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Global challenges of climate change and biodiversity loss increase demands on urban green infrastructure (GI) to
provide increasingly wide ranges of functions and services. Academia, policy and practice call for long-term
perspectives to ensure the sustainability of GI and address solutions by adopting approaches inspired by na-
ture. Meanwhile, current trends in contracted out park management entail attention to economic and technical
aspects, overlooking long-term GI development. The interface between long-term ambitions and short-term
operational GI practice is addressed through the case of a planned park in Taby municipality, Sweden. The
case represents an ambition to integrate design, construction and management of high biodiversity GI through a
‘design-by-management’ approach, resting on ideas of continuous and adaptive vegetation development after the
initial construction. Workshops were conducted with responsible stakeholders in project management, park
management and nature management, providing insight into current contexts and future demands of GI estab-
lishment and management. Results reveal differences in contract management approaches depending on land-
scape typology — namely, ‘parks’ and ‘nature’. Project and park managers work with an approach based on
adherence to rigid formal documents where dynamics and uncertainty are understood as liabilities. Conversely,
nature managers work with strategic development goals as a foundation for a joint view with responsible con-
tractors. The case suggests that existing organizational practices in park construction and maintenance make it
difficult to fully embrace the complexity and uncertainty of the intended processes. However, introducing GI
management in early design phases offers valuable opportunities to address these challenges strategically,
supporting long term sustainability.

1. Introduction and Konijnendijk, 2015). However, despite these demands, the design of

new parks is often homogenous in expression and function (Aalbers and

Green infrastructure (GI) can be described as a “network of natural
areas and other open spaces that conserves natural ecosystem values and
functions, sustains clean air and water, and provides a wide array of benefits
to people and wildlife” (Benedict and McMahon, 2012, p. 1). A range of
different green and blue environments, from parks and forested areas in
the urban context to larger forest or nature areas in peri-urban and more
rural settings, GI is managed by different actors, complicated further in
the public realm when one space can be the responsibility of different
departments or units in the same municipal authority (Jansson et al.,
2020).

In the urban context, global challenges such as climate change,
biodiversity loss and health inequities put demands on urban GI to
provide an increasingly wide range of functions and services (Haaland
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Sehested, 2018), largely dominated by mown lawns (Aronson et al.,
2017). To ensure the sustainability of new GI, there is growing
consensus across academia, policy and practice calling for a long-term
perspective, and to utilize approaches based on and inspired by nature
(EC, 2013; Randrup et al., 2020a). Policy concepts such as nature-based
solutions (NBS) acknowledge that GI does not provide short-term solu-
tions or adhere to simple linearity (Moosavi et al., 2021), instead taking
a long time to develop full functionality (Sarabi et al., 2020).

At site scale, concepts such as designed ecology (Dunnett and
Hitchmough, 2008) and dynamic vegetation design (Wistrom et al.,
2023) use natural processes as active agents to develop vegetation in an
“evolutionary” approach. This non-linearity also prompts calls for
experimentation and adaptive learning in the process of planning,
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designing and maintaining these nature-based and dynamic approaches
(Kabisch et al., 2016; Nielsen et al., 2023). As GI is dynamic, it needs to
be managed to ensure its functions and qualities over time (Young and
McPherson, 2013; Fongar et al., 2019). Ideally, this would mean that
maintenance is already considered in the design planning process
(Burton et al., 2014; Graef et al., 2023). However, a linear logic
reflecting a hierarchical and sequential progression often characterizes
planning, design and management of urban GI (Jansson et al. 2020).
This linear process turns urban GI management into an endpoint, a
conclusion, with no place in the design process beyond maintaining
initial design ideas. As such, there is a need to also organize in a way that
supports the dynamic character of these processes by working across
organizational silos and administrative borders (Randrup et al., 2020a).

A growing body of research demonstrates the discrepancies between
set goals for urban GI and conditions for the daily management work
that implement them (Dempsey, 2020; Whitten, 2020; Winslow, 2021).
However, research remains scarce on if and how maintenance issues are
considered in design phases (Winslow, 2021) and urban green areas are
rarely designed for long-term multifunctional management (Wistrom
et al., 2024). Recent studies also highlight the lack of funding for
maintenance (e.g. Dobson et al., 2021; Roman et al., 2021; Smith et al.,
2023; Sunding et al., 2025), with a resulting focus on effectiveness of
short term operations instead of on long-term development (Dempsey
and Smith, 2014; Randrup et al. 2017; Fongar et al., 2019).

Beyond the known lack of resources, the impact of governance and
organizational settings on sustainability of GI is still largely unknown
(Holscher et al., 2023). Governance approaches such as New Public
Management (NPM), initiated in the 1980s, have had a strong influence
on how work is carried out in western societies’ public organizations
(Torfing et al., 2020). The implications of underlying business-like
steering mechanisms from the private sector into public governance,
e.g. procurement procedures, are under-examined in the literature. In
Scandinavia, market-centered models have generally been embraced for
maintenance of public space and GI (Lindholst, 2023). Previous studies
on contracting out park maintenance have focused on quality (Lindholst
et al., 2015), satisfaction (Lindholst, 2023) and partnership approaches
(Dempsey et al., 2016). Contracting out park maintenance has been also
found to promote generic cheaper solutions at the expense of horticul-
tural skills and professional experience (Lindholst, 2009), which aligns
with maintenance needs in “conventionally” designed parks, see further
in 1.2. These insights have prompted calls for more collaborative part-
nership alternatives to the standard contracting approaches (Lindholst,
2023; Lindholst, 2009; Randrup et al., 2020b). However, there has been
little academic focus on the impact of these organizational structures
and administrative routines in the design of new parks which embrace
nature-based and dynamic approaches to GI creation.

1.1. Aim and research questions

This paper therefore aims to explore to what extent design, con-
struction and management practices align with long-term ambitions of
nature-based approaches. It does this by examining the case study of a
new park created in Taby, Sweden to answer the following questions:

What are the challenges in current practices when creating and
managing urban GI in Taby municipality?

What are the opportunities for strategically addressing nature-based
park design and long-term management?

1.2. Taby’s new city park

An example highlighting the challenges in the interface between
running management operations, and innovative approaches in park
design can be found in Taby, Sweden. Taby municipality encompasses
6000 ha land in the northern part of the greater Stockholm area. A
general policy for the municipality’s green infrastructure is ‘Half of Taby
green’ (Taby municipality, 2022). This ‘green’ consists of both urban
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green spaces and parks, as well as forested areas inside and outside the
city border. Swedes have a strong tradition of using forested areas for
recreation (Hornsten and Fredman, 2000). Swedish cities have an
average 20 % forest cover which becomes higher in the urban fringe
(Nielsen et al., 2017). Taby municipality has 30 % forest cover and 2,3 %
park cover within the city limits (Aamodt et al., 2023), with forested
areas outside the city limits.

Taby municipality houses about 75 000 inhabitants with population
increase since the mid-2000s. Current city development projects include
Taby Galopp, a disused horseracing track with surrounding facilities
being developed into a new central city district. This is one of the largest
developments in the municipality and intended to create 6000 new
homes for an expected population of 20 000. A new city park, Gronbetet
(“The green pasture”), spanning 10 ha is planned as a central part of the
new city district encompassing the site of an old racetrack and preserved
forested areas, see Fig. 1.

To reduce costs and waste, contaminated soils from the demolished
facilities were partially used, meaning the vegetation design had to be
adapted to difficult growing conditions. Experts were hired to develop a
vegetation design concept underpinned by goals stipulated by Taby
municipality (2024):

@ Experience of nature, animals and plants

@ High ornamental value

@ Nature pedagogy

@ Maintenance that follows the natural development of the trees and plants
@ Increased biological diversity and improved ecological connections

@ Multi-layered vegetation and good shading from trees

@ Resilience to climate change

Gronbetet’s design concept is based on a range of habitat types that
vary in composition and expression, displaying high structural
complexity. These habitat ranges from wet multi layered forest for storm
water management to dry meadows with patches of bare sand (Fig. 2).
The establishment of new wooded areas builds on principles of silvi-
culture (e.g. Piana et al., 2023), by planting multiple species of smaller
saplings in great numbers and then thinning out, as opposed to tradi-
tional park construction where individual trees intended in the final
design are planted during construction. This approach has been
described as creative management (Tregay, 1986; Koningen, 2004;
Wistrom et al. 2023). Here, it is acknowledged that an initial design only
sets the starting point for vegetation development (ibid.; Gustavsson
et al. 2005), and management interventions become “design over time”
(Nielsen et al., 2023), in effect (re)steering the development towards
intended goals, or updating goals as new opportunities emerge. The
approach, while not novel within park design (e.g. Woudstra, 2004;
Gustavsson, 2004; von Dooren and Nielsen, 2019), with famous exam-
ples including the Dutch heemparks (Koningen, 2004), is still an un-
common occurrence in Swedish parks.

Gronbetet’s design concept requires a combined establishment and
management plan during the extended ‘construction’ period to include
initial plantings, maintenance, thinning efforts and successive planting
over 6-7 years. In this context, the nature-based approach demands a
longer establishment period than conventional park construction pro-
jects. After establishment, the park’s design will develop as mainte-
nance, the operational activities tending to the vegetation (Gustavsson
et al., 2005), is done in response to the opportunities emerging as the
vegetation grows. In this sense, the approach requires a different, and
ongoing, relationship between design and management than “conven-
tional” parks. This long-term perspective envisages the park as a
collection of small-scale environments that require coordinated,
nature-based and creative management for the different biotope-types,
which differ greatly from the “formal” maintenance routines that are
put in place for traditional park designs (Parker, 1986; Gustavsson,
2004; Wistrom et al., 2023). The “naturalistic” maintenance activities
are instead characterized by specialized skills and methods of nature
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Fig. 1. The area for Gronbetet city park in the central part of the new city district. Parts of existing nature will be incorporated in the park, and parts will be
constructed from previously hardscaped areas. Image: Taby municipality (2023), with permission.
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Fig. 2. Conceptual plan showcasing the design (left) and the different nature types(right) of the new park. Images: Taby municipality (2024), with permission.
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management combined with understandings of landscape architecture
regarding experiential and aesthetic aspects (Table 1).

2. Theoretical background

In response to the linear logic characterizing planning, design and
management (Jansson et al. 2020), models have been introduced to
emphasize how processes operating after a space has been created are
constantly ongoing without a definitive end.

One such approach can be found in the concept of place-keeping,
which offers a direct response to the concept of place-making. Place-
making is a concept with a long history and wide range of in-
terpretations (Keidar et al., 2023) but generally focusing on the pro-
cesses leading up to the creation of a place that offers accessible, safe and
inclusive spaces for its users. In effect, this entails the planning and
designing of a site (Dempsey and Smith, 2014). Place-keeping in turn
underlines the importance of the ongoing process that maintains and
enhances the created ‘product’ of place-keeping: the place in its local
context. As such, place-keeping is understood as “responsive long-term
management which ensures the social, environmental and economic quality
and benefits a place brings can be enjoyed by present and future generations”
(Dempsey et al., 2014, p. 9).

The potential relationship between place-making and place-keeping
can be conceptualized in different ways (see Fig. 3). The first (a) de-
scribes a linear process, when an investment funds a new design which
then leads to its maintenance. Here, the design has an impact on man-
agement and maintenance, but not the other way around. The second (b)
describes designers and managers working together, where aspects of
management and maintenance are taken into consideration at the design
stage, e.g. shaping spaces (lawns, perennials) or placing elements (light
poles, benches) to facilitate easier maintenance. The third (c) describes
long-term management as the driver of the design process. Here, place-
making is understood as a part of place-keeping, and happens at varying
intervals within the longer process, emphasizing monitoring and eval-
uation as key for improving results and related processes (Smith et al.,
2014). It further emphasizes the multifaceted process of long-term
management as encompassing policy, governance, partnerships, re-
sources, maintenance and evaluation of the place (Dempsey and Smith,
2014).

Another concept, related to place-keeping but stemming from
forestry is adaptive management. This concept is defined as “a systematic
process for continuously improving management policies and practices by
learning from the outcomes of previously employed policies and practices
where management is treated as a deliberate experiment for purposes of
learning” (MEA, 2005). The concept also understands management as a
driver and builds on an iterative process of decision-making that evolves
with the gained experiences from previous decisions. This concept lends
further insights into how management can act as a driver, with systemic
and continuous learning from gained experiences as a key factor.

In this paper, we understand place-keeping as a conceptual umbrella
for strategic, adaptive and creative approaches to management as a
driver for GI development. This concept not only addresses the spatial
domain, but also incorporates an organizational perspective, in effect
encompassing how the work is organized to carry out the relevant ac-
tivities, and steer developments towards set goals and beyond.

Table 1
Comparison of maintenance activity characteristics between formal and nature-
based management, adapted from Parker (1986).

Formal (Conventional) Naturalistic

Frequent and regular

Highly mechanized

Repetitive

Few people involved

Low biological knowledge
required

Infrequent and irregular

More manual work

Low repetition

Larger teams across skillsets

Higher biological and ecological skills
required
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3. Methodological underpinnings

This study was conducted within the NORDGREEN research project,
with Taby municipality being one of six city partners. The cities
participating in the project were chosen as potential sources of best
practice in GI planning and management. Through the research project,
the plans for the new park as described in Section 1.1 were introduced.
The unique context of the new park design, and the well documented
and unique governance context of current GI management in Taby,
presented below and in 4.1, contributed to make the interface between
these two phenomena the object of this study.

3.1. A case study approach

The single-case study approach allows for an investigation of “an
event or phenomenon in depth and in its natural context” (Crowe et al.,
2011, p. 1). This approach permits deeply situated insight in the current
GI management practices in Taby, and the extent to which design,
construction and management practices align with emerging ambitions
of nature-based approaches in urban GI.

Taby has all operational GI management outsourced, with a well
described history of contracting out (Kristoffersson et al., 2020). The
municipality is run by a strong right-wing liberal coalition which has
contracted out almost all park services since the mid-1980s. This can be
understood as a forerunner to national legislation on public procure-
ment for all Swedish public organizations which was introduced in
1992. In Nordic and other European countries, Taby municipality
therefore presents an “extreme case” (Flyvbjerg, 2006), described as
“unusual cases, which can be especially problematic or especially good in a
more closely defined sense.” (ibid. p. 230).

The case study is based on a document analysis of the history of park
maintenance organization in Taby, workshops with relevant practi-
tioners, and one complementary in-depth interview with a park man-
ager. The combination of methods allows for the investigation of both
the current challenges and opportunities on this topic as they are
perceived by the involved actors and compare the differences in dis-
courses between them. The document analysis gives an overview of the
development of the current governance arrangements in park and nature
management practices, while the workshops and the complementary
interview detail how the current arrangements affect daily work and the
ability to strategically address long term perspectives.

3.2. Data collection

The case study is based on three sources of data, a document study,
workshops and one interview.

3.2.1. Document study

The unique case of Taby’s outsourced operational GI management
has been described in detail up to the late 2010s (Persson and Kris-
toffersson, 2019; Kristoffersson et al., 2020). A synthesis of these studies,
alongside existing grey literature provided by Taby municipality, pro-
vides the background of the current practices and discourses in park and
nature management and is presented in 4.1.

3.2.2. Workshops

Workshops were used as a research methodology, following
(@rngreen and Levinsen (2017), meaning they were aimed at achieving
predefined goals as well as producing data about a specific topic. The
workshops firstly provided participants with opportunities to identify
and develop “approaches” related to both perceived current challenges
and the demands that came with the proposed new park. Secondly, they
promoted active and genuine participation (Jrngreen and Levinsen,
2017) from a small group of stakeholders with domain specific knowl-
edge to facilitate collaboration that could affect future organizational
change. This method supported the study’s aim of exploring Taby’s
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place-
keeping

place-keeping

Fig. 3. Three ways to understand the conceptual relation between place-making and place-keeping, with factors affecting this relation. Adapted from Dempsey and

Smith (2014).

current practices in GI design and management in their real-life setting
(Crowe et al., 2011) by facilitating collaboration with the potential to
influence future organizational change.

Participants were selected together with the municipal contact in the
[redacted] research project, who was also responsible for the Gronbetet
park design project. The participants represented relevant professional
roles related to the municipality’s GI, from either park management,
management of green investment projects, or nature management. Park
management includes staff responsible for maintenance and upkeep of
the city’s parks. Project management is responsible for design and
construction of investment projects in new urban GI, such as the new
city park Gronbetet. Recently, a warranty group was established to
manage the transfer from project to park management, overseeing the
warranty maintenance and inspections stipulated in the contracts. Na-
ture management manages the city’s urban and peri-urban forests and
other nature areas. At the time of the workshops, all roles responsible for
designing and managing GI had been merged into one joint unit
following a recent reorganization. Table 2 shows an overview of par-
ticipants and their thematic focus. Further descriptions of the roles can
be found in Section 4.

A workshop structure was designed inspired by the three horizons
model Sharpe et al. (2016). The goal of the workshops was to address

Table 2
Overview of workshop participant’s roles and thematic focus.

Organizational
unit

Area of responsibility Workshop participant

Parks and Urban  Unit leader - all groups City gardener A (MA)

Environments Park management Park manager M (MM)
Unit in the Investment project management  Landscape architect M (PM)
Technical and Landscape architect T (PT)
Urban Landscape architect A (PA)
Environments Warranty manager C (WC)
Department Nature management Ecologist Y (NY)

Forester C (NC)

current constraints in governance, management and maintenance (fac-
tors of place-keeping), as well as future visions of these practices based
on the needs that the new park introduce, potentially challenging cur-
rent relations between place-making and place-keeping, see Fig. 3 and
Table 3. See appendix A for a more in-depth presentation of the work-
shop structure.

Three workshops were convened with municipal staff in late spring
2023. The audio recorded workshops lasted 2-3 h with 6-8 participants
and two researchers in each. Before starting, participants were informed
of the dual purpose of the workshops, and how their input was going to
be used both for the design project and in the research project.

3.2.3. Interview

One individual semi-structured interview (Kvale and Brinkmann,
2009) was conducted with a park manager (MM), to get a deeper insight
into the current challenges of the park management. This was done
specifically to get a richer context to the perceptions of the current park
management contract, and insights into how discussions went on
developing the new contract which was ongoing at the time of the study

Table 3

The three workshops conducted in the study.
Workshop Aim No. of
number and topic participants
WSI: current Uncover the different working teams’ 7

situation perception of their current work, and the

current challenges that exist in GI

management and maintenance, investment
projects, and in the interface between them.
Present the new park design and its demands 6
on GI maintenance and management and

assess the needs for new organizational
structures and routines.

Explore and evaluate pathways to upscaling 8
on a city-wide scale considering

WS2: New
demands

WS3: Scaling up

management from a long-term perspective.
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Table 4
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Comparison of the two maintenance contracts, from primary data, Kristoffersson et al. (2020) and Persson and Kristoffersson (2019).

First contract 2004-2016

Second contract 2016-2024

Contractor selected by most favourable price?

Number of contractors (Nature management discussed below)
Levels of monitoring 2
Clients responsible

Yes, adjusting for 5 factors”
1 for all public space maintenance

3 Téaby concept managers
1 City gardener

Yes, but adjusted for formal demands and cost calculation
transparency

4: 1 street-park; 3 specialist hardscape maintenance

1

2 managers for hardscape

1 manager for everyday park management

1 main project manager

Contract length 10 + 2 years

Formal contract reporting requirements

Monthly and quarterly meetings with client Yes

Yearly planning conference Yes

Self-control/monitoring reports by contractors Yes

Budgetary details

Fixed unit prices, varying budget for maintenance and complements. Yes

Costs under budget were shared 50:50. Yes

Costs over budget covered by the client. Yes

Service level specifications

Output based specification of functional goals on individual elements Yes
(shrubs, lawns etc.).

Strategic long-term goals on park level. Yes

Collaboration arrangements
Every-day collaboration seen as more important than the written contract ~ Yes

Goals and prioritization continuously discussed Yes
Performance evaluation

Based on principle of shared responsibility Yes
Through daily evaluation, formal meetings, annual park meetings Yes
Formal penalty fees No

Nature management contracts
Nature management
4.2.3

Yes, but incrementally broken out, see

5 + 3 years

Yes
No
No

Initially yes, but did not materialise, see 4.2.1
Initially yes, but did not materialise, see 4.2.1

Initially yes, but did not materialise, see 4.2.1
Initially yes, but did not materialise, see 4.2.1

No

No, see Table 5

@ partnership model, operation plan, organization, competence and quality & environmental management

(see Appendix B for topics and questions).

3.3. Data analysis

The workshops and the interview were transcribed, and a summary
of the main points was sent out to the participants for approval/ clari-
fication. The data was analyzed using inductive (bottom up) coding and
thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2021), highlighting discourses
within and between the different groups of practitioners, as well as other
prominent themes that were expressed recurrently, either strongly by
individuals, or jointly within the group.

The analysis then examined the codes created from the perspective of
place-keeping, focusing on sentiments that relate to the three different
views on the relation between place-making and place-keeping (Fig. 3).
For example, mentions of expressed need for contractual rigidity and
financial predictability reflect a linear view between design and man-
agement, where the need to control all parameters in early stages is
central. In contrast, mentions of e.g. site-based discussions imply sen-
timents reflecting management and maintenance as a driver of devel-
opment, rather than upholding a static expression determined
beforehand.

4. Results

In the following sections, insights into what characterizes current
practices and their challenges in creating and managing urban GI (RQ1),
and the perceived organizational opportunities for strategically
addressing nature-based park design and long-term management (RQ2)
are presented. In 4.1, a comparison of Taby’s first and second mainte-
nance contracts provides a background for (4.2) current practices and
discourses which are categorized in three main themes addressed by the
three areas of responsibility. This is followed by a view into what is
jointly perceived to be new opportunities to better address these chal-
lenges (4.3).

4.1. Taby’s public-private partnerships in public urban GI

Kristoffersson et al. (2020) describe the history and development of
the ‘ground-breaking’ ‘Taby Concept’ as an approach to public-private
partnerships, a collaborative approach between the public client and
the private contractor. Table 4 describes the main aspects of the first
contract, as well as key features of the contract that followed. The Taby
Concept was introduced as a response to perceived unacceptably low
standards in the maintenance of green space in the mid-1990s.

4.1.1. The Taby Concept 2004-16

The first contract brought street and park services into joint man-
agement by the park and road units in the Technical Department,
covering all public GI in the municipality including urban woods. The
Taby Concept proposed longer contract periods compared to practice
standards of 5 years (Lindholst et al., 2020). Instead of traditional
input-based maintenance descriptions, e.g. number of times a lawn is
mowed per year or how frequently watering is done, the descriptions
were based on output-based demands. This effectively described the
purpose of, or functions expected from the individual elements of the
park. Methods remained unspecified and were up to the contractor.

With a contractor appointed and the contract initiated, collaboration
was a key focus. Workshops were held to establish common goals and
competences required for the different roles in both client and
contractor organizations. Due to the general opinion that the contract
worked to satisfaction, dips in quality or failures to reach the objectives
were not penalized, instead agreements were made on more costly op-
erations to get back on par. Formal documents were used less as the
collaboration went on, used only as a reference when opinions differed.
An engaged field staff was considered a main reason for the high level of
quality.

This long-term contract-based partnership ran for twelve years. In
2009, a forester was hired, which meant that urban woods and other
nature areas were incrementally removed from the contract, and they
were not part of the second contract. Kristoffersson et al. (2020)
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conclude that the first contract relied on professional expertise and
personal engagement as drivers rather than penalties for
non-compliance of task delivery.

4.1.2. The Taby Concept 2016-24

In 2015, before the new procurement process, politicians requested
changes for the new contract including increased competition and
involving more contractors to potentially lower costs. Main aspects of
the old contract were kept, but split into four, separating paving, bridges
and graffiti removal from the street and green space. The length of all
contracts was shortened. A new contractor won the bid and for unrelated
reasons most of the municipality personnel was replaced, meaning that
the experience and knowledge from the previous contract was lost on
both sides. The procurement process for the four new contracts was
described as successful, with lower prices compared to the first contract.
This marks a difference from the first contract where economic perfor-
mance was not a key factor and collaboration was considered more
important. As the first contract succeeded in improving greenspace
quality, this was considered less central in the second contract. While an
innovative model of incentivizing quality improvement was introduced
in the second contract, the allocated budget was small compared to the
total contract sum, and significantly smaller than in the first contract.

The Kristoffersson et al. (2020) study was done in 2016, at which
point the second contract had just started. Data collection was therefore
based on the expectations of the clients and contractors, rather than ex-
periences. During data collection for this study, the procurement process
for the post-24 contract was recently initiated.

4.2. Current practices and discourses in creating and managing GI

At the time of the workshops (2023), the three areas of responsibility
within GI creation and management work in different contract setups
with external contractors, based on different formats of steering docu-
ments. The three areas also have different practices and discourses,
which are categorized into three key themes based on the six factors that
affect place-keeping (see Fig. 3). See Table 5 for an overview of the
themes, followed by a deeper insight into each area of responsibility.

4.2.1. Park management practises and discourses

4.2.1.1. Financial context and political focus. The park manger shares
their view of the responsibilities of park management: “Our re-
sponsibility? It is to deliver operationally reliable, functional, clean and un-
damaged environments” (MM), reflecting a technical attitude to the work,
focusing on operational functionality. This contrasts with a reflection
that current methods and rationales are not sustainable. The last decade
has seen a strong political push for large investments, without realisa-
tion of the financial consequences:

“Politicians wanted maximum quality on everything, and there wasn’t
really any talk about [long-term] management. As we took over the newly
built spaces, there was a realisation that they generate lots of fixed costs.
[...] and that we can’t have all these extravagances, because we can’t
maintain them. And I think that there is a better understanding about
management [now]” (MM).

This mismatch has led to frugality in current investment projects,
lowering both complexity and quality to manage future costs. However,
increasing prices and more extreme weather means that even keeping
existing parks at their present status will become increasingly costly. As
such, environmental and economic factors present a combined chal-
lenge, with a joint agreement that a descaling of current maintenance
regimes is required, even to just make ends meet.

4.2.1.2. Relationships with contractors and importance of written steering
documents. There is a deep dissatisfaction with the current maintenance

Table 5
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Perceived differences and similarities on key themes according to responsible

actors (with relevant place-keeping dimension in brackets).

Park management

Project management

Nature management

General information on contracting details

Contract setup Park maintenance A new construction 5 different
is performed as contractor is contractors for
part of a street procured for each forestry, landscape
maintenance project. Sub- conservation,
contract. contractors are used  ancient
for specialist (GI) monuments, beach
tasks and water
conservation and
annual scrub
clearance
Steering Object based Object based Strategic plans
document maintenance construction and with visions guide
format descriptions (e.g. warranty development and
lawn, shrubs. maintenance conservation of all
hedges) descriptions areas

Financial context and political focus (Resources and Policy)

Financial Funds are Costs considered Funds are lacking
context critically lacking but not critically but not yet critical
for park lacking. A key (NC)
maintenance argument for the
(MM) new park is lower

Policial focus

Low, focusing on
demands of cost
savings (MM)

costs for
establishment (PT)
Previous intensive
investments and
current high
ambitions for new
urban
developments,
including Gronbetet
(MM, PT)

Ambitious in the
Swedish context,
with political
decisions to
manage all
municipally owned
forests for
recreational
purposes (NC)

Relations to contractors and importance of written contracts (Partnership and Governance)

Relations to Low trust based on  Low trust based on High trust based on
contractors previous general perceptions extensive, site-
experiences (4.1) and previous based dialogue
(MM) experiences (WC, with contractors
PM) (NC, NY)

Importance of
written
contracts

High, needed to
control and
monitor
contractors and
finances (MM)

High, to ensure
intended outcomes
and avoid
unforeseen costs
from extra work
(PC)

Low, used as
starting point for
discussion with
contractors (NC)

Predictability of maintenance activities and Complexity of GI (Maintenance and

Evaluation)

Predictability Necessary to Necessary to ensure  None, vegetation
of maximize use of the construction growth guides
maintenance fixed prices and results in intended development based
activities avoid unforeseen outcomes in the on visions for

costs (MM) new park (PM, WC) different nature
types (NC).

Complexity of The new Gronbetet’s design Different nature
GI maintenance requires a stepwise types have

contract is geared
towards increasing
control with input-
based
descriptions,
limiting
possibilities to
evaluate GI
development and
adapt the
maintenance as
needed.

and dynamic
approach to
vegetation planting
and development
(see 1.1), which is
challenged by
current contracting
practices in both GI
construction and
maintenance. (PT)

different structural
and species
complexity.
Maintenance is
geared towards
promoting or
reducing species or
structures based on
running
evaluation.

contract, which is viewed as having been a failure from the start, mainly
due to “price dumping”, i.e. when a contractor bids too low a price to
realistically fulfil the contract, to win the procurement. Attempts at
benchmarking show that the contract price is among the lowest of the
neighbouring municipalities, which is politically cherished, but leave
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contracted services undelivered.

The output-based maintenance descriptions (see 4.1.1) depend on
close collaboration and a joint understanding and is now seen as a lia-
bility as it is difficult to come to a consensus on what the descriptions
mean in practice. “Based on the target visions we had, there was too much
room for interpretation in relation to the current contractor” (MM).

The lack of agreement with the contractor renders monitoring and
evaluation difficult, with frequent discussions about what is sufficiently
performed maintenance and neglected areas where maintenance has not
been carried out at all. Consequently, the post-2024 procurement is
geared towards more standardized descriptions focusing on input-based
descriptions, detailing frequencies of maintenance activities, as it is
easier to follow up.

4.2.1.3. Predictability of maintenance activities and complexity of GL
Beyond the mounting costs, current levels of maintenance in the city’s
50 parks are also seen as unsustainable from an ecological perspective:

“Even if we still need to have these traditional ‘high maintenance’ parks, it
is a question of identifying where we can transition to a maintenance that
supports ecosystem services and biodiversity, which is also aesthetically
pleasing, and try to find a rational format for that management” (MM).

While there is a perceived need to develop new management regimes
to support a broader set of functions, the focus on economic control puts
a strong emphasis on keeping extra work at a minimum, keeping a fixed
maintenance contract with as few changes or additional work activities
as possible. The focus on descriptions and financial controls leaves few,
if any, resources for the park managers to evaluate the work. “Regardless
of how we describe the maintenance, we lack resources for following up, and
then there is no way of knowing if it is done” (MM).

4.2.2. Project management practises and discourses

4.2.2.1. Financial context and political focus. Project managers primarily
work as clients in construction projects, using consultants for the design,
as in Gronbetet. The construction and a two-year warranty maintenance,
(standard approach in Téby), are part of the capital investment project.
Despite high ambitions for the new park, the realisation of rising
maintenance costs due to recent investments has led to a political push
for long-term management costs to be established in early project stages.
This is perceived as a risk, as contract pricing will influence design
choices.

“«

. we have to calculate management costs before the design is even
finished. And since we only have the prices from the construction
contractor, it looks super expensive, [...] and we get the horror scenario
that we should design based on what is cheapest to maintain [in the
warranty maintenance contract]” (PM).

4.2.2.2. Relationships with contractors and importance of written steering
documents. Project managers share park managers’ low trust in con-
tractors and view contract clarity as a main premise for a working
relationship. Their goal is to have clear descriptions of the required
work, clear handovers and ‘clean cuts’ in the distribution of re-
sponsibility to avoid costly add-ons. “A contractor’s main task, I mean,
they do this to make money [...] and they calculate based on the contract, and
what is not described in the agreement will either not be done or becomes an
extra cost” (WC).

While contractual clarity is seen as a premise for the work, ‘that’s also
what makes it bad’ (PT), as multiple actors means that no one has overall
responsibility for the final product. Instead, resources are spent figuring
out ‘who’s at fault’ when small issues arise. Additionally, technical green
expertise has been lacking in construction management leading to
technical specifications driving costs up, in both construction and war-
ranty maintenance phases. This has also led to problems moving from
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the warranty period into the long-term maintenance:

“The contractor botches the warranty maintenance prices and then coldly
calculates the cost of redoing the entire planting, without any mainte-
nance, and just replaces all the plants for the final inspection, [...] and we
are left with plants that are sensitive as day one, and should we then
demand a new warranty? And then we are in this never-ending loop.”
(PD).

4.2.2.3. Predictability of maintenance activities and complexity of GI. The
contract-based practice and low trust in contractors leave project man-
agers unwilling to believe that even the lowest level of provision can be
done without detailed instructions and rigid control. However, they also
note how this practice is challenged by aspects that are increasingly
harder to predict, such as the weather. Consequently, costing up basic
activities becomes an impossibility; ‘We can’t just say [water] “when
needed” in the contract’ (PM). Descriptions that take extremes into ac-
count become very expensive, and omitting the extremes creates extra
work that is not based on the fixed prices in the contracts.

The pre-determined object-based descriptions also challenge any
complexity in more nature-like designs, such as intended in Gronbetet,
e.g. when an intended character falls between two maintenance cate-
gories or is a mixture of several types.

“We tried to experiment with a kind of natural space, a meadow with
some shrubs. But there are no [maintenance] categories for that type of
space. Either it is a meadow, or natural shrubbery...if we say it’s a
meadow, [the contractor] comes and mow all the shrubs together with the
meadow.” (PM).

4.2.3. Nature management practices and discourses

4.2.3.1. Financial context and political focus. The nature managers
manage all publicly owned forests and other nature areas within and
outside the city. Following a political decision in 2021, all forests owned
by the municipality are managed with recreation as the main goal. In the
Swedish context this is unique, as timber production is often the primary
focus. Beyond forests, other open landscape types such as meadows and
beaches are also under their responsibility.

The perceived main challenge is the low budgets, as newly planted
forests are not supported by increased funding, similar to park mainte-
nance. The work partly depends on funding from external sources and
biology- and flora-related NGOs support ongoing monitoring. Still, the
ecologist mentions doing habitat surveys in their spare time as there is
not enough time to do it during working hours.

4.2.3.2. Relationships with contractors and importance of written steering
documents. The nature managers are generally satisfied, both with
current working methods and current contractors who are perceived to
be skilled and contributing with input and experiences to improve the
development. Each of the five contracts (Table 5) is based on a strategic
plan, using visions, principal sketches and photos for different nature
types. By having one contract per type of activity i.e. meadow mowing
or forest thinning, contractors are often smaller and locally based,
employing specialists in the required methods and requisite equipment.
No concerns are raised about price dumping or insufficient skills for the
required maintenance. The contractors, in turn, are perceived as happy
with the strategic plans, which are rarely provided by other clients.

It is perceived as important “that the contractor has a feeling for what
they are doing, because then they also care about the work” (NC). The same
contractor has won the same contract several times, which the forester
claims mean they know the forests and understand the client, agreeing
on how to think about the developments. There is continuous commu-
nication with the contractors to monitor the maintenance.
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4.2.3.3. Predictability of maintenance activities and complexity of GI. The
forester consistently uses the term structural maintenance to describe
the operational work, emphasizing that the work is aimed at creating a
good structure in the multiple layers in a forest, as opposed to statically
maintained spaces. Contrary to park and project managers, the forester
argues that it is impossible to perfectly predict maintenance costs
beforehand.

“You can never know exactly what the cost is going to be, when it’s more
complex areas where you have to go in and mark trees [to be removed]
and keep an eye on the contractor to avoid mistakes.” (NC).

Pressing the need to start small and learn as they go, the forester
describes their last establishment of a small, forested area, based on
classic afforestation principles.

“We did not have a clear project when we started, but it grew gradually,
and then we kept developing it, and it is still a development project because
it’s still growing. So, you have to be a little open to what happens” (NC).

The work is underpinned, however, by considerable time spent on
site, discussing with and instructing the contractors, e.g. marking out
trees for thinning in forested areas. Monitoring and evaluation follow
rolling schedule at different intervals for the different nature types, but
limited funds force them to prioritize heavily. Crucially, it is not
establishment or even maintenance that takes time but monitoring re-
sults and evaluating next steps. “A meadow is not something you just
create, it takes resources in the form of time, and follow-ups, and infill sowing
over many years” (NY).

4.3. Perceived opportunities to meet new demands with a new
organization

4.3.1. A merged group to share responsibilities and practices

Despite the challenges that all the managers face in their work, they
are hopeful towards new ways of working based on recent changes.
Based on the failure of the park maintenance contract, political levels
(once again) demand a higher level of quality in public spaces. While
budgets will remain unchanged, the solution is the recent reorganization
merging park management, nature management and project manage-
ment. This formally brings all ‘green responsibilities’ from comprehen-
sive planning to maintenance in the same unit (see Table 2) which is
seen as an opportunity work more closely together and get away from
the micro siloes that come with the different working methods.

“Do we really have to make a difference between park and forest —
everything is cultural landscapes that are created by man, we have to have
a more long-term and robust view, maybe it looks more like nature in the
way we manage it.” (PM).

To tackle current challenges in park maintenance, all roles in the
newly merged group will have monitoring responsibility for a number of
existing parks. This is seen as an opportunity to gain a better overview
and a joint understanding of the current status of the parks and what
ambitions to strive for. As such, sharing monitoring responsibilities is
seen not only a way to share the responsibilities but for all roles to get
more insight into the current state of the parks, as well as ‘field expe-
rience’. The forester firmly presses that the most important resource is
getting time to work together, wishing specifically for more collabora-
tion with the landscape architects in the urban woods. “We need time to
think new, it’s when we work together in the field, with our different skills that
we can really learn from each other and develop our environments” (NC).

4.3.2. Time to experiment and integrate new routines

As such, the demands of the new park mark an opportunity to change
the current routines and approaches that are considered unsustainable,
in effect shifting from the traditional park approach to more nature-
based and long-term. There is a general agreement in the unit that do
not yet have all the relevant knowledge required to work with the new
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park but see this as an opportunity to learn by doing collectively. Among
park and project managers there is also a strong notion that the main
challenge revolves around setting the organizational aspects of the
project, rather than just gaining the methodological or technical
knowledge needed to create the park.

“We can buy in expertise or look at how other places did some great
experiments that turned out great, but then it comes down to the weak-
nesses in the implementation in our own organization. Just because we use
the knowledge from another organization doesn’t mean that we get the
organizational structure from that place” (PT).

In this context, Gronbetet is seen as a good opportunity to work
together towards a concrete goal. From the park management perspec-
tive, the ambitions of joint work and taking management serious in the
early stages is understood as key for the project to succeed.

“The good thing about Gronbetet is that this is considered now, ten years
ahead. Otherwise, some consultant would have made the design, and they
are often not really connecting what they do with [long-term] manage-
ment...” (MM).

The plan is to work with prototyping over the coming years and test
out all the planned nature-typologies intended in Gronbetet, not only on
how they develop, but how the needed maintenance routines pan out.
This is also seen as key for the incremental transition in the rest of the
parks in the municipality, which is a prerequisite for the new park to be
viable in a management context.

“It’s so important to think about the larger context, and how to scale up,
because if we only look at the new park in isolation, so many things won’t
be rational in the long term, but in the larger context, it might very well be
possible” (MM).

5. Discussion

In this study, we aimed to explore to what extent design, construction
and management practices align with emerging ambitions of nature-
based approaches. In the results, three related notions seen from the
perspective of place-keeping were found that address these questions,
which are discussed in the following. First, political attention and allo-
cated finances, second, contractor relations and the role of the contract,
and third, the relevance of practices in maintenance and evaluation.
Finally, we discuss opportunities to ways forward to manage complexity
and unpredictability in GI.

5.1. Current practices and challenges in creating and managing urban GI

5.1.1. Current practices are challenged by political focus on GI creation,
overlooking long-term management finances (resources, policy)

The first ‘Taby Concept’ park management contract tells a story of an
innovative and experimental approach to contracting out (Kristoffersson
et al., 2020), with a strong focus on collaboration and joint interpreta-
tion of output-based maintenance. As such, the contract represents an
example of the collaboration-based partnership approaches suggested as
a remedy for some of the challenges introduced by market centred
models (Carmona et al., 2008; Lindholst, 2009; Randrup et al., 2020b).
But the history of Taby’s maintenance procurements (4.1) also show
how political focus went from innovation and increasing green space
quality, to ‘increased competition’ during the second procurement
process (Kristoffersson et al., 2020), with a thinner client model and
fewer resources to manage the contract that is of lower value than the
first. The results show how park managers consider the new contract a
failure. Partnering models in public private partnerships, such as the
Taby Concept, have been suggested as a potential way (Dempsey et al.,
2020; Dempsey and Burton, 2012) to address multiple demands and
urban complexity in contracting out maintenance. But as our results
show, their success is highly dependent on whether maintenance
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practices are driven by concerns of collaboration and quality, or cost
savings.

In parallel, the introduction describes how political ambitions for a
biodiverse, multifunctional and sustainable city development is
currently being drawn up by the municipality’s planners and designers.
This marks a mismatch where higher ambitions in early phases are not
taking conditions for long-term management into account, also noted by
other studies (Sunding et al. 2025; Randrup et al., 2021; Kotze, 2024).
This alludes to a trend of steadily increasing ambitions for city devel-
opment and GI design based on progressively more complex demands,
while management and maintenance focus remains unchanged, oscil-
lating between low prices and technical quality (Bel, Hebdon and
Warner, 2018; Clifton et al. 2019). As such, our results highlight how
political ambitions underpinning design ambitions diverge from ambi-
tions in long term GI management, instead focused on cost control. This
view mirrors the linear relationship between place-making and
place-keeping, characterized by few or no regards for long-term conse-
quences (Fig. 3a; Dempsey and Smith, 2014).

5.1.2. Contract- and control-based contractor relations affect long term
development of GI (partnership, governance)

Contract management literature argues that green space mainte-
nance is a comparably simple service to contract out satisfactorily
(Brown and Potoski, 2005; Hefetz and Warner, 2012). However, studies
also suggest that complexity is detrimental for contract performance
(Lindholst, 2023). The results show how the focus on low costs brings a
dependence on predictability about which activities are performed and
when, to get contracts that cover as much as possible and prevent un-
foreseen costs. The collaborative approach of the Téby concept went
from being a considered a strength to a liability. In response to a
perception of an unsuccessful second maintenance contract
(2016-2024), the new, third, contract drawn up during the data
collection is geared towards a more standardised approach and
increasing means of control.

Other studies on the effects of NPM also show less strategic focus and
increased focus on controlling contractor work in park management
(Randrup and Persson, 2009). Jones (2000, p. 25) noted that NPM
induced regimens led to managers “Managing contracts not managing
parks. Taking our eyes off the horizon”. It is worth noting that the exact
same issues are at the forefront almost 25 years later in park
management.

However, the results also show how nature managers instead
describe working in a trust-based relationship with their contractors.
Their strategic plans act as an outset and basis for joint understanding.
Critically, nature management adheres to the same NPM procedures and
utilize the same tools, qualifying Jones’ (2000) conclusion. The striking
difference between perceived satisfaction with the collaboration be-
tween the park and nature managers, implies aspects related to both
different approaches to contract design and other governance factors
outside the immediate outcomes of NPM.

5.1.3. Park maintenance practices fall short in utilizing vegetation
dynamics (maintenance, evaluation)

The results show that within park construction and maintenance,
activities are described though an object-based approach, i.e. detailed
descriptions of fragmented elements of GI such as street trees, lawns or
hedges (Lindholst et al., 2015). Any combination or in-between is
perceived as nearly impossible to convey through current descriptions.
Instead of being considered an asset to develop, the dynamic nature of
vegetation becomes a liability, as it does not immediately adhere to the
maintenance descriptions used for a lamppost or a stretch of asphalt.
This confirms studies noting that this type of description results in a
static approach to urban green spaces (Nuppenau, 2009; Lindholst et al.,
2015), lacking any relation to overall function and use (Beer et al.,
2003),

The nature-based approach applied in Gronbetet addresses many of
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the challenges mentioned by the managers, offering a potentially more
robust and biodiversity supporting design than the ‘conventional’ park
(Aronson et al., 2017). However, the design demands an approach that is
currently beyond current conventional park construction and mainte-
nance regimes (Winslow, 2021). Paradoxically, the required activities
are often not complicated to perform but complicated to describe and
fully anticipate beforehand. Instead, the maintenance is dependent on
ongoing monitoring and evaluation. The results show that adequate
monitoring is currently generally lacking within park maintenance,
confirming the literature (Smith et al., 2014). Conversely, monitoring is
an integrated part of the nature management work method, with a cycle
of evaluating vegetation and adapting maintenance activities to steer
development, through on-site collaboration with contractors.

The results confirm previous research underlining how parks are
increasingly subject to more complex demands with expectations to
provide increasing ecosystems services, combat climate change and
counter biodiversity loss (Whitten, 2022), but also require site-specific
maintenance routines (Qiao et al., 2018, Knapik et al., 2024). At the
same time, forests are increasingly understood as recreational resources
(Mann et al., 2010). While there are differences in terms of unique
values and functions between parks and (peri-)urban woodlands that
should not be overlooked, the relative dichotomy between the park and
the urban forest dissolves into a gradient. From an experiential (user)
perspective, these are by no means new ideas. However, this study offers
a complement to other studies regarding the sectorial differences in
between landscape architecture and silviculture (Piana et al., 2023),
with insights on how the organizational practices in management and
maintenance are foundationally different in addressing complexity and
unpredictability, in situ and over time.

5.2. Opportunities to manage unpredictability and maintain complexity in
urban GI

From the results, two main notions are seen as key opportunities for
the development of the future park and the related management prac-
tices. First, addressing the barriers that come with the organizational
structure, and second, allowing the time to for new operational routines
to develop before they are being implemented in the new park.

5.2.1. Mitigating barriers in organizational structures

First, the newly merged joint group offers opportunities to share
responsibilities and practices. The design intention of the new park
shows that as demands and required knowledge becomes increasingly
multi-disciplinary, management and maintenance of urban GI become
not only a technical, but also a governance challenge, as argued by
Knapik et al. (2024). Organizationally, dividing responsibilities between
different units has been shown to lead to less successful GI planning
(Baycan-Levent and Nijkamp, 2009). The organizational division of
planning/design and management responsibilities hampers opportu-
nities to address the more complex challenges that shape current prac-
tices (Said and Temples, 2023) as the findings of this study confirms.

In Gronbetet, management is understood as part of the park design
from a methodological and organizational perspective. To implement
the new park in Taby, planners and designers now understand man-
agement routines as a key aspect and an opportunity to shift from only
controlling maintenance activities to become a part of the development
process. Nature management practices with managers personally
involved in both formulating strategies and implementing them through
on-site decision-making, offers a glimpse into the effects of under-
standing maintenance as a strategic, rather than purely technical, ac-
tivity. As such, merging these groups together offers a way to share
knowledge between disciplines by learning from each other, and uti-
lizing sector specific contracts and contractors in a more seamless way.
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5.2.2. Understanding the importance of time for developing new operational
routines

Low-cost maintenance was added to the list of demands on
Gronbetet’s design, motivated by political levels starting to recognize
the extensive management costs generated by high ambition in-
vestments. This is a view of place-keeping (Fig. 3b; Dempsey and Smith,
2014) in effect retaining the linear logic, adding more demands at early
stages. However, the park design was underpinned by a joint view be-
tween project and park managers that current practices are not sus-
tainable, and radically new approaches are required to face the
described challenges.

This means changing the relationship between design and manage-
ment, place-making and place-keeping (Fig. 3c; Dempsey and Smith,
2014), marking an attempt to systemic transformation and taking a
long-term perspective at the outset, as called for by others (Kabisch
etal., 2016). As such, the challenges of the current management become
one of the drivers for the new design, not a barrier to it, upending cur-
rent divisions between design and management and looking towards
new possibilities, as suggested by the literature (Nielsen et al., 2023).

The fact that these discussions took place ten years before the park is
built gives park managers time to test and to evaluate not only new
methods, but also operational routines and time required to handle
collaboration with contractors and working more extensively on site.
Including ongoing management in experimentation by testing the
required methods and routines in existing urban parks also has the po-
tential to lower the threshold for scaling up. Expanding the practices
from the one park to more of the urban GI avoids the new approaches
ending up as isolated ‘demonstration projects’ (Holscher et al., 2023),
which park managers see as crucial for rational management routine
that is sustainable in the long term.

5.3. Study limitations

While the detailed methods offer a way to get deep and situated
insights into the addressed fields of practice, they also come with
drawbacks. Single case-study findings are highly dependent on the
context they spring from and the results as such not immediately
generalizable to other contexts. They can, however, shed light on a
specific phenomenon, not through generalization but ‘particularization’,
as described by Stake (2006). This means that while the findings are not
directly generalizable to other contexts, they highlight phenomena or
notions that can enrichen the understanding in other settings.

The chosen participants mainly represent professional roles respon-
sible for creating and managing GI in Taby municipality. The partici-
pants’ views on the current challenges can be incomplete or
misrepresent other relevant actors (e.g. residents/ users). Here, broader
inputs from other actors, such as the contractors used in construction,
establishment, and management of both parks and nature areas would
give a deeper insight into the addressed issues. Similarly, the views of
politicians are presented as they are perceived by responsible practi-
tioners, which gives a potentially biased view.

The researcher’s role becomes both a methodological strength and
limitation when using workshops as a research methodology. ¥rngreen
and Levinsen (2017) describe how the researcher effectively becomes
both a facilitator and a researcher, simultaneously. This creates and
ethical dilemma, with the boundaries between the different roles of
researcher and potentially becoming blurred as relevant outcomes from
the workshops differs between the participants’ and the researchers’
perspective. To avoid conflicts of interest and interfering with the per-
ceptions of the participants, this notion was a point of recurring
reflection, to stay aware of the researcher’s potential influence both
during and between the workshops. To align the expectations and con-
tributions from the researchers and the municipality (e.g. Darke et al.,
1998), it was agreed that the researcher (the main author) structured
and moderated the workshops and compiled a report detailing the re-
sults to the municipality. The participants agreed to partake in as many
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workshops as possible, and comment on report drafts and answer
additional questions arising from the workshops.

6. Concluding thoughts for practitioners

This paper highlights a trend found in current literature where
ambitious plans for urban development are contrasted by shrinking GI
management budgets. While nature-based design efforts are an impor-
tant step on the way towards sustainable cities, they are in themselves
not enough to warrant long-term sustainability. The study shows how
current administrative systems for park construction and management
are set up to adhere to static maintenance and economic rationales. If GI
development processes isolate maintenance to a technical afterthought,
any initial design values of complexity and incremental change risk
being replaced with ideals of financial predictability and contractual
rigidity within the long-term management practices. Therefore, practi-
tioners need to implement planning, design and management strategies
that acknowledge the non-linearity of the processes they seek to utilize
to develop new urban landscapes for the long term (Gustavsson et al.,
2005, Nielsen et al., 2023).

By considering the process as place-keeping, utilizing management
as a driver, practitioners are encouraged to develop experimental and
adaptive approaches not only to the landscape, but also to their orga-
nizational conditions to help achieve GI sustainability. The findings on
this study show that practitioners should go beyond the practical
maintenance methods needed, towards understanding and addressing
organizational conditions for construction and long-term management
during the design phase. This includes creatively and strategically uti-
lizing existing organizational and administrative routines or adapting
them to function in accordance with new needs. Here, silviculture
practices offer insights into how complexity and unpredictability can be
understood by practitioners as drivers rather than liabilities, in effect
allowing natural processes to take their place in the management of
urban parks.
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