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1 ABSTRACT

With the recent ascendance of a sociology of pupdiicy instruments (Le Gales & Lascoumes 2007),
particular interest has been devoted towards utadelig the emergence of the project as broadigatiste

of wider transformations in strategic urban politygking (Pinson 2007, 2009, Beal 2010). Many Smart
Cities are governed by research projects, and thes@ractically marked by an inherent tension.cDa
hand, the Smart City research project has the gerpbshaping consensus around acceptable “snadhu
futures, instituting new pluralist political spac@s which scientific targets are always practigaversible

if they do not fit consensus. On the other, the ISty research project aims to scientifically kxde what
“right” choices have to be made to lead the citwands effective Smart City development in line with
supranational targets and climate wisdoms. Howtkkarbmart City research project shape consensusgamo
a multiplicity of institutions, actors and groupsile not compromising the scientific validity ofehset
targets and strategies? Drawing on the experiepicé®e project TRANSFORM in monitoring and shaping
the transition strategies of six European citibg, aim of this paper is to elucidate some of thgck of
strategic urban policy processes in their pecpi@hways towards the Smart City. In the coursdefaaper
we would like to show how some of the tensions fiehein the role of Smart city research projects ar
practically addressed in the local framework of @mject TRANSFORM and give a first tentative
evaluation whether this has been successful so far.

In the context of staghant growth prospects andeased territorial competition, the urban projeas h
become a primary vehicle for the promotion of lodalvelopment. Newly build urban districts, such as
Hamburg Hafencity or Aspern Seestadt in Vienna, anegents like the London Olympics, large scale
revamps of urban public spaces such as the peatgzggiion of Times Square, or the proliferatiorcoftural
venues from the London Megadome to the old butekesi Casablanca are prominent examples for the
spread of the project form in urban policy makigt, while the urban project has become a preferred
instrument of contemporary urban policy, it canhetconceived of as a mere effect of the stratagiiss
embedded in but should be seen as a marker ofetlyeadvent of a project-based polis (Boltansky 3989
which urban governance assumes the logic of thgegirdtself. As has been argued elsewhere((Pinson
2005;2006; Brake 2000) it is a form of metropolitgovernance whose primary purpose it is to shape
consenus to scientificically elaborated urban dgwelent goals by substantively linking urban stratagd

its implementation through the social mobilizatadrdifferent actor constellations, thereby flexilalgjusting

the strategic environment to changing external iatelnal circumstances, and monitoring the actiohs
local actors and their interests where they aregdly segregated.

Smart Cities are governed by research projectstteast are marked by an inherent tension. On oné, ha
the Smart City research project has the purpossh@ping consensus around an acceptable “smarth urba
future instituting new pluralist political spac&s,which scientific targets are always practicabbyersible if
they do not fit consensus. On the other, the Spirtresearch project aims to scientifically evaduahat
“right” choices have to be made to lead the citwands effective Smart City development in line with
supranational targets and climate wisdoms. Howtkkarbmart City research project shape consensusgamo
a multiplicity of institutions, actors and groupsile not compromising the scientific validity ofehset
targets and strategies? Drawing on the experiepfcdge project TRANSFORM in monitoring and shaping
the low-carbon transfromation strategies of sixdpean cities, the aim of this paper is to elucidatme of
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the logics of strategic urban policy processesairtpeculiar pathways towards the Smart City. Dngvon
the experiences from the TRANSFORM cities in genana particularly from Vienna in formulating and
experimenting their Smart City strategy, we woiké to show how some of the tensions inherent énrtie
of Smart city research projects are practicallyrasgisked in the framework of the project TRANSFORM.

In the first part we will provide a general thedarat background to the sociological analysis of tinban
project, with particular focus on the challengegtmgovernance of local climate affairs. In theossl part,
we shall illustrate this by looking at the TRANSFRRroject, first form a European perspective, them
the viewpoint of Vienna.

2 DEFINING THE SMART CITY THROUGH ITS PROJECTS

2.1 The logics of the Urban Project

Since the early 1980s, the Project has consequeunbgtituted the strategic plan as the principal for
urban policy making. Bounded rationality and uraiety about the future are endemic conditions ef th
project-based polis. The Project is thus first doiemost to be considered as an instrument of kocia
mobilization. The determination of objectives amdiqy goals, rather than from the scientific knoude of

a few experts, engineers and scientists, resulefipition from a deliberative, open-ended prooefstt-
for-tat interactions between a multiplicity of ldg@oups and institutions, private and public pergtjves
and resources. With the ascendance of the Prafecigoal of urban planning has hence markedly exhift
from product to process- a concern for the questbrwhat objectives are scientifically accurate and
probable is more and more displaced with a confrwhat objectives can be consensually agreed bgon
a constantly changing actor-network(Healey 199287)9The Project has become a sort of consensus —
making machine in which process has as importaoteato play as concrete material results or ragwa
effects, and in which the “right” choices, rathbah emanating from a technocratic definition otHyare
those that permit to ally the greatest amount acod resources possible around a locally acceptédibn

of the urban future (Pinson 2005 p. 199-233). Tike of the Project thereby illustrates a so-catteah-
standardization” of planning practices. The fodas bn a spatially and thematically selective depelent
strategy in which the primary interest consistgha integration of various different actor-projeatsan
overarching spatial and thematic context, and teatmon of a reference framework for the multiplioof
decisions that influence urban and regional devatag (Altrock et al 2004). In this context, the jeo as a
form of metropolitan governance is essentially redrky a temporal coexistence of strategic oriemaaind
implementation (Brake 2000, 285), and characterigethe fact that it leaves actors many libert@sself-
responsible actions and initiative (Frey et al 20038 this context the Project on the local as vasllon the
European level, can be defined as a form of metitapogovernance whose purpose it is to shape owmsse
to scientificically elaborated urban developmentlgoby substantively linking urban strategy and its
implementation through the social mobilization d@fedent actor constellations, thereby flexibly asling
the strategic environment to changing external iabternal circumstances, and monitoring the actiohs
local actors and their interests where they areigdly segregated. The Project is the name of aenudd
governance in pluralistic urban societies of whilel projects in the plural, whether the construrctid a
new urban quarter, the design of a database totthéoevaluation of urban CO2 emissions, or theupeif a
participation process for sustainability manageneenthe district level, are the local manifestasion

2.2 Project and projects: some contradictions of metroplitan governance

While projects in the plural have at once beconeeatttapted institutional solutions and instrumentsalve

the strategic and political problems of today gyfn@nted metropolitan areas, the Project in theusing
embodies thus on the other their very mode of Igoakrnance. If metropolitan areas are shapedrbygst
interdependencies combined with the fragmented rg@bg and roles of agencies that govern them, the
reduction of complexity through the stabilizatioota-networks has become the sole end and virtue of
metropolitan institutions (Rawls 1999). As Storpegues, metropolitan fragmentation “is not an asuidIt
responds to the underlying differences in the pegfees of constituencies, the scale of provisiopudflic
goods and regulation, and the bundling of attribubé the city into jurisdictions”. From an economic
viewpoint, there exists no “pareto-optimal” solutido the large scale principal-agent problem that
metropolitan governance is the name of. Some fofrbrizolage and tinkering is thus a necessary and
common feature of all urban governance procesagshiBolage also creates an omnipresent risk -eham
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“that neither public officials nor citizens gendyathow who does what, why they do what they dal haw
much it costs, as well as what isn't getting dofftorper 2013). Pluralisation is thus “not synonysavith

the non-governability or absence of a capacitydowvéthin urban areas” (Pinson 2006, p. 619). Rathe
pluralisation gives rise to new modes of governasfoghich the Project is the primary example oft,Yhis
pluralisation of planning processes is not gengigthonymous with a greater democratization of ipilag
processes, but may very well consolidate pre-exjstpower asymmetries in urban governance
networks.While the Project’s aim is to reduce nmilitan fragmentation,it can never do this totadlg, that
certain actors and interests essentially escap&timel consensus.. If we can attribute this impmistyi to
totalize to the “natural” sorting effect of fragnted metropolitan areas as described by Storpey,ahein
much the same manner the result of deliberateigailichoices that illustrate concurring and cotitlig
strategies, alliances and sectoral visions(Brand&kia 2007).The realm of metropolitan governanee i
thus marked by a fundamental contradiction betwberdesire for the taming of contingency throughathn
encompassing a framework strategy defining howetotargets and how to achieve them, and the very
creation of contingency through the coexistenca ofultiplicity of frameworks — metropolitan goventa

is defined by a constant tension between the Rrgjed the projects that makes it “neither compjetel
ungovernable nor necessarily more democratic” @ir&006, p. 620)

2.3 Smart City: a vehicular policy ideal defined throuch local projects

This tension described above is particularly difficco solve in areas where costs and benefitsnate
immediately clear and reasonably widespread amotuwysa the coordination of local climate changeqyol
and Smart city development in the European conbeikdtg an excellent example thereof. Local climate
change policy is not a sector like any other; itaisdomain of public action characterised by weak
institutionalisation determined by a rather undartdefinition of problems, little horizontal inteafion of
actors, and a generally contestable charactereafight scales for intervention and measures,itizat often
than not have to be invented from scratch. Smat @olicy is marked by the absence of clear rutds,
strong routines present through time. Unsurprisin@mart City policy may be nowadays conceived as
something like the prototype of project-based goaace (Béal 2010, p. 540-543).With the 20/20/20g0a
the European Union has provided local actors wilreng common normative framework for the aligntnen
of Smart City and climate change policies and sgias. Energy targets set by the European UnioBG5660
overcome the 20-20-20 goals, aiming at an 80% temudn greenhouse gas emissions and a near-zero
carbon energy system. These targets are as ansbda®uhey are necessary and will require fundarhenta
transformation of our society. Urban areas, culyerdgsponsible for three-quarters of the globalrgpe
demand, are the logical starting point for inteti@nto transform urban areas into resource efiicitow
carbon places. Places that use their energy ipamal way.

However, recent work suggests that local electéidiais and local government administrators defimel

pursue these policies in very different ways (Fegg€outts 2013). Similar Smart City projects can i@e
in very different formal government and legal agaments. Conversely, very different kinds of aglans
of Smart City projects can coexist under one sindiacursive and formal consensus. Policy idealsh ss
the Smart City function if they can engage a raoigpolicy actors and institutions across institniband
spatial contexts. They must “exhibit a certain guabf practical portability and adaptability in din

associated formulations and frames, while enabdindpast the impression of local political ‘ownepsh
(Peck 2012, p. 464).” In terms of Peck, the Smitxt i€ a “vehicular” idea:

“Vehicular policy ideas (...) are constructed forvieh They may themselves have a transitory existeas
straws in the policymaking wind, but they can afsmction as facilitative frames, working around
blockages, disarming opponents, enabling new piogecmove forward. As such, they are formulateth wi
purposive ambiguity/mutability (rather than as =gefl template), so as to move swiftly and smoothly
between policymaking sites, and to lubricate nesmwrébadged) initiatives in distant locales (...) (P2612,

p. 464).

If the Smart City is a vehicular idea that is coodlly defined and reframed in terms of local pctge
adapted to local politics, the governance of theu$1@ity assumes the form of a meta-project itsdifsely

following its interactionist and procedural logiéss such, the Smart City may best be defined aarsaipal

change management process, allowing for certaiincpkar interest coalitions and clusters to be fednand
new governance practices to be developed, rathardthers.
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2.4 The Smart City as a municipal change management pogss

For municipal governments the decentralizationasftiol functions that the project is the indicabbis not
followed by a necessary weakening of their poweunlMipal governments have become less central in
urban policy making processes because they doossegs the adequate resources on their own telgntir
control the policy process and the projects theyiavolved in. But they have become more nodal ieea
they control the resources that allow them to jetmat is generally disjointed, to construct actomrmeks
and provide coherence to their work through aneatompassing framework- notably through a shared
Project that we will name Smart City, but that &fié® to other urban ideals such as the Creativg. @is
Pinson argues, “if there is control it is lesshe tefinition of the substance and content of tlogepts than

on the level of providing a general framework iniethall operating actors are included”’(Pinson 2(p6
634). While the governance of Smart Cities by prtgénas thereby the potential of reducing fragntemta

in metropolitan areas while preserving a degregeofiocratic accountability and organizational fldiyy it

may just as well be at the source of the dysfunelities that it tries to prevent.. The Projectameta-logic
can potentially fulfil a practical role in Smartt€igovernance if it can contribute to the findinigcommon
ground by successfully monitoring the plurality inferest-driven projects within a commonly accefgab
framework strategy. More so, it consists de faotéhe set-up of practical expiration dates for goaace
agencies, contracts and organizations that are gfatthe bricolage, keeping agencies from perpetuall
reproducing themselves. At the same time, munitipal are for their financing of the Smart City
development, themselves dependent on the acquigifica multiplicity of project funding sources, gnl
aggravated in the context of the crisis. Differprajects may exhibit contrasting if not sometimieslling

and closed actor-networks, hindering the findingaotonsensus that is infinitely postponed withie th
framework of the meta-project of an all encompag$iamework strategy itself. As such, the pluralify
Smart city projects may be at the source of greatarfusion while running the risk of transforming
governance into an opportunistic power trade-off&l dostage-taking, and thereby introducing new
dysfunctions into the metropolitan governance sys{&torper 2013). The incremental and procedural
character of the Smart city project should ideédister greater identification of the actor-netwaevih the
objectives set out in the local strategy- the actid stabilising the urban actor-network being aswen
more important than the concrete, objective contdnibcal and international targets in CO2 redugtio
energy efficiency or energy production stemmingrfroenewable sources.The incremental nature in the
setting of strategic policy goals presumes theesfdways their partial reversibility in case thdimed goals

do not stick anymore to what allows for consensusake place (Pinson 2006, p. 635). While political
alliances and interest coalitions are infinitelyasible in the way the Smart City is governed,dkigiencies

of climate protection and justice in Europe are smt As such, the project-based governance of martS
City proves to become particularly difficult wherafneworks, in an attempt to align multiple stragsguith
supranational and European climate goals, aim t@meeise quantitative targets for the pathwayaoofl
urban energy efficiency, renewables or energy ampsion.

Thoroughly comparing these dynamics in becomingShmart City described above in different European
cities would greatly overcome the extent of thipgraln the following section our aim will be tovgia brief
account of the experiences that 6 European ciidsmhformulating and organizing their Smart Citsategy
through and within the project TRANSFORM so far.this point it needs to be emphasized that we ate n
even half through the project; that means thatltestan at best be considered as preliminary. After
presenting the European project, we would likehtows how some of the tensions related to climatengba
policy in metropolitan areas are addressed in \demnmithin the local mirror project TRANSFORM+,
demonstrating how project-driven governance pralficshapes Smart City development in the Austrian
capital city.

3 TRANSFORM AND TRANSFORM+

Everywhere around Europe, the work of actor stzdtilon described above in the setting of strategergy
targets is embedded in a context of segregationflicband struggle between different interestshie urban
policy apparatus. Yet, it seems fair to believet tparticular local planning cultures are more addpt
towards the interactionist processes of horizoautal vertical integration that Smart city projecteessitate.

As Storper puts it, “(T)hough all cities share coomproblems of the urban land nexus, and the common
situation of fragmentation and principal-agent tigrement, they are not identical in the public gedbey
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provide and the mixture of governance instrumemy deploy”(Sorper 2013, p. 13). The target pojuat
and instruments of Smart City projects may for anse be quite different. They can be directed to
individuals and individual behavior or to organieas and firms, and they may be geared more to
transforming the supply (energy production techgige of utilities and municipal governments).or the
consumption (taxes and other incentives, or thay wendate behavior with regulation) of the urban
environment. They may be directed inward towards tfansformation of government institutions and
buildings or outward to the actions of non-governtakactors (Evans et al 2013). How can these igslioe
harmonized and coordinated in order to achiev@20-20 targets?

3.1 TRANSFORM- convergence and divergence patterns in aking the low carbon city

3.1.1 A Project enabling the definition of the Smart Giiyterms of local projects

The FP7 funded project TRANSFORM aims at supportiifferent European municipalities in the
development of their Smart City Agenda to meet2820 and 2050 targets set by the European Union. In
this context, six European cities (Vienna and Amtisien, Copenhagen, Hamburg, Genoa, Lyon) are working
on city-wide as well as city-quarter level (“Smbhtban Labs”) strategies and implementation plamgte
local development of the Smart City strategy, ali a&on common frameworks and templates to compare
and harmonize the respective strategic orientatibnshis process, TRANSFORM relies on a vast actor
network of both municipalities, major scientifi;ydwledge based institutions and industrial partremsl is
backed, in most of the participating cities, by ovay or high level political support. However, thetent of

this commitment, the way that partners are involald the role that TRANSFORM should play in assigti
the different cities- the appropriate degree okpatlism- is generally contested within the proj&hile
TRANSFORM sets the template for comparison, harmaion, and mutual learning, what should be
compared and harmonized, how it can be, and whaiawde learned from that is itself a contestedayée

of the project. Within TRANSFORM, the Smart Cityepents itself thus essentially as part of a set of
vehicular policy ideals, whose main role is to filme as “facilitative frames, working around blogiess,
disarming opponents, enabling new projects to mdeevard (...) formulated with purposive
ambiguity/mutability (rather than as a fixed tentg)a so as to move swiftly and smoothly between
policymaking sites, and to lubricate new (or relmt)PECK 2012: p. 464). As such, TRANSFORM
enables the definition of the Smart City in termhgantrasting local projects and path dependengigsg
many liberties to the different cities in doing sdile at the same time trying to scientificallyidg them
towards the achievement of 20-20-20.

3.1.2 Transformation Agenda and Implementation plan: lo® ¢oexistence of strategic orientation and
implementation in Smart City development

TRANSFORM is best understood as a set of procedmarked by the temporal coexistence of strategic
orientation and implementation (Brake 2000, 288gracterized by the fact it leaves actors manyrtigs

for self-responsible actions and initiative on tloeal level. It practically illustrates the tensian
contemporary strategic planning processes betweendéesire to harmonize and tame local contingent
developments, while harnessing the creative patieindm divergent local pathways.

In TRANSFORM; each city develops a TransformatiageAda, containing energy efficiency measures and
actions that need to be taken by stakeholdersyderao make a city smart. The process concerys cit
regulators and decision makers, private comparied, other relevant stakeholders. The Transformation
Agenda addresses the main components influencengtthin of energy production and consumption &t cit
level: main infrastructure and sources of energgrthal energy, electricity, gas) and efficiencyembials. It
also addresses the possible energy efficiencyowsflof water, waste, IT and mobility. It includean
planning & regulation and the participation of amgkrs. It is based on qualitative and quantitatigeghts
and contains a strategic financial strategy. Then3formation Agenda is brought to the operatiogall in

the form of an Implementation Plan, which is beiligwn up for specific city districts. These didsiare
selected for this project under the name of “Srabian Labs”. Morphology, urban density, functionak,
demographic aspects, (energy-) infrastructures ¥iam district to district. This requires more sibiec
Implementation Plans to take them into accountind &n optimal mix in terms of production of energy
storage, reduction and exchange, supported bybleabusiness plans. Each Implementation Plan is a
product made in a joint effort by all relevant Ibstakeholders and includes for example renovabiotine
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building stock, heating and cooling possibilitiese of intelligence on both electric and thermaivioeks,

the potentials of existing water systems, innowat@lectrical) transportation possibilities andairlgreen.
The Implementation Plans relate district scale wlith city and metropolitan scale to scan for palitsés,

relate local developments with strategic choicedaran the (energy) infrastructures.

3.1.3 Contrasting strategic environments for the develpnof the Smart City through TRANSFORM

In practice, Smart City development greatly vatietween the different TRANSFORM cities. Existing
Transformation Agendas and Smart Urban Labs itlsenhselves in very contrasting strategic envirorsien
both as to what concerns culture, economic andgetierchallenges and local political traditions. W&h
districts where the Smart Urban Labs are locatedransformation areas undergoing redevelopmetfiteat
moment, the stages of relative development areingryWhere with some SULs we are at the stage of
brainstorming about urban futures like Genova oeslig, others are already implemented or pretty
advanced in implementation (for instance Hambuapehhagen or Amsterdam). Hamburg, for instance has
been a frontrunner in the sense that the city tjitoils successful engagement in the IBA process has
practically achieved what other cities are stibbking a political mandate for. Political commitmeantthis
status as an environmental frontrunner has beerifesanvell before TRANSFORM, so that the project
often at best retroactively justifies what hasadebeen put in place. In Genova, by contrasheattoment

of writing, political commitment for the SUL Melaevde has still to be secured. It can also be shban
contrasting environments can coexist within a simitultural and political framework- the divergent
development patterns of the Greenfield developnsmpern Seestadt and the brownfield development
Liesing GroR3 Erlaa being an excellent example tifetéactor networks evidently overlap for both IStJin
Vienna, there exist important differences, espBciabk to what concerns the divergent challenges of
Brownfield and Greenfield sites in terms of intagch planning, but also in terms of the political
commitment. These differences are illustrated gragphic in the Annex, showing that issue defingi@nd
their political salience vary strongly between lomantexts in the different TRANSFORM cities.

3.1.4 Taming metropolitan fragmentation on the Europeaell through TRANSFORM? A first tentative
answer

What all local contexts share through, whether #weylocated on the city or SUL level, is a higlgrde of
pluralization and fragementation. In monitoring fieting interests, Transformation Agenda and
Implementation plan are two features of TRANSFORIMthe potential shaping of greater consensus about
local urban futures, while enabling a real commarisf the way the Smart City is developed in défar
settings. As such the involved municipalities cdeelly use TRANSFORM as a way to integrate wheeallo
actors and projects are generally segregated;rtodmaze policy goals in the context of widespretdtegic

and territorial competition on the European levadl @ontrasting planning cultures and path-dependsnc
and finally to ensure implementation beyond theefnaime of a particular project.

In practice, while TRANSFORM can work as an exteregerence point for the stabilization of locatae
networks, finding consensus within the project ostandardized framework procedure that would pmvid
such reference has proven very difficult so far.ekample is the difficulty in finding a templater fine way

that the local Transformation Agendas should bacsired- should they make reference to quantitative
targets and if yes, on what basis are they cakedfaivhat thematic areas should they cover? Howlghou
progress be monitored? There is much to debatetabouhat the main role of the project, rathemtha
providing scientific content for Smart City devefopnt has become the shaping of consensus between
varieties of actors and interests.

3.2 From Transform to Transform+:

3.2.1 The emergence of Smart City Vienna

In many ways the antinomies between the generabeéveork of TRANSFORM and the different local
Transformation Agendas, is reproduced on the llesal between city-specific Transformation Agenda a
the multiplicity of local projects and actors tlitadims to frame. In looking at the special cas&igihna, we
will argue that the aforementioned tensions ardtexdy the very organizational conditions in whitie
Smart City policies emerge. Starting as a mayargjkept, the Smart City institutions are by defimitiat the
interstice between the sectoral departments ofntbeicipal planning apparatus. Not being allocated a
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budget from a specific resort and due to a gerresalurce scarcity aggravated in the context ofctisis,
municipalities are for their financing of the SmaCity development, themselves dependent on the
acquisition of a multiplicity of project funding smes. This introduces a further complication ithe
process of finding “common ground”, adding to areatly present contingency that climate change targe
are subjected to in the context of project-basedigmnce.

The governance of local climate change in Viennassfragmented as anywhere else in the European
metropolis. The coexistence of different sectotehtsgies, various scales, contrasting target grospa
recognizable feature of Vienna's metropolitan goa&ace processes in this particular subject area.
Concurring strategies exist both at the level oérfgg Planning, Mobility, Buildings and Infrastruoiy as
can be illustrated in Chart 2 below showing settsteategies and their origin within the municipal
apparatus.For the purpose of developing and coordinatingSheart City in Vienna an ad-hoc entity has
been set up within its municipal governance, indDiepartment MA18 for Urban development and planning
named “Smart City Wien”. The tasks of this orgatisa are threefold: (1) providing a comprehensive
framework for Smart City Development for the muditijty of sectoral approaches in Energy, Mobility,
Buildings or Infrastructure, (2) providing strategind expert impetus to Smart City developmentutino
the involvement with several research projectshenHuropean level and (3) communicating the Snigrt ¢
as brand both internally and externally so as swu@sgreater awareness of the Vienna’s positienSsart
City. Furthermore, Smart City Vienna is at the origf the Smart City Vienna Framework strategy,
providing a common framework for all the differesdctoral strategies with attempt to harmonize them
towards a common pathway.

3.2.2 Transform+: an instrument of social mobilization

The local mirror project Transform+ directly supigo¥ienna’s roadmap to a Smart City. The projeaifs

is to enable the work done in the European FP7eptdfRANSFORM. As such, Transform+ is first and
foremost to be considered as an instrument of koobilization affiliated to the Smart City Wientsl
principal mission is to shape consensus for anpgabk local vision of the Smart City, by coordingta
communication process between a multiplicity of alogroups and institutions, private and public
perspectives and resources. Transform+ brings etathle several municipal departments of diffetenél

and status, Vienna's energy service and utility mamies, industry partners and specialized research
organizations.

The process of actor network stabilization is cowthd on several levels. On the city level, thejqut
provides a practical input into the Smart City \fian Framework Strategy (local version of the
Transformation Agenda in Vienna), and helps to adeahe development of Transformation Agenda fer th
EU project. On the level of the city district, theject defines Smart Urban Labs (SUL) in asperesteit
and Liesing GroRR-Erlaa, with the aim of making themodels for the way Smart City planning can
practically be implemented in the future. Withiresle SULS, it coordinates two pilot projects, orekliag

the question of e-mobility for delivery uses, thines focussing on creating a digital interface teetw
consumer and energy data. In the process of makim@ULSs in aspern_Seestadt and Liesing GroR3-Erlaa,
bringing together different municipal departmentsl &xternal actors is of practical necessity ineorib
successfully integrate the energy and the plansidg in the implementation of a sustainable citstrtit.
For the determination of future housing needs ampplées in Liesing for instance, coordination hagip set
up both with the municipal management for the distthe municipal energy department, its energyise
provider, construction companies as well as thallgopulation. Transform+ has thus helped to bring
together sectorally and hierarchically distinctoast opening up a space for the discussion of wieaEmart
Ciyt should be.

! This chart does not incorporate the strategiesateproduced by the different organizations ef Emergy Service
provider Wiener Stadtwerke. These strategies aralbqgif not more important than those produce imitlthe
municipality, but as such theses are no less fratgde
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Chart 2: Sectoral Strategies and their place orxigfinin the municipal body (source OIR).

3.2.3 Urban public sector change management in Vienmatir research projects: a tentative assessment
of the governance of Smart City policies

In the process of institutionalizing the Smart Citjien new practices of approaching the question of
strategic policy making have been experimented ieBnkNa, bringing together actors that have not
collaborated in the same way before. TRANSFORM &arahsform+ have supported the city of Vienna in
this process. A practical example of this is a wbdp on the strategic priorities and issue dedinitin
energy planning which was held in Vienna under ghesence of various different stakeholders from the
city’s planning regime. As a neutral forum, behthd veil of the research focus, the project hasaaly
successfully steered the horizontal integration &isibn building different sectoral streams withime
municipal body from the bottom-up, while continyalip-and down streaming the results on differemle

of the policy-making allpparatus both locally améinationally.

While this practically illustrates how a researciojpct can steer organizational change management
processes within the municipal governing body, $faim+ and TRANSFORM are only but two of several
projects in a network of different European andilaesearch projects through which the Smart Cigsion

is regulated and financed. These projects represeping and overlapping actor networks on the llacel
international level. The roles of Smart City Wierdalransform+ are in this context of a two-fold idwer:
while Smart City Wien and Transform+ proceed asoasensus making machine, as a Project, fostering
greater identification of the actor-network witretbbjectives set out on the local level, they dse at the
source of a multiplication of various different cts whose boundaries strategically overlap, bubse
interest coalitions and aims are potentially catifiig.

If Transform+ aims at providing coherence betweepluaality of conflicting strategies, it is pracity
operating in a challenging environment dominatecttaypeting strategic frameworks at different lewvals
the municipal apparatus. This becomes particulateet when it comes to the question of settingtatyia
gquantitative targets as a frame for the variousosalcstrategies internal and external to municigrargy
governance. Practically speaking, the complexitgeifing a C02 or a retroffiting target presergslftboth
as an organizational issue- of knowing what is doy@thers and reviewing what is done by them- and
question of power constellations- of making diffégrparties comply with a hypothetical contract abibe
future goals in urban development, be they in tiea @f energy, buildings or infrastructure. Thegess of
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reviewing while essential for establishing coheehoth at the local and European level, has adpaieal
incentive built into it: as Storper puts it “if agdes know they are being reviewed, they tend ¢eeimse the
resources devoted to self-perpetuation. And if slethem to participate in their own benchmarkimhgyré is

a serious opportunity cost with respect to theisibanission, the resources and attention devoted to
obsessional benchmarking can arguably crowd outdhe mission”(Storper 2013, p. 21). While we ate,
the time of writing, only half way through TRANSF®Rand Transform+, we can see these institutional
dynamics at play in the metropolitan governanc8mofrt Cities in Vienna and all around Europe.

4 CONCLUSION

What does the research project TRANSFORM tell wmigovernance processes of Smart Cities in Europe?
In this paper we showed how the process of Smigrgoivernance through different projects, be theyhe
local or European level, is effectively institutadizing “new pluralist political spaces associatifferent
actors, groups, elites and institutions linked tigto relationships of mutual interdependence” (RiN3006

pp 649), thereby activating new types and potenfiad collective action in local climate changeipgl In

an era of non-standardization in strategic planipiragtice, the best a research project can dcsiiLiting a
temporary monitoring system of local interest daalis, thereby reducing complexity in the fragmente
whole that the Smart City is the name of. Yet, ashave also seen the process of what a researjgttpro
should monitor and how they should approach thestipre of monitoring is contested between different
interest groups and local projects. The Smart Gitthus very far away from the institutionalizatioh a
public urban space, a common democratic forum adaedo all urban residents in the same way. Ethia

EU project TRANSFORM has not been able to provide ihput necessary for establishing a common
reference framework for all actors that need tonvelved and informed in the process of effectilienate
change policy, citizens included. For on the Euampkevel, finding “common ground” is as difficuls @n

the local level- the hypothesis of Pinson that yoslanetropolitan governance is essentially the vafrélite
interest coalitions mutually legitimating themsealvihrough a shared Project cannot be readily thrown
overboard- even if new coalitions and relationsehbgen created giving a life to the Smart Citys thoes

not make this urban vision necessarily more dentiogi@nd more accessible to the Smart Citizen.
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6 ANNEX
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