RAUSP Management Journal
ISSN: 2531-0488
rausp@usp.br

Universidade de Sao Paulo
Brasil

Caughman, Liliana
Characterization of partnerships and collaborations in US cities’ urban resilience plans
RAUSP Management Journal, vol. 57, num. 4, 2022, Octubre-Diciembre, pp. 362-381
Universidade de Sao Paulo
Sao Paulo, Brasil

Disponible en: https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=553873069002

Como citar el articulo r@&a‘yc-dﬂrg
Numero completo Sistema de Informacion Cientifica Redalyc
Mas informacion del articulo Red de Revistas Cientificas de América Latina y el Caribe, Espafia y Portugal
Pagina de la revista en redalyc.org Proyecto académico sin fines de lucro, desarrollado bajo la iniciativa de acceso

abierto


https://www.redalyc.org/comocitar.oa?id=553873069002
https://www.redalyc.org/fasciculo.oa?id=5538&numero=73069
https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=553873069002
https://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=5538
https://www.redalyc.org
https://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=5538
https://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=553873069002

The current issue and full text archive of this journal is available on Emerald Insight at:
https://www.emerald.com/insight/2531-0488.htm

RAUSP
574

362

Received 14 September 2021
Revised 8 April 2022

15 June 2022

Accepted 28 June 2022

RAUSP Management Journal
Vol. 57 No. 4, 2022

pp. 362-381

Emerald Publishing Limited
2531-0488

DOI 10.1108/RAUSP-09-2021-0180

Characterization of partnerships
and collaborations in US cities’
urban resilience plans

Liliana Caughman
School of Life Sciences, Arizona State University, Tempe, Arizona, USA

Abstract

Purpose — The United Nations Sustainable Development Goal (UN SDG) number 13 calls for urgent action
to combat climate change impacts. Urban resilience planning documents often articulate partnerships and
collaborations (P&Cs) as critical strategies. This study aims to identify the actors, the topics, processes, and
visions of collaboration.

Design/methodology/approach — This paper explores the characterization of urban resilience
partnerships via a thematic content analysis of resilience strategy documents produced in US cities through
the 100 Resilient Cities Project.

Findings — P&Cs are defined broadly, taking several forms to meet various objectives. They act as
boundary objects engaging across social groups, but the details of the P&Cs are rarely articulated,
which is problematic for their implementation. P&Cs are commonly discussed in relation to the focus of
the work; therefore, they less often define the specific actors, processes or transformative visions
involved.

Research limitations/implications — This research focuses only on the resilience plans written in US
cities, showing the perspective of US policymakers. Documents analyzed were produced via the Rockefeller
Foundation’s 100 Resilient Cities Project.

Practical implications — Understanding and categorizing the who, what, when and why of P&Cs for
urban resilience provide a deeper understanding of how these strategies are being described and offer a
starting point for tangibly actualizing partnerships and collaborations outside planning documents.

Social implications — To reach vital urban resilience goals, P&Cs must be designed and managed
appropriately. Understanding the shortcoming of current P&C policies can help managers mitigate problems
and find better approaches.

Originality/value — To the best of the author’s knowledge, this paper is the first to analyze how P&Cs are
being articulated and described in urban resilience plans. The United Nations Sustainable Development Goal
number 13 calls for urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts. As urbanization continues and
the effects of climate change escalate, city governments are finding themselves responsible for the resilience of
large populations. To cope, increasing numbers of municipalities are developing urban resilience plans. These
documents often articulate partnerships and collaborations (P&Cs) as critical strategies for enhancing
resilience capacity and implementing resilience policies. Although specific case studies of resilience-related
collaborative practices are well documented in urban resilience literature, little is known about the
proliferation of P&C strategies collectively. Furthermore, questions remain regarding the characterization of
resilience P&Cs by practitioners, including who is involved and what types of projects they undertake.
Therefore, this analysis explores urban resilience P&Cs via a thematic content analysis of resilience strategy
documents produced in 16 US cities through the 100 Resilient Cities Project. Results indicate that cities

© Liliana Caughman. Published in RAUSP Management Journal. Published by Emerald Publishing
Limited. This article is published under the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY 4.0) licence.
Anyone may reproduce, distribute, translate and create derivative works of this article (for both
commercial and non-commercial purposes), subject to full attribution to the original publication and
authors. The full terms of this licence maybe seen at http://creativecommons.org/licences/by/4.0/
legalcode


http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/RAUSP-09-2021-0180

prioritize P&Cs in resilience policy implementation, but they often fall short in defining the key components of
P&Cs that are vital to their success. The analysis exposes the most common actors, topics, processes and
visions described in resilience P&Cs and makes recommendations for how urban resilience P&Cs can be
improved in the future.
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Introduction

As the global climate continues to warm, human populations must contend with
increasing numbers of extreme environmental events and the social and economic
damage they leave in their wake. It has been formally recognized that adapting to
climate change impacts in an anticipatory and planned manner is crucial to the well-
being of communities across the globe (Moloney, Scott, & Macdonald, 2018). This is
illustrated in Goal 13 of the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
which calls for “urgent action to combat climate change and its impacts” (United
Nations, 2017) , as well as in the 2015 Paris Agreement, which established a goal for
“enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability to
climate change [...]” (UNFCCC, 2015, Article 7.7a, p.10). Additionally, there has been
philanthropic support for accelerating a global resilience agenda, which can be seen in
initiatives like the Rockefeller Foundation’s 100 Resilient Cities (100RCs) Project, which
helped 74 cities across the globe hire Chief Resilience Officers and write urban
resilience plans (Spaans & Waterhout, 2016).

Globally and in the USA, governments across scales have developed a plethora of climate
resilience-related policies and plans to build adaptive capacity and implement actions to
reduce risk and vulnerability while enhancing equity (Adger, Arnell, & Tompkins, 2005;
Fastiggi, Meerow, & Miller, 2020; Mufioz-Erickson et al., 2021; Woodruff, Meerow, Stults, &
Wilkins, 2018). Local governments and urban municipalities have been particularly active
since the prevailing notion is that climate change resilience initiatives should be local and
context-specific (Baker, Peterson, Brown, & McAlpine, 2012). Additionally, municipal
governments feel increased pressure to develop climate adaptation and resilience solutions
as urban populations continue to rise. By 2050, when climate change impacts are likely to be
felt in full force, more than two-thirds of the world’s population, over 7 billion people, will be
living in cities (Ritchie & Roser, 2018). In this context, a rush to develop comprehensive
urban resilience plans has emerged, and they have become a thriving area of academic
research.

While the definition of urban resilience remains contested in academic circles (Meerow &
Stults, 2016), cities have widely adopted the concept, finding it a helpful construct for
anticipating and mitigating the shocks and stressors related to climate change. In the realm
of urban planning, several methods and mechanisms for achieving urban climate resilience
have emerged, often articulated in the form of planning documents. Local governments tend
to base their plans on their unique context and challenges, leading them to their own specific
definition of urban resilience that explains “Resilience for whom and to what? When?
Where? And why?” (Meerow & Newell, 2016). Generally, urban climate resilience plans aim
to help cities build their capacity to withstand and adapt to disruptive events, including
chronic stresses (i.e. aging infrastructure, socio-economic disparities and environmental
degradation) and acute shocks (i.e. sea level rise, earthquakes, floods) (Meerow, Pajouhesh,
& Miller, 2019).
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Across applied urban resilience literature, distinct attributes and strategies for
implementing urban resilience have emerged. One of the most central themes is the
development, use and enhancement of inter-institutional and cross-disciplinary
partnerships and collaborations (P&Cs) (Chi, Williams, Chandra, Plough, & Eisenman,
2015; Drakaki & Tzionas, 2017; Marana, Labaka, & Sarriegi, 2018; Schauppenlehner-
Kloyber & Penker, 2016). These P&Cs can be formal or informal and span a range of
configurations but require that individuals and organizations come together for a
common goal (Caughman, Keeler, & Beaudoin, 2020; Crowe, Foley, & Collier, 2016;
Nevens, Frantzeskaki, Gorissen, & Loorbach, 2013). P&Cs are related to the concept of
urban resilience in several ways. For example, they can be viewed as an intrinsic quality
of urban resilience, a strategy for implementing urban resilience and an indicator of
increased urban resilience itself.

Intrinsically, urban resilience is sometimes considered to be a “boundary object” or
“bridging concept” that resonates with a wide variety of social worlds and, as a result,
can bring together different stakeholders and disciplines (Brand & Jax, 2007; Meerow,
2017). When considering cities as complex systems that require management across
countless specialties, cultures and perspectives, the malleable definition of resilience can
act as a natural unifying force. However, this same definitional malleability can also
confuse and is often critiqued (MacKinnon & Derickson, 2013; Tierney, 2015). However,
despite concerns, there are several examples of the concept of urban resilience being used
to bring people together via P&Cs to tackle multifaceted problems in transdisciplinary
ways.

For instance, a cross-bureau and inter-institutional partnership was formed in Portland,
OR, to understand better the city’s infrastructure vulnerabilities and plan recovery
strategies. In this case, Portland State University administrators and researchers came
together with city leaders from the bureaus that work on water, sewer, environmental
services, sustainability and disaster management. Although defined differently by all
participants, the term resilience united the team and strengthened their resolve to work
together, leading to an integrated infrastructure resilience planning session and the
formation of an ongoing cross-bureau collaborative team in the city (Caughman, Keeler,
et al., 2020).

Further, forming and using P&Cs offer several advantages as an urban resilience
implementation strategy, especially enhancing equity through collaborative
governance and meaningful engagement. Recent work has argued that, if done well,
the collaborative practices that are often articulated via P&Cs in urban resilience
planning can help facilitate procedural, recognitional and distributive justice
(Meerow et al., 2019). In addition, this deep engagement between government and
community facilitates resilience by bettering the distribution of goods and services
(i.e. infrastructure and environmental amenities), enhancing respect between groups
(i.e. honoring group experience and history) and by opening the doors for
participation in decision-making processes (i.e. co-writing plans) (Meerow et al., 2019;
Schlosberg, 2003).

The act of bringing groups together is a reinforcing concept which in turn supports
increased levels of urban resilience itself, via increased connectivity. When considering
cities within a systems framework, collaborative approaches to urban resilience planning
reduce the number of “policy silos” and can mitigate the counterproductive outcomes that
arise from treating interrelated problems in isolation (Coaffee & Clarke, 2015). Alternatively,
linked networks can be formed via collaborative urban resilience planning that build



multi-scale connectivity, enhance system redundancy and facilitate physical and social
bonds that can be relied upon in extreme events.

When integrated and collaborative resilience planning fails, some systems may be
strengthened while others remain vulnerable, leading to unforeseen cascading failures
across multiple domains (Pescaroli & Alexander, 2015; Serre & Heinzlef, 2018). Urban
environments are complex systems, and critical social, technological and environmental
infrastructures rely upon each other to function properly (and therefore must be made
resilient in relationship to each other). For instance, vulnerabilities in a municipal sewer
system could cause pipes to rupture during a storm, hence contaminating drinking water
and causing disease within the community. In this example, making the drinking water
system more resilient necessitates the strengthening of the wastewater and public health
systems simultaneously.

Making complex systems resilient necessitates working across domains via P&Cs, which
is reflected in urban resilience planning and implementation. In fact, a recent study of
resilience planning documents from US cities showed that “85% of strategies described
partnering with external organizations and stakeholders to create and implement actions”
(Fitzgibbons & Mitchell, 2019). Despite this staggeringly high number, academic studies of
P&Cs’ relationship to urban resilience tend to focus only on individual case studies that
document specific partnership initiatives (Acosta et al., 2018; Chi et al, 2015; Drakaki &
Tzionas, 2017; Marana et al, 2018). To date, there has been little work that looks
comprehensively at the proliferation of urban resilience P&Cs. Questions remain regarding
the characterization of P&Cs by practitioners, including who are the actors and what are the
topics, processes and visions of collaboration for urban resilience?

This paper explores urban resilience P&Cs via a thematic content analysis of urban
resilience planning documents produced in 16 US cities through the 100RCs project. It aims
to describe how urban resilience P&Cs are being articulated in practice and offer insight into
the typology and quality of proposed P&Cs. This takes the form of two research questions:

RQ1I. Are specific thematic areas related to collaborations consistently represented in
the resilience plans?

RQ2. What are the characteristics of the collaborative processes, actors and topics in the
plans?

A better understanding of how urban resilience P&C is described and characterized can aid
in assessing their efficacy and provide a platform for learning best practices across varying
geographies and experiences.

Methods

This study examines US cities” urban resilience plans and strategies and their
characterization of P&Cs. This is achieved via a deductive content analysis of all 16 of the
100RC strategy documents produced in US cities (Table 1 and Figure 1).

A description of an observed phenomenon’s distinctive nature and features must be
generated to characterize it. Therefore, a document content analysis was used to analyze
proposed P&Cs within the 16 US city’s resilience planning documents following methods
outlined by Vaismoradi, Turunen, and Bondas (2013). The urban resilience planning
documents were closely read to find sections where the documents discussed P&Cs, and this
identified text was analyzed. Coded categories were derived directly from the text data and
then sorted into sub-theme and overall category groups (Table 2). Five district category
groups emerged where P&Cs were mentioned and defined: actors (who is involved in the
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partnership action), process (how the partnership is implemented), focus (what is the topic
area of the partnership) and futures (why the partnership is needed). Co-occurrence tables
were generated to understand better the full context of the proposed P&Cs, as well as a
cross-city comparison to draw out the most prevalent similarities and differences in
approach to resilience P&Cs across the 16 cities in the USA.

Results

Analysis showed that across the 16 resilience planning documents, P&Cs were mentioned
over 2,000 times. When P&Cs are discussed, the most commonly co-occurring codes fall into
four separate theme groups. In order of prevalence, these themes include: focus (what topic
the P&C targets), actors (who is involved in the P&C), process (how P&C activities unfold)
and futures (why the P&C has value) (Figure 2).

When looking at occurrences by category, it is clear that P&Cs are most commonly
discussed in relation to the focus or topic area of the work; therefore, they less often
define the specific actors, processes or transformative future-oriented visions involved.
However, each theme offers insights into how practitioners characterize urban
resilience partnerships and, as such, results from each category are explored in further
detail below.

Partnerships and collaborations focus
Analysis revealed that nearly all mentions of P&Cs in the urban resilience planning
documents noted a specific topic area for the work. In total, 16 areas emerged, the focus
on health being the most prevalent. The 16 focus areas were, in order of prevalence:
health, technology, disaster, water, jobs, infrastructure, transportation and mobility,
housing, energy, environment, ecosystem, food, school, education, equity/justice and
culture. Health was noted as a focus area for P&Cs nearly 300 times, followed by
technology, mentioned over 200 times, with all other topics being mentioned fewer than
200 times (Figure 3).

P&Cs focused on health tended to be cross-cutting with several other focus areas, as can
be seen in this quote:
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Figure 1.

Map of all 16 US
cities with resilience
plans from the
100RCs program
Numbers correspond
with list in Table 1
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[...] Chicago’s multi-pronged approach acts as a platform on which local residents of various
backgrounds can work creatively together toward more equitable decisions about Chicago’s built
environment through the collaboration of public health, climate resilience, and the arts.

Generally, most P&Cs mentioned more than one focus area at a time.

Partnerships and collaborations actors

When actors are mentioned in relation to partnership and collaboration, comumunity appears
far more often than any other actor group (Figure 3). This shows that when practitioners are
discussing urban resilience P&Cs, they often imagine community involvement. Because of
this articulation, urban resilience P&Cs can be seen as a community engagement strategy.
However, for each group of actors, a distinct breakdown of focus areas, other actors,
processes and visioning emerges, highlighting the structure of desired urban resilience
partnerships and collaborations (Figure 4).

A few key findings emerge when we examine the distributions of co-occurrences for each
actor group. For instance, partnerships focus on a broad distribution of topics between
community, government and private sector when exploring community as an actor. Besides, the
processes for collaboration are often discussed. For each actor group, a similar sort of signature
pattern of P&C format arises. These findings are summarized in Figure 5 and Table 3.

In Figure 5, see in the item a); the symbols and associated meanings that describe how
often a category were defined. In the item b); it is detailed a breakdown of each actor group
and how often partnership focus area, other actors, processes and futures were defined in the
description of the partnership.

These charts show that, collectively, focus areas and other actors are defined far more
often than the processes or visions of the future related to any given P&C. This indicates
that the resilience planning documents tend to define who ought to be involved in a P&C

Focus Actors  Process Futures
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Figure 2.

Total code counts
showing how often
each category group
was mentioned when
the documents were
describing resilience
P&Cs. Note that for
each mention of a
P&C, multiple actors,
topics, processes and
futures could be
articulated (making
the total count for
each category higher
than the total number
of times P&C were
mentioned)
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Figure 3.

Health is the most
common code
mentioned related to
the focus area of the
P&Cs

Figure 4.

Count of all codes
mentioned related to
the actors of a P&C,
with community
being the most
prevalent actor
mentioned
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and what they ought to complete together but fails to recognize how the work should be
accomplished or the bigger picture of why it should be done. Additionally, the results show
how certain actors are often mentioned as partnering together, but only on specific tasks (i.e.
educational actors to partner with governmental and community actors on collaborative
resilience research). This indicates that specific actors are seen to have value in mostly
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Figure 5.

a) Symbols and
associated meanings
that describe how
often a category was
defined; b) A
breakdown of each
actor group and how
often partnership
focus area, other
actors, processes, and
futures were defined

* Usually Defined
A Often Defined
@ Sometimes Defined
Q Rarely Defined
(2)
Education * @ A Q
Community * @ @ Q
Government * @ A @
Hospital * @ Q Q
Private Sector * A @ Q
w kA ©  ®
(b)
Primary
actor group Focus Actor Process Futures
Education Health; Technology Community; Planning; Vision
Government Research
Community  Health; Technology; Jobs Government; Planning; Vision;
Private sector Engagement Transformative
Government  Health; Technology; Community; Planning; Vision;
NGO Engagement Transition
Hospital Health Community; Planning Vision
Education
Private Health; Technology; Disaster;  Community; Planning; Vision;
sector Jobs; Energy; Infrastructure; Government Engagement Transformative
other
NGO Health; Culture Government; Planning; Vision;
Community Engagement Transformative

Table 3.

Actor groups and the
most commonly co-
occurring codes
mentioned in relation
to partnership focus,
actors, processes and
futures in the
partnership
description

limited and discrete roles. Intriguingly, the private sector actors were the most
comprehensive in terms of P&C focus areas, spanning health, technology, disaster, jobs,
energy, infrastructure and other categories. While other actor groups did have some
diversity in the focus area, they tended to be dominated by a specific category. The private
sector was more evenly distributed without a clear topic leader. This could mean that the
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Figure 6.

Count of all codes
mentioned related to
the processes of a
P&C

private sector is considered well-positioned to partner on resilience efforts across domains
compared to other actor groups, or it could be an indication that the resilience plan writers
have limited conceptions of the range of interests and capacities of other actor groups and
erroneously confine them to a particular P&C focus area.

Partnerships and collaborations process

Analysis of the 16 US 100RC documents also showed how practitioners describe the
processes that resilience P&Cs will undertake. Five process categories emerged, which
include, in order of prevalence: planning, engagement, evaluation and monitoring, research
and process (general) (Figure 6).

Planning was perceived as the most dominant process, mentioned alongside P&Cs over
1,000 times (almost more than the number of times all other processes were mentioned
combined). Planning was most often discussed in relation to community, health, disaster,
water, jobs, transportation and visioning. Table 4 summarizes the results from each process
category and the most often co-occurring codes within the actors, topics and futures categories.

Partnerships and collaborations futures

Of all categories, futures or “the why” of P&Cs, was mentioned the least. Futures captures
where the documents describe systemic changes and visions of the future to be achieved via
partnership and collaboration or visions of partnership and collaboration itself. Three main
sub-themes emerged, including vision (in general) and then, less often mentioned, but more
specifically, transformations and transitions (Figure 7).

Mentions of visions typically accompanied community and government actors and
planning processes focused on health. Meanwhile, discussions of transitions were more often
related to the topic areas of planning for transport and mobility and disaster with government
actors, and transformation was related to the topics of planning and engagement between
community and government with a focus on health and jobs (Figure 8).
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Cross-city comparison

As noted in Table 1 above, the cities included in the analysis are vastly different in terms of
population size, geographic location, economics and environmental risk. The 100RC
resilience planning documents also varied significantly in length, ranging from 19 pages (St.
Luis, MO) to 354 pages (New York, NY), as demonstrated in Figure 9 below.

Therefore, the analysis accounted for document length to obtain an accurate
understanding of which city’s documents prioritized P&Cs the most. To accomplish this,
the rate at which cities mentioned P&Cs was attained by calculating the average number of
P&Cs mentioned per page. Using this metric, it becomes clear that Los Angeles and
Pittsburgh mentioned aspects of P&Cs at the highest rate proportional to document length,
roughly 3-3.5 times per page, whereas New York mentioned P&Cs at the lowest rate despite

Process category Co-occurring themes defining the P&C
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(or perhaps because of) having the longest document with the highest absolute count of
P&Cs (Figure 10).

Overall, the City of Los Angeles mentioned P&Cs at a higher rate than any other city.
Additionally, Los Angeles consistently defined key aspects of the P&Cs, often including the
specific focus areas of the P&Cs and the processes that would both establish and govern the
P&Cs. For instance, on page 68, the document states:

The City [Los Angeles] will partner with agencies such as the Mountains Recreation and
Conservation Authority and Los Angeles Conservation Corps to continue the seasonal Recreation
Zone program and expand the River Rangers and River Ambassadors programs, which provide
critical in-person public education opportunities within river-adjacent communities.

Additionally, on page 73, they write:

The City [Los Angeles] will also support local food businesses in developing resilience plans
through the following actions: Partner with researchers to further study food resilience in Los
Angeles by developing case studies, identifying additional key distribution and retail
vulnerabilities, and highlighting opportunities to build and sustain food resilience.

This excerpt may indicate that Los Angeles sees urban resilience as an innately
collaborative undertaking and that the city has the most comprehensive experience with
collaborations, which could mean other cities can look to Los Angeles and learn from their
practices when establishing their own resilience P&Cs (Figure 11).
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Looking at the distribution of defining P&C categories (topics, actors, processes and
futures) for each city, a similar pattern emerges across all cities. In general, P&C topics
are defined most frequently, followed by the actors, then the processes and, least often,
the futures. However, there is some variation across the cities. For example, Atlanta
and Norfolk lead in defining the focus areas and topic of P&Cs, specifying this
information nearly 50% of the time. For instance, on page 33 of the Norfolk resilience
document, they state:

Vibrant Spaces [in partnership with the city of Norfolk] provides grants to energize street-level
businesses’ storefronts, improve signage, add outdoor seating, activate sidewalks and rooftops,
and house a new business collaboration.

When considering who is involved in proposed P&Cs, the cities of St. Luis and Boulder lead
in defining actors, doing so over 50% of the time. For example, on Page 32, the city of
Boulder explains:

The AmeriCorps VISTAs will assist Boulder in developing and piloting a citizen corps disaster
preparedness training initiative by partnering with 100RC network city, Wellington, New
Zealand, and aligning these emerging efforts with deliberate ties to community volunteerism and
civic ownership opportunities that already exist.

Meanwhile, El Paso leads in defining processes and procedures associated with P&Cs,
which happens in their document roughly 40% of the time. For instance, on Page 17, they
define teams and planning horizons:

This ensures cross-functional collaboration as goal teams identify and produce measurable
outcomes while pursuing strategic opportunities spanning over a one-year (short-term) and three-
five year (longer-term) planning horizon.

Additionally, on Page 102, El Paso talks about how they will frame partnerships and build
them into the planning culture:

By embedding resilience thinking into the city’s organizational approach, El Paso will ensure that
municipal practices and policies always take an interdisciplinary approach to facing regional
challenges, maximizing the value of its investments.

Finally, Chicago leads in defining futures related to P&C work, closely followed by Boston;
they are the only cities to mention this more than 15% of the time. For instance, Boston
mentions transformation on Page 54:

Adopting this transformational approach is no simple task; changing Boston’s decision-making
culture will take time and effort, but the impacts of this approach will be much more significant
than those that may result from smaller-scale interventions.

Chicago tends to link their partnerships and collaboration activities to visions of the future,
as demonstrated on Page 33:

In this vein, Resilient Chicago envisions a safer Chicago for its residents by focusing on initiatives
that improve communication between government and residents, promote affordability, and
increase access to jobs and mobility.

This cross-city analysis shows that no city has a perfectly equal distribution of defining all
parts of a proposed resilience P&C. However, it also indicates that some cities have more
strength in defining particular aspects of resilience P&Cs than others, meaning that there is
an excellent opportunity for learning amongst these cities to strengthen all of their resilience
P&C endeavors.



Discussion

The results of the document analysis offer insight into how urban resilience P&Cs are being
characterized and articulated by practitioners in planning documents. The analysis shows
that P&Cs are defined broadly, taking several forms to meet various objectives. This
analysis also suggests that urban resilience P&Cs are indeed acting as boundary objects
with the aim of engagement across social groups. However, the critical defining details of
the P&Cs (focus area, actors, processes and futures) are inconsistently articulated, which is
potentially problematic for their implementation and success.

Topically, the P&Cs mentioned in the documents spanned a wide range of focus areas. This
spread is unsurprising because of the disciplinary-defying nature of urban resilience itself.
However, it appears that P&Cs are being suggested as planning and implementation strategies
across all urban resilience topic areas, and the sheer number of P&Cs mentioned across all cities
highlights their relevance to urban resilience planning as a whole. This supports the notion that
the diverse definitions and understandings of urban resilience form a sort of boundary object,
where social actors from widely varying perspectives can see their interests represented within
the idea. While this might be advantageous in bringing people together to form P&Cs and could
potentially increase connectivity, thus enhancing resilience, it also poses serious challenges.

Research on P&Cs shows that they are most successful at reaching their intended
outcomes when the initiatives have well-defined shared goals, agreed-upon processes and
appropriately chosen actors (Liliana Caughman, Keeler, et al,, 2020). Unfortunately, these
details were rarely delineated for each proposed partnership across the planning documents.
This can be seen, for example, in the fact that the most commonly cited process for P&Cs
articulated in the planning documents was to make additional plans. This “plan to plan”
approach is sometimes appropriate but also may indicate that the proposed P&C is no more
than a suggestion that has not been fully considered for its applicability, usefulness or buy-
in. Therefore, it is unclear if all of the P&Cs mentioned within the documents are serious
endeavors or simply well-intentioned ideas that will likely never materialize.

Additionally, this lack of specificity could inhibit the actualization of equity in urban
resilience implementation. Across all documents, community organizations and individual
members of specific communities were the most commonly proposed actors for participation in
P&Cs. This highlights that the P&Cs are often seen by plan writers (primarily government
officials) as community-engagement methods. While this could lead to more collaborative
governance that supports the well-being and prosperity of commonly under-severed groups
like people of color and low-income residents, these outcomes are not guaranteed. Social justice,
environmental justice and community-led participatory planning literature consistently
demonstrate that achieving procedural, recognitional and distributive justice requires
transparency, trust and follow-through. Considering the high number of community-based
P&Cs proposed in these documents and the general lack of specification, there is concern that
several of these P&Cs could perpetuate harm rather than mitigate it.

Adequate implementation of P&Cs for equitable, just and generally successful outcomes also
requires close attention to the outcomes and impacts of the work. Therefore, processes that support
accountability, adjustment and learning must be included in the P&C process. Unfortunately,
descriptions of monitoring and evaluation approaches were incredibly sparse across all the P&Cs
mentioned throughout the 16 analyzed documents. This again causes concern about the efficacy of
the proposed P&Cs and their ability to enhance equity in urban resilience.

Additionally, P&Cs may not be the most appropriate implementation strategies for all
aspects of urban resilience. The immense number of P&Cs as urban resilience strategies
seen throughout these documents is over-promising at best and could lead to severe
community fatigue at worst. It is hard to imagine that all of the proposed P&Cs will be given
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the time, resources and energy needed to be actualized; and there is an assumption that
community organizations and individuals would like to engage in urban resilience
partnerships. These problems can quickly compound other equity challenges, leading to
failed P&Cs, continued injustice and ultimately little improvement in urban resilience.

It may be advantageous for urban resilience planners and practitioners to consider the
application of P&Cs more deeply. While P&Cs have huge potential for enhancing equitable
urban resilience implementation, they require real forethought, commitment and resources. Our
document analysis revealed that P&Cs’ characterizations often failed to describe “the why”
behind the work; in other words, they failed to communicate whether critical thought and
reasoning contributed to the decision to use P&Cs to facilitate transformations toward future
visions. Few mentioned how the P&Cs would contribute to a proposed future state of enhanced
urban resilience or related them to visions of more significant urban transformations or societal
transitions. Perhaps deeper consideration of why P&Cs should be used in a particular context
will lead to fewer but more comprehensive and attainable P&Cs being proposed and developed.

The cross-city analysis highlighted that each of the 16 cities discussed P&C urban resilience
strategies at varying rates and tended to define key aspects of each P&C (focus area, actors,
processes and futures) to differing extents. This shows that collectively the interest in using
P&Cs to obtain urban resilience outcomes is a high priority, but that each city has its own
capacities and deficits. These findings could be used as a tool for city resilience planners to
build cross-city relationships and enhance cross-city learning when successfully implementing
urban resilience programs and policies that rely on P&Cs. For instance, the analysis exposed
that Los Angeles and Pittsburgh use P&Cs the most and might therefore have the most in-
depth experience with P&Cs, which could position them as mentors and leaders for other cities
that are just beginning to enhance their P&C initiatives. Additionally, Chicago most
consistently connected P&Cs to transitions, transformations and their visions for the future,
which may indicate that Chicago has clarity about the future vision of resilience and has put
effort into understanding both why and how P&Cs are a valuable approach to get there. As
other cities attempt to implement their proposed P&Cs, it could be advantageous to look to
Chicago’s approach for future-oriented thinking.

Finally, this high-level analysis can be a starting point for more in-depth research into how
P&Cs are used in urban resilience planning and implementation. Prior to this work, it was clear
that P&Cs were becoming more popular within resilience planning, but the focus area, actors,
processes and futures related to resilience P&Cs had not been comprehensively explored. This
analysis exposed severe deficits in articulating P&C strategies and casts doubt on whether the
proposed urban resilience P&Cs will succeed. It is clear that cities may not have all the tools
needed to articulate their P&Cs fully, and follow-up studies should explore which of these P&Cs
are implemented and how successful there are at meeting their intended goals. Follow-up
research should also be completed to understand why the details of P&Cs were not often fully
articulated in the planning documents. This could take the form of interviews with Chief
Resilience Officers in each of the 16 US 100RC cities. Beyond that, more work should be done to
understand if the popularity of P&Cs relates to achieving intended outcomes and enhancing
urban resilience. Additionally, future research should compare how often P&Cs are proposed as
urban resilience strategies in the US versus cities in other parts of the world, which could offer
insights into the varying governance approaches for urban resilience globally and provide
potentially new and innovative models for community engagement.

Conclusion
Cities are increasingly identifying P&Cs as mechanisms for implementing urban resilience,
which is crucial for achieving the SDG 13. This study confirms results from other reports that



find that P&Cs are mentioned alongside other resilience strategies in US cities more often than
any other approach. This is valuable for understanding how partnership-based work is being
used to actualize and accelerate SDG target 13.1, which focuses on strengthening resilience and
adaptive capacity to climaterelated disasters. As the desire to form and implement P&Cs
continues to grow, it is becoming increasingly important to understand what exactly P&C
means in the context of urban resilience. Like the term resilience itself, P&Cs can have different
meanings depending on the context, which can be benign, harmful or helpful.

This article explores how municipal practitioners in the USA are characterizing P&Cs
within their urban resilience planning documents, supporting research on SDG 13.2, which
aims to integrate climate change measures into policies and planning across scales.
Understanding and categorizing the who, what, when and why of P&Cs for urban resilience
provide a deeper knowledge of how these strategies are being described and offer a starting
point for further research into urban resilience P&Cs, including how they are tangibly
actualized outside planning documents, connecting policy and planning to action.

The cross-city analysis showcases each city’s strengths and weaknesses concerning their
ability to articulate the details of their P&C strategies fully and offers a guide for cross-city
learning and innovation. The findings support the idea that connected P&C networks can
promote SDG target 13.3 (building knowledge and capacity to meet climate change) by
facilitating enhanced learning and increasing human and institutional capacity. This analysis is a
starting point for understanding urban resilience P&Cs, but highlights that future research must
be done to understand why cities are failing to define aspects of their partnership-based resilience
work consistently and whether or not the proposed P&C strategies are implemented successfully,
leading to the type of climate action and enhanced resilience that are critically needed.
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