etc. lighthouse urban
Goal was to transfer good solutions in 2 @ -
Through the Social Green project we implemented a pilot practices for sustainable mobility, fellow cities
action through which smart home equipment were electromobility and safe roots to
installed on 10 social housing apartments. The idea was schools
"borrowed" from Voru in Estonia and it was the first time a
municipality in Romania implemented such a replication
project. The main steps were the consultation process with one of the partnersin
the tenants, then the public tender for acquiring the smart We are working within the framework of SCC1 Triangulum
equipment and selecting a company which could Horizon Europe projects. The scope of the replicated for the
implement all the technical details of the pilot project. projects are demonstrative that consist of follower cities, the
After the installation was complete we instructed the implementing methodologies in buildings consortium followed
tenants on how to use the smart home equipment and to maximize energy efficiency. Also in the process
followed their consumpotion over a period of 12 months. At smart solutions applied to urban mobility

for logistics solutions

Ernst Kl,
Tromsg

* Luca (City of Leuven)

both as
Lhave otgeen personaliylinvolved in lighthouse
cation actiéies, but| wos involved in THangati

desigiting replication acthities a5 part of

I v and fellow cily

a projec: bid {LIFE). Those acthities

Theoiwo aled the U e compunents you (UNALAB)
icentified [f] pict in City &, 2] derivea. —

replicable method from that pilot, and (3]
ailor that methad ta City Bl. | am not
Ivolved in U implementation of tie

froject but at least thearetically ot
tunking is oligned to whatou preserted

today, Siman. - Lack of learning
o both sides systems/cycles within the
| hitpsisenantdubiin et Recently, Dublin City Coundl welcomed <an learn clty. To whom to share
¥ Takea hauih- transport leaders from across Europe as from each: your findings, and who has
concrete sl part of EU IMPACTS where we showcased other the responsability to decide
starting = il e Alr View Dublin: the ~— ‘whteher or not to scale up.
point SRESRE LS Google Air View Street View eCar which or out.
O ——— measures hyperlocal air quality. This
project was a result of the innovative
partnership between Dublin City Council T —

and Google's Environmental Insights
Explorer (EIE). - Keith Walsh (Dublin IRL)

Serhat: Never
implement a
replication process.
personally,
therefore, my S — =2
G knw!que really
- limited. Inspiring to hear
col nions — hotlrer citie: | —
were motivated Inspiring to hear challenges that J— -
o learn oer e can be solved in
EhE collabaration
L —— challenges that Between dtes
can be solved in —_—
: —
collaboration T—
between cities -
—
—_—
—
—
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Challenges and barriers to replication (MIRO):

In the beginning there was
considerable reluctance
from the tenants side ("Big
brother" watching), however
once they discovered the
advantages and benefits of
the system everyone was
very eager to be involved.

the activities were not too

intense. They served more

as inspiration and medium
as learning

(Serhat - Konya)
Especially faced
with an issue
regarding to
implement R&D

projects.
—
Serhat:
Tailor made
implementation fellow citiesheeds to be
form of the part of the proje
ications development to be >
replications is
tailor its own task to'be .
another challenge replated basod 8 own equahtyv
as well. needs and based on understanding
experience and evaluiattion from thestart
S ————— form thalsad city
—
N ———

find the wheel by them
selves)

NET ZERG CITIES

The impact was somewhat
reduced by the Covid-19
pandemic since it posed

some challenges to the

pilot

matching of peer-
partner not
successful - no
‘emotional
connection found
(Mannheim)

complex
procurement
procedures
Lisboa

InZaragoza City. is difficult
that the public servants.
devote some time topublic
projects and its replication
activities as itis difficultto
hire new personnel linked

to thiskind of projects.
s~y budget
. Lack of
Ll S boa ‘unding to
replicate
solutions
less resources and —

money in the FC to
fulfil replication
activities

Luca (City of Leuven)

The barrier that resonated with me
immediately was the one on aversupply
of reports. In my experience there is
rarely someone on staff dedicated to
reviewing reports and distilling possible.
action items from them. So I think there
needs to be a mandate from higher up to
dedicate that kind of time and value that

kind of work.

‘—-*r—

[

Developed solution
from lead city
recipient must be
able to use the
solution - be useful
in their city

as procurment, fil

‘Alexia (City of Karditsa)
Very often the final result
that we want to replicate is
attractive, butthe
background of cities is very
different and this is
‘something that we get to
know only when we start
the process.

—

No results to report yet,
but | know that silo thinking
and feeling of being special

score quite high here. The
good thing is that we are
aware of it and things are

changing

Ernst K, tromsg

Concrete starting point is important

(Soren / from chat): my
take on this is that the
approach is too
abstract ... first thing
we need to find out is
WHAT we want to
replicate :-)

| ——

ability to adapt
solutions

data
(formats,
availability,
date) Lisboa

—

understand
the complexity
to adjust for
replication

“compatible

and scalable
tools Lishoa
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NET ZERG

Success factors and enablers (MIRO):

CITIES

In my experience, the staff
exchange worked very well
(meetings in confidence among
personnel of the city councils, to

exchange real experiences), as
well as the face-to-face visits to
the cities and the locations.

To see the peer at
same level :-),
sharing
knowledge and
money
(Mannheim)

similar prodlems.
o
‘ecosystern’ in

ey

implement tie
solutions

S —

Serbat: The most
anabler on the city
scaleis the inscitutioral
scuccure of my ciy.
has 3 really gond
sty "
amy replication.

using innovative
formats for
exchange (inspiring)
{Mannheim} to have
fun AND good ideas

—

Visiting
from the

Luca (City of Leuven)
I think it helps if cities can
find a "win-win," meaning

Peer to

- for the frontrunner city.

. (They need to have an
I peér incentive to share their

experiences.)
meeting
’ | —
-
Luca (City of Leuven)

Commitment to
building a long-term
relationship and
fostering trust among
participants to share
candidly.

T —

O<TNE good
practices

that there is also a "return”

The success of the replicability
depend on the degree of maturity of

the FW city as well as the
implication to get the most
information from the FR city.

£ 4

to connect with

tofind the right sister projects from
former her
project partner from same call
for the right h ‘ojects, using the
challenge, not to exchang Its and failing
only for money to (Mannheim) forward
apply (Mannheim) (Mannheim)
— — o
to find a gocdv
consortium

leader
(Mannheim)

close
loraten

arnergiead

and lollower

—

(Lisboa)

4

Peer to peer. We have
experience from
collaboration with
other cities, but these
are predominantly pa
management level.
Tromse

| —

Project environmental
monitoring network
with 80 sensors to
monitor air quality,
noise, meteorology -

Lisboa
S
T ————

®

|"' H" H" H
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NET ZERG CITIES

PART 2 - Understanding city needs for replication within NZC

For the second part of the meeting, ICLEI presented the different levels of services that will be offered
to cities, through the portal or City Advisors.

Online Portal Modules

Climate-Neutral City Advisor Role

Service Level 1
Any City

(No. to
confirmed)

be

-Knowledge Repository
-Community Blog

-.City  Dashboard &
Barometer - generic reports
:P2P Collaboration Space &
Social Network — access only to
self-managed spaces

-Call Management application

NzZC

-Direct cities to resources on the Portal
-Answer questions not covered by FAQs

Service Level 2
(a) Mission City
(100+)

Service Level 2
(b) Twin City
(60-90 cities)

Service Level 1, plus:

City Dashboard & NzC
Barometer — bespoke reports
‘P2P Collaboration Space &
Social Network - full access,
including spaces moderated by
NZC consortium

-Interactive Tools

Advisors work with CCC clusters to:

-Animate P2P collaboration spaces

-Support and animate national clusters

-Monitoring engagement with national governments
-Signpost resources

-Support-NetZeroCities experts to plan learning
programme;

-ldentify service gaps & brief NetZeroCities experts to
design new services

Each Advisor works with 6-9 Twins to:
-Match 2-3 Twins to each Pilot

-Facilitate collaboration and learning sessions
-Signpost resources

-Support WP5 to plan leaning programme

Service Level 3
Pilot City

(300 of which
many but not all

expected to be
Mission Cities)

Service Level 2, plus:
-Grant Monitoring

Each Advisor works with an assigned group of Pilot
Cities supporting them in the formation of clusters, the
refinement of pilot activities, the development of
proposal and the implementation of pilot and learning
activities.

ICLEI also presented the incoin twinning programme, and how cities selected as twins will benefit from
mentoring provided by pilot cities.

e 5 pillars for replication: cities with different roles, the portal, the city advisors, the panel.
e Twins can be any city but a pilot.
e Reminder on opening call for the pilot (5 September). Guidelines already published. Cities
applying to be twins will have access to the different solutions the pilots will be working on, so
will apply according to their interest.
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e Any city can use the portal to get knowledge, questions not addressed in FAQ can be asked to
City Advisorss.
e Peer-to-peer learning and training activities to be at the core of the relationships to be built.

A brainstorming session then ensued, in order to collect cities feedback on replication and scale-up
within NZC. The objectives were:

e to understand how replication but also more generally knowledge transfer and city-to-city
collaboration could help them achieve climate neutrality.

e to assess their needs with regards to the topics and good practices they would like some support
on (sectoral, cross-cutting...) but also the format that would be the most useful for them.

e to understand their needs with regards to knowledge transfer and replication activities on the
Mission Portal.

Cities were divided into two subgroups due to their relation to the Mission: Mission cities and Second
wave cities. Below are the results for each category - respectively climate neutrality, good practices and
portal activities - and for each subgroup - Mission vs Second wave cities.

Mission cities

e Aarhus: take a starting point to see what the steering wheel is and be sure we are on the
same page. We want to transfer good solutions to cities, watch out not to be all over the place
=> emission domains are the way to structure the right solutions. You know where your GHG
emissions come from, why not taking this as a starting point? Also issue of the taxonomy to
check.

e NZC: Also need solution which can create deep collaboration to achieve climate neutrality
avoiding silos.

e Aarhus => Yes, fully right. Have some pillars (emission domains) and then other elements to
be tackled under this, like data, stakeholder engagement, etc... Something can be identified,
and which would do ourselves a big favour. Would also help us find out that we have a lot in
common.

e Valladolid: report what is happening in cities with pictures, diagrams, reports => helps to
understand it better.

e NZC: should be possible on the portal. Want to create a common ownership of the portal:
also, cities providing information, shaping.it. Can either use the p-2p space or start
developing other outputs (short briefs, videos, etc...) bringing together questions and solutions
to the topic of replication. Portal will be bottom-up.

Valladolid: issue of resources in cities to be able to share all this

NZC: we'll nudge cities not so active on the portal, see how those cities can be supported and
bring things in a format which can be easily shared. CA will play a role in identifying good
practices and case studies useful for the cities they are working with.

Leuven: possibility for cities to review good practices and engage on mutual learning

NZC: yes, point being discussed, seen as a request from several cities. Cities from panel to
see factsheets and good practices before being published? Integrating them in committee of
editorial processes?

e Stavanger: accessibility of the portal to other colleagues, giving different co-workers different
accessibility to the portal.

e NZC: there will be some admin rights, but others won’t be too restricted, none from the portal
side, except creating meetings maybe (tbc). Real need to restrict access due to data?
Stavanger: yes, due to how involved each is involved in the city mission.

Reykjavik: language issue

e NZC: main language of portal = EN, but there will be a translation possibility + groups in
national languages, in case the translation tool is not providing the language we will try to find
appropriate solutions.

e Zaragoza: some regions share the same issue (e.g., RES integration and energy efficiency)
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Replication and climate neutrality (MIRO):

Questions:

climate neutrality?

., To make sure not to invent the

V wheel several times, the
replication & learning module is

NET ZERG CITIES

MISSION CITIES

- From a general perspective, how can city to city collaboration and replication help you achieve

- How important is it for you to see what has been done or is happening in other cities?

Important to see
what solutions other
cities come up with -
but this must be
structured -
otherwise it will be
all over the place

.. for instance: If
other cities have
found out how to
finance and
implement CCS .. we
would be interested

Sane to learn more..
like to know
other citi
finance and
implement CCS
(Reykjavik)

Luca (City of Leuven)
City-to-city collaboration
and replication can help by
closing knowledge gaps -
some cities may be farther
along on certain topics
than others

CLIMATE NEUTRALITY

| A————

Luca (Ci”euven)

I think an important
precondition.is that the
exchange activities are
targeted (focused on a

specific topic or challenge),
concrete (not too high-level
or abstract) and needs-
based

T———

crucial to be paired with cities.
with similar porblems or cities
whivh have already solved the
problem. The portal should
make the pairing easy and
visible.

adapting good practices/lessons
learned to the city of Lisbon,
without losing your identity.
These good practices can be in
terms of tools, monitoring
networks, green and blue.
infrastructures (NBS)
Maria - Lisboa city

— —

Reykjavik: collaboratiop.and
replication is necces:

for further
collarboration itis
importantto see
and understand
what have been
done

— ——

Solution or method

must be
dbcumentedjgnd
» described -which

KPIs can be

R k: | itwill be measured for the

elp support ‘ solution

ments such as
human -——
and finance so they ¢

the responsibilit

Reykjavik: it is important to
see how other cities are
going to be climate neutral
and help to promote the
case to coworkers and
politicians before reaching
out to stakeholders out of
the city

relevant points:
specifications, schedule,
site visit, monitoring
format, communication,
community involvement
and partners- Maria Lisboa

%rrieg  and

challenges
have
similariteis in
cities as such

good practices, that.
can be adapted to
the local

characteristics.

col e witl
other cities...
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NET ZERG CITIES

Good practices and topics of interest (MIRO):

MISSION CITIES

Questions:

- How can you identify topics and good practices that could be of interest for other cities and how to
transfer knowledge in a consistent manner according to you?

- What do you need to properly document good practices, which information would you be ready to
collect and to share?
- How would you like to receive feedback from cities replicating your good practice?

Seren/Aarhus. Regarding

GOOD PRACTICES

"identify" .. this is where |
think we all depend on at
structure we should set up
together. .. otherwise it will
be a co-incidence if we end
up with something that
works.

Short description
with description
of what different
partners have
contributed to the
solution

David (Zaragoza): South Europe
cities usually share the same
problems in terms of energy

efficienty and renewable energy

sources integration. Example: as
they do not usually have district
heating and cooling networks
they need to go for other
solutions (biomass boilers,
geothermal energy, etc.) to reach
climate neutrality objectives.

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

collaboration

s key - involve

2ach other as
ealry as
possible

Reykjavik: to
transfer knowledge
we just have to ask
and your (NZC) help
would be
appreciated

Good practice
should be
chosen based
on GHG
emissions

—0-9

David (Zaragoza), Simj

templates to collect parti

actuations shoul
implemented and filled

To identify good practices to share Luca (City of Leuven)
with other cities, it would be helpful To document good PerhapsNZC could offer

to know what other cities struggles ~_Practices, it would ili i
88 be helpful to have a facilitated sessions to help

with and on which preparedness o .
iy cltles':p:;te i template, not just cities identify/surface the
quantitative but also areas where their need for

qualitatively. good practices.is highest?

T LueaT(city of teuveny™
Collecting and sharing information —{

requires a time investment from
cities. It has to be clear what the
“return"” is for those cities.

Once the areas/topics have been
identified, it would be helpful for
NZC to collect and present
relevant information (case
studies,literature,...) in a tailored
way, and thereby help cities
navigate and process the wealth

of information available

Luca (City of Leuven)

It would therefore be good to
twin cities that have mutual
learning opportunities (not

one-sided)

y S

Luca (City of Leuven)
It would be helpful for the city
receiving” good practices to act as
a critical friend,_and help the city Reykjavik: we

sharing its practices tofurther docurment in our native. ‘
develop and refing its approach. language (Icefandic) so
a to.english
) or other languages
would bevery helpful
for other.to use

To receive
feedback from
replicating cities,
the portalshould
be the first
contact point,
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Replication activities on the Portal (MIRO):

MISSION CITIES

4
Questions:
- How would you like to report your achievements and transfer knowledge in the portal? Do you have |
resources and experiences for that? |
- How frequently would you like to have interactions with other cities?
- How would you involve other departments to support or share experience with other cities?
- Would you be ready to "mentor" other cities, in relation to specific good practices?
- Would you like to facilitate some activities on the portal, in relation to what you do i i) |
so, which support would you need for that? Wﬁdﬁm}ﬂ_-\
Reykjavik: to involve
another departments |
Reykjavik: to facilitate activities it think the_y have to be a part
—4 will be helpful to have clear of the mission work - such
< template / agenda or timing. For if we could use the as being a part of a working
exan_\ple if Reykjavik has @ portal as the one group / steering group or
l— spe‘clﬁc u_meslot o_nasp_eﬂﬁc and only channel similar group that meets
m topic it will be easier to involve Id ke z 5
the relevant coworkers. would make it easier on a regular basis
O Language is a barrier, translation to use the resources
and pictures would support. once and not doble [ |
n- the work
L ——
2 dialogue as part of
— GHG emission mentoring both ways the city (beside the
- profile for cities, in beetwin cities Platform)
2 order to associate useof adedicated and
(@) and put in touch extensible city platform in
cities with similar use: Create groups and S
profiles (simon) involving other profiles. centralized and s ‘ﬂl\ |
3_Involving other
departments structured information dep
needs to b‘e 2 few repository (use of official sometimes chall
way of thinking , language and in English) because of the
yet a barriere ... Maria - Lisboa language barriers... (do
Involvement of other departments.in R
this context should preferably be v
organised through different access levels
at city level on the portal. The city should Always The frequency of contact
be able to invite a number. of coworkers hippy t‘)’ must be dynamic due to
i . . share :- i il
to the city s portal, but with different the Ieve'?f.;ffp"cat'on
activities.

roles/access level.

e »> -

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation
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Replication methodologies (MIRO):

NET ZERG CITIES

MISSION CITIES

Questions:

politicians...)

Seren / Aarhus: regarding the

first question - the "taxonomy

aproach" that we discussed - |

think that is very useful .. if it
is done correctly :-)

We are interested in solutions
across the board .. i.e. the Emission
Domains, like Energy,
Transportation, AFOLU (including
Waste) , Industry, Buildings &
Construction

Regarding the "target audience" -
that will differ a lot depending on
the problem to be solved /the
solution to be implemented.CCS
(Carbon Capture) and MaaS
(Mobility as a‘Service) will be two
very different audiences.

METHODOLOGIES FOR REPLICATING AND SCALING UP

- This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

- What types of tool and recommendations would be interesting for you? Is there any topic where
you would like to learn more in relation to replication? (e.g. engaging with local stakeholders,
mobilising leadership, adapting good practices to your local context...)

- Which format would be best for sharing those methodologies, tools, recommendations...? (e.g.
report, webinars...) What would be the target audience in your city? (practitioners, management,

Ernst O: Tools that show
technical solutions -
what manufacturers are
working to solve

integration of GIS.component,
social networks (pictures), cost-
benefit monitoring indicators
(using-a dedicated dashbeard for
the city,with the profile,
municipality, partners, research
centers, citizen)
Lisboa= Maria

As regards to format, we
need all formats depending
on what measure to replicate
or share.

Target audience... We are currently
working on how to commutnicate the
mission at city level... And the target
audience will therefor be "all". But
depending on topic, you can concretize
and differentiate which format that
would be best fitted.
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Second wave cities

e Tromso => importance of policy and functional topics: distinction between how manage policy
things (organising city, etc...) and functional (concrete and practical thing that you implement).
WIII the portal provide access from departments in the city to the portal => NZC: yes.

e NZC: there will also be groups per country with places to exchange good practices and
failures.

Replication and climate neutrality (MIRO):

SECOND WAVE CITIES

Questions:

- From a general perspective, how can city to city collaboration and replication help you achieve
climate neutrality?

- How important is it for you to see what has been done or isthappening in other cities?

serhat: city collaboration and

replication help us to.achieve Alexia: other cities and
tailor-made solutions andhelps ourselves should be
>- us to improve to illuminate the encouraged to share
lackness regaring weaknesses. | db |
o SerhaT: To have a knowledge of such as good replication provide not only good but also
: what other cities are doing quite different perspective and bad examples and
< would be really important, it city.€an improve a way for the experiences! In both
provides significant datas as tailorsmade of the replicaiton.

m well. Therefore, with those datas cases we learn a lot.
l_ and knowledge, city
D administration and practitioners —

can put different ideas forward.
(W8]
b ’ Itis important to learn
[TT} — from experience, but also
E to motivate and apply for
s itls mport_jgiyrefiect on necessary resources based

the impact of the selutions
— that we will replicate, and on experience and results
| also provided with e ope
@) alternatives with a good from mission cities.

understanding of the pros

and cons of each solution Tromse

Alexia

Important to be connected with
providers and solutions from other
countries but also understrand
under which condittions the
providers would offer services in
another country

-——v
———-

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation
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Good practices and topics of interest (MIRO):

SECOND WAVE CITIES

Questions:

- On which topics are you interest in learning from NetZeroCities (sectoral policies, functional
topics...)?

- What type of information do you need on good practices? How much detailed should they be?
Which format would you prefer?

- Would you like to be associated to the definition and the selection of good practices?

- Would you be ready to provide some feedback on good practices?

m | would be ready
— be interested in infermatio d
B functional topics, : Ji i E?n
D because as a project feedback which
o’ specialist that would been asked.
b ticipated.
o. il m ity i t direction.
Q — y ell for ri ion of GHG,
o — ct. Also, what does not
\ well.
O romse
O

Alexia: about associated
to the definition and

selection of good

practices & feedback: yes focus on
practical
S N — solutions,
starting with the

most impactful

- This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation

Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519. s
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Replication activities on the Portal (MIRO):

SECOND WAVE CITIES

Questions:

- What type of connections or activities do you expect on the portal with other cities? How frequent
would you like them to be?

- What kind of facilitation and community management do you expect on the portal for peer
learning and knowledge transfer?

- How would you like to be put in touch with other cities?

- How often would you be ready to go on the portal? How often would you like to exchange with
other cities?

- What do you need to transfer knowledge internally to other departments and colleagues?

- Would you like to facilitate some activities on the portal, in relation to whatyou do in your city? If
so, which support would you need for that?

| expect to reach the expert and have a chance to N A—
brainstorm on the portal with the other cities. And exchange opportunity and
would be great to find a consorcium and partners expert exchange and field

inspection practices would
be great. | would expect
from the portal for these

inter-colleague exchanges.
and knowledge sharing.

through other cities. That would be my biggest
expectation from portal. And also, that would be
amazing to have a knowledge of other cities projects
and how they managed the project implementation
especialisy repilcations.

-
<
-
(2 4
o
a.
L
Z
=
2
®

T —
————‘—

Availability of reports/notes
(library); possibility to meet
online; workshops or the like.
Perhaps some fixed thematic

Alexia:

2 - we would appreciate to create a permanent group of the NZC panels, as we
already find this exchange very useful

3 - cities could post examples of work:and interests and then if there is any online

B2B sort of space, cities could initiate this interaction sessions. Transfer knowledge
- To transfer knowledge it would be useful to have some easy materialthat we can internally should be done
translate and use them to help.internal meetings internally, but access to the
= yes we would appreciate to facilitate some activities on portal, it could be asknig portal for the different involved
for feedback and ideas units/departments would be
v useful.
Kastly a new idea, itwould be interesting to have an.open NZC meeting where all
interested cities €an go and meet
T —

A T

This project has received funding from the H2020 Research and Innovation
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Replication methodologies (MIRO):

SECOND WAVE CITIES

Questions: |
- What types of tool and recommendations would be interesting for you? Is there any topic where |
you would like to learn more in relation to replication? (e.g. engaging with local stakeholders,
mobilising leadership, adapting good practices to your local context...)

- Which format would be best for sharing those methodologies, tools, recommendations...? (e.g.
report, webinars...) What would be the target audience in your city? (practitioners, management, |
politicians...)

Alexia: we really need solutions for built environments
that anyone can apply (eg also the citizens). For
example it is very difficult and complicated to
demolish buildings and create parks, but at the same
time there are many solutions for existing buildings
(eg solar panels, greenery, etc) We have a need of
safe-to-apply and cheap solutions that can change g
microclimate. II'. Key is how to mobilize
adership. Dialogue with
W akeholders is important too;
how to motivate to join, tackle
. their barriers. What will help is to
show how other cities work, and
what the results and effects are.

Alexia: we really need On emissions, economics, air
support on measuring quality, well-being, better city life
envrionmental impact of our etc.
|ntervgnt|ons OE' potentlal Tromsu
interventions
R —
R —

METHODOLOGIES FOR REPLICATING AND SCALING UP
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Programme under the grant agreement n°101036519.





