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DAY 1:

21st DECEMBER 2019

Session 1:

Vision of the Project

9.00 am – 9.10 am:

Project Presentation (Prof. Terrence Fernando) and discussions.

9.10 am – 9.50 am:

Personal expectations: introduce Co-Is + What is your personal expectation
of the project? (4 mins per person).

Session 2:

Planning Process View:

9.50 am – 10.05 am:

Current urban planning processes and opportunities for considering risks
(Dr. Wan Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani)

Dr. Wan Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani presented on the current urban planning process in
Malaysia. Furthermore, she discussed the current opportunities and the limitations regarding the
implementation of the proper urban planning process.
Urban planning is a mechanism to control development and social interventions (such as policy,
capacity development and investment). Appropriate urban planning will provide developments with
less risk and more resilience. Dr Rani indicated that community participation is considered in the
urban planning process under the feasibility assessment stage (within the Malaysian urban planning
process) and this step is practically followed in Malaysia. Finally, she recommended thinking about
understanding risk through risk assessment in urban development, through integrating disaster risk
into a development plan, and considering how to integrate risk into urban planning for future
studies.
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10.05 am – 11.30 am: Group Discussions
Group Chair:

Dr. Kaushal Keraminiyage and Asst. Prof. Mushtaq Ahmad Jan

Group Members:

Prof. Chaminda Pathirage, Dr. Muhammad Zulkarnain, Kamran Abid, Devindi
Geekiyanage.

1. What changes are required within the current urban planning process to facilitate
risk-sensitive urban development, considering natural disasters and their impact on the
environment, economy and vulnerable communities?
Initially, the top-down approach which currently governs the urban planning process should be
looked at in terms of bringing risk sensitivity into the urban developments. Accordingly, the
bottom-up approach should enter the urban planning process. Three key approaches were identified
which can make urban development’s more risk sensitive. They are participatory modelling, agile
resilience within disaster risk resilience and urban planning, and integration of systems.
In terms of integration, firstly, the boundaries for integration should be identified. As top-down
dominant governance is one of the key barriers in integration, it should be resolved via different
stakeholder participation and via cooperation with, and in between, local and international
organizations. Furthermore, horizontal and vertical integration should be initiated between
government authorities. Accordingly, an informative model should prepare for horizontal and
vertical integration. Moreover, effective modes of communication (such as agile communication)
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need to be introduced into the current urban planning process to ensure clarity in communication
and effective decision-making. Additionally, land use planning should take into consideration the
idea of transforming conventional cities into risk-sensitive urban developments and to promote
more desirable social and environmental outcomes, as well as more efficient use of resources.
2. Who are the stakeholders and what are the types of additional information required within
each phase of the new process to support risk-sensitive urban planning?
The identified stakeholders are:
1. Government
2. Community
3. Private sectors
4. Technical and academic institutions for research and development
5. Policymaking institutions
The discussion brought forward the question: are we collaborating with the right stakeholders now?
It is challenging to identify the correct phases of the new process, as the team discussed, and it is too
early to conclude the phases of the new urban planning and development process. However, several
types of additional information required to support risk-sensitive urban planning were identified and
are listed below.
1. Real ground-level information (e.g. topography, population, hazards & vulnerabilities)
2. Economic feasibility information
3. Built environment integration information (e.g. different ethnic groups)
3. What are the barriers to implementing such changes in the urban planning processes?
1. Political awareness and will
2. Time
3. Economic budgetary issues
4. Attitudes
5. Expectation of stakeholders
6. Technology and compatibility in the use of technology
7. Finding funding agencies
Output: 2
 x Conference paper (M15, M21); Journal Papers (M33); Policy guideline (M36))
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What could be the titles of research papers coming out of this research?
1. Gaps and challenges in risk-sensitive urban development (3 conference papers specifically
from the Sri Lankan, Malaysian and Pakistan contexts, 1 journal paper from all collectively)
2. Models of vertical and horizontal integration of stakeholders and their interplay within the
risk-sensitive urban planning process (J)
3. Striking the balance between the top-down and bottom-up approach in the urban
development process to integrate the risk sensitivity (J)
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Joint Chair:

Prof. Bingunath Ingirige and Dr. Khamarrul Azahari Razak

Group Members:

Dr. Wan Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani, Dr. Amjad Ali, Pavithra Ganeshu,
and Srimal Samansiri.

1. What changes are required within the current urban planning process to facilitate
risk-sensitive urban development considering natural disasters and their impact on the
environment economy and vulnerable community?
Challenges:
1. Governing structure/systemizations
2. Acts/legislation
3. Low awareness of the role
4. No specific plan
Changes:
1. Strength governance
2. Integrative process in urban development with all risk assessment
3. Sharing risk information with partners
4. Continuously updating data (avoiding duplication)
5. Capturing informal settlement
6. Synchronizing related legislation in all related fields
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7. Need to create a platform to get community engagement

2. Barriers for implementing such changes in the urban planning process
1. Redundancy
2. Lack of political will
3. Lack of awareness
4. Centralized disaster management system
5. Conflict of legislation (In Pakistan, national disaster risk map available, no integration with
urban development, and in Sri Lanka, maps for some of the parts available but no
integration)
Output - Research papers
1. Public-private partnership for risk-sensitive urban planning.
2. Taxonomy in governance procedures in urban planning (Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Pakistan (A
comparative study on the governance in Malaysia, Sri Lanka, Pakistan).
3. Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) into urban development.
4. Risk of informal sustainable development within informal settlements.

Page 11 of 31

Joint Chairs:

Dr. Udayangani Kulatunga and Dr. Noralfishah Sulaiman

Group Members:

Dr. Menaha Thayaparan, Mr. Hisham Tariq, Ms. Umber Nazir, and Dr. Wan
Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani.

1. What changes are required within the current urban planning process to facilitate
risk-sensitive urban development, considering natural disasters and their impact on the
environment, economy and vulnerable communities?
1. Common vision & goals between all stakeholders
The collaboration vision and goals of all stakeholders should be common to achieve risk sensitive
urban development (stakeholders: from the government sector, private sector, leaders of
community members). Collaboration can be of various kinds such as:
●

Human-human Interaction

●

Human-machine Interaction

●

Collaboration tools can be used for communication
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2. Interaction with, and within, a community
In the urban planning process interaction with a community is very important to know of their needs
and problems. In such a process, a bottom up approach will be helpful (which will be undertaken by
the community). The community members should be asked to undertake participatory action in
order to involve them in the process. Their behaviour/actions should be recorded to show them
their worth and to gain their trust.
3. Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction (DRR) for the Risk Sensitive Urban Development process
(RSUDP)
Mainstreaming DRR means involving vulnerable communities, the environment, and the economy
within urban development to get better results. Collaboration can be undertaken to achieve this
between the agencies involved in DRR and RSUDP. We can use tools, tactics, analytical statistical
processes and different activities to align agencies’ mandates.
4. Capacity building and improving awareness of risk sensitive understanding
●

This can be undertaken by introducing a common language between all stakeholders in
order to communicate with ease and develop an understanding of the process.

●

Education can take place by training through workshops and seminars.

●

Understanding of local context would be the first to consider for different locations and
sectors. (Resolved)

5. Culture consideration
●

Mainstreaming DRR and culture to get better results by involving the community.

●

Give livelihoods and ethnographic preferences to the community.

●

Give consideration to vulnerable communities from different ethnic groups.

6. Adaptive governance
Last, but not the least, the panel discussed government policy alignment. Without government
adaptation it is not possible to achieve better risk sensitive urban development. Readiness is
required from all stakeholders and communities to obtain agile societies.
All these processes should be dynamic and interconnected with each other, to share information and
give feedback.
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2. Who are the stakeholders and what are the types of additional information required within
each phase of the new process to support risk-sensitive urban planning?
Stakeholders:
1. Ministries
2. Agencies (state level, district level, local)
3. Local Authorities
4. Land-use Development Authorities
5. Community members
Additional information required within each phase:
1. We must consider international and local agendas.
2. Interaction between agencies in all phases to achieve the national plan/agenda.
3. Academic interventions (such as from researchers and developers) should also be
considered.
4. Public and private sector involvement through portfolios, sectors and ministries.

3. What are the barriers to implementing such changes in the urban planning processes?
1. Political intervention
2. Financial barriers
3. Silo approaches
4. Lack of knowledge/education
5. Limited community engagement/community empowerment
6. Different expectations
7. Lack of policy alignment
8. Poor capacity building
9. Lack of collaborating tools/e-tools
10. Ethnic cultural differences
Below are the journal and conference papers that the panel suggested:
1. The complexity of public policy for risk sensitive urban development. Keywords: policy
alignment, risk sensitive urban development. Case study areas: Malaysia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka
2. Mainstreaming disaster risk reduction with risk sensitive urban planning: the TRANSCEND
approach. Keywords: disaster risk reduction, risk sensitive urban planning.
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3. TRANSCEND Dashboard: stakeholders’ perspective/practitioners’ perspective/ communities’
perspective/policy makers’ perspective.
4. Risk sensitive urban development: Does culture matter? Keywords: risk sensitive urban
development, culture, ethnic groups
Below are the policy guidelines:
1. Workshops (National Level)
2. Round table risk sensitive urban planning
3. Policies’ proposal documents for every country
4. Launching of National Round Table in every country
5. Parliament Proposals
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Session 3:

Stakeholders’ Narratives’ View & Simulation Model View

11.30 am – 11.40 am:

Emerging Climate Change Issues (Prof. Bingunath Ingirige)

Prof. Bingunath Ingirige presented on stakeholders' narratives concerning climate change issues.
Firstly, he discussed the capacities of a community (such as coping, anticipative and adaptive in his
view). Coping was explained as trying to survive within the existing conditions. Anticipative means
trying to overcome but not fully eliminating issues and adaptive equates to the design mechanism to
eliminate the full impact. Thus, urban resilience and adaptation is a journey.
Furthermore, he talked about how climate change disturbs urban development and on the impact of
media exposure in unnecessary ways (such as not being involved in risk preparedness and recovery
phase, but only in emergency response).
Interestingly, he also talked about stakeholders' narratives (such as a community wanting to run
their business and day-to-day activities within a disaster period also, especially in the time of floods).
Furthermore, he stated that, generally, people do not have any idea or knowledge concerning
disaster risk reduction activities. There are complaints from people on these without them having
any comprehension. In conclusion, Prof Ingirige’s presentation helped in the understanding of the
practical issues relating to climate change and urban development.
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Session 4:

Living Lab Concept and Transformational Learning

2.00 pm – 2.20 pm:

Introduction to Living Labs as a methodology (Presenter – Dr. Hans
Schaffers).

The living lab concept can be identified as an effective methodology to control the complexity of a
system. The system complexities can be of varying types (including complex relationships, non-linear
systems, multiple stakeholders and interests, risk and uncertainty, tipping points, unpreparedness in
response, and the need for fundamental change). ‘Soft systems thinking’ can be used to map the
complexity of systems.
Effectiveness in participative, action-oriented research and innovation (as in living lab approaches)
utilizes the key elements of action research and design sciences. A few of these elements/attributes
can be illustrated as: the environment of experimenting and learning, iterative,
user/community-driven, and open innovation. Dr Schaffers further emphasized the role of
communities in participatory action research. Key insights included the community as a basis of
social innovation, and social innovation strengthens the community. It is a natural approach to
accelerate community-based social innovation.

Page 17 of 31

DAY 2:

22nd DECEMBER 2019

Session 6:

Community Resilient View:

9.00 am – 9.15 am:

Presentation on Community Resilience (Hisham Tariq)

Understanding Community Resilience Dynamics: the MOBILISE experience
The presentation consisted of the MOBILISE approach to resilience, the lessons learned from
understanding complex issues such as community resilience, and suggestions put forward for
improvements. The MOBILISE approach to community resilience includes techniques of systems’
approach, community-based resilience dynamics, and a combined top-down approach. The
MOBILISE project mainly focuses on:
1. How preventative/mitigation measures make a community more resilient.
2. How investing in these measures can reduce service loss when disruptive events occur.
3. How these measures can minimize the time taken for a community to recover and, thus,
minimize the total cumulative loss of function/services.
The community disaster resilience toolkit (CDR-T) was presented, which includes:
1. The Community Disaster Resilience Framework (CDRF)
2. The Community Capacities Assessment Tool (C-CAT)
3. The Community Disaster Resilience Simulation model/tool (CDR-SM)
The lessons learnt from the MOBILISE project are as follows:
1. A need for a strong methodology for the application of participatory methods
2. A need to be pro-active in the application of these methods
3. Participatory methods are often “quick and dirty”, thus a need to plan quickly and start
doing them early on in the project (interviews, FGDs, GMB sessions)
4. “Do not be shy in applying these methods if new to them”
5. Suggestion: Investigate system insight tools
Model-Based Insights
The system insight tools were presented. Initially, a conceptual model of farming system problems
was presented consisting of insights into learning, restructuring, coordination, and analyzing the
problems. Mr Tariq highlighted the importance of systems’ approaches with an emphasis on
participation in the process and on model-based insights. Four approaches which can be used to
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widen the understanding of model-based insights were discussed, namely interactive learning
environments (ILEs), games (e.g., the Hazagora Board Game, the Extreme Event Group Game etc.),
systems’ thinking (e.g., Senge’s Fifth Discipline, Checkland’s SSM etc.), and group model building.
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Session 7:

Community Capacity View

11.00 am – 11.15 am:

Presentation on community capacity building – TRANSCEND perspective
(Dr. Kaushal Keraminiyage).

Dr Keraminyage’s presentation began with several well-established definitions for community
capacity. As an illustration, community capacity can be simply defined as the degree to which people
in a community demonstrate a sense of shared responsibility for the general welfare of the
community and its members (Mancini, Bowen & Martin, 2005). Dr Keraminiyage further simplified
this by saying that an individual member’s welfare should be taken into consideration together with
collective competence and shared responsibility.
Community capacity in terms of the TRANSCEND project means having enough capacity within the
community to influence the urban development process. The TRANSCEND project will focus on how
to improve the collective competence of communities affected by urban development projects by
taking advantage of opportunities.
A few well-established and popular models representing community capacity building were
presented and it was emphasized that there is a need to ensure community participation in
decision-making regarding urban planning and development process.
11.15 am – 11.30 am:

Resettlement and Capacity Building (Mr. Kishan Sugathapala, National
Building Research Organisation (NBRO).

Mr. Kishan Sugathapala from NBRO presented on the resettlement programme for a community that
had been affected by a landslide in Sri Lanka. In this process, the community were involved in the
house planning; furthermore, these resettlement programmes incorporated resilience factors.
Additionally, to increase the resettlement programme’s progress, the procedures and construction
were monitored by new technology such as drone pictures and mobile applications.
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Group Discussion:

11.45 am – 12.45 pm

Group Chair:

Dr. Kaushal Keraminiyage and Asst. Prof. Mushtaq Ahmad Jan

Group Members:

Dr. Muhammad Zulkarnain, Devindi Geekiyanage, Kamran Abid

1. How can we make participatory planning more accessible to a range of communities?
The strategy proposed is to introduce decentralized strategies with vertical and horizontal
collaboration. Initially, it is proposed to identify the appropriate stakeholders including local
government, communities and other interested parties. Then, community-based representatives
should be identified to convey the importance of the community contribution towards the ultimate
interventions. These representatives could include religious leaders, schoolteachers, community
leaders, health workers, local government representatives, political leaders and volunteers.
Additionally, recognition and identification of the diversity of the community and different types of
vulnerabilities is suggested as one of the strategies.
In terms of communication, effective modes of communication which talk to different ethnic groups,
age levels and cultural groups should be taken into consideration. Visual communication, paintings,
poster campaigns, and drama are effective modes of communication that can attract communities
towards involvement in participatory planning. Furthermore, the use of digital technology and social
media is likely to attract the younger generation.
2. What are the barriers to entry and how can they be lowered? What capacity and infrastructure
support are required within a community to engage with high-level experts and
decision-makers?
Barriers:
1. Bureaucratic approach
2. Centralized decision-making
3. Political influence
4. Non-familiarity of officials with participatory methods and their benefits
5. Exclusion of community properties at the planning stage
6. Non-familiarity of community with technologies
7. Gaps in translation in between community and the policymakers
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Capacity and infrastructure support:
1. Decentralization
2. Involvement of local elected representatives as intermediates
3. Training
4. Strong community networks

3. What methods and approaches to engagement can build an appreciation of the different, yet
equally valid, perspectives on problems of risk and resilience?
1. Viewing problems/solutions from system thinking perspective
2. Social mobilization as a tool for community engagement
3. Adopting the living lab concept and participatory action research approach
4. Digital humanitarianism

4. How can decision support tools be deployed to encourage flexibility and responsiveness in
policy environments and among decision-makers?
1. Guidelines for decision-making in risk-sensitive urban development from various
perspectives
2. Create a platform where stakeholders can easily share their perspectives and build
consensus events for understanding trade-off
3. Training modules on equitable resilience and risk-sensitive urban development
4. Integration of inclusive and equitable resilience into the curriculum
5. Internet of things on risk-sensitive urban development

5. What types of educational events, simulation exercises can be used to enhance community
and decision-maker understanding of the trade-offs inherent in development choices and
risks?
1. Conferences and symposiums
2. Seminars
3. Workshops (National level)
4. Community mapping using a participatory research approach and tools
5. Launching of a national round table in every community
6. Participatory approach
7. Developing games
8. Exhibition
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6. Output: 2 x Conference Papers (M18, M24); Journal Paper (M33) What the titles of papers
coming out of this theme?
1. Challenges and barriers in the participatory planning process for risk-sensitive urban
developments
2. Assessment of decision support tools encouraging flexible responses from different
stakeholders
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Joint Chair: Prof. Bingunath Ingirige and Dr. Khamarrul Azahari Razak
Group Members: - Dr. Wan Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani, Dr. Amjad Ali, Pavithra Ganeshu, and
Srimal Samansiri
1. How can we make participatory planning more accessible to a range of communities?
1. Implement festivals and cultural events/festivals/weekly market meeting with community
and get their ideas
2. Choose a shopping mall to undertake a session – to generate public participation (practiced
in Malaysia)
3. Social media
4. Give authorization/ownership/visibility (give identification, giving recognition of community
representatives)
5. Provide mockup of the urban development
6. Policy level change to make public participation mandatory
2. What are the barriers to entry and how can they be lowered? What capacity and infrastructure
support are required within a community to engage with high-level experts and decision-makers?
Barriers:
1. Public participation not included in policies (Pakistan)
2. Exclusion of community participation in the planning stage
3. Bureaucracy – no platform for public participation
4. Issue related to BRT – failed to solve a local issue
5. Lack of public participation – e.g. design of house for displaced community (no consultation
with community Sri Lanka)
6. Corruption
7. Political influences
8. Centralized decision-making
Lowering way/methods and approach:
1. Real-time complaint system
2. Create social media facilities (WhatsApp group by giving mobiles)
3. Political network at the local level (political parties’ representatives deals with public –
practiced in Malaysia)
4. Implement decentralized strategies - with vertical and horizontal collaboration
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5. Understand the diversity of a community (stakeholders). Facilitate the ‘missing dots’ to
connect with government and community
Output - Research papers:
5. Digital tool for community engagement
6. Social mapping technique through the living lab approach
7. Culturally sensitive community approach for better public participation
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Joint Chairs:

Dr. Udayangani Kulatunga and Dr. Noralfishah Sulaiman

Group Members:

Dr. Menaha Thayaparan, Mr. Hisham Tariq, Ms. Umber Nazir, and Dr. Wan
Nurul Mardiah Wan Mohd Rani.

1. How can we make participatory planning more accessible to a range of communities?
Below are the types of community:
1. Practice Based
2. Geographically Located
3. Culture Based
Given below are the points written down by the members of the group to involve communities
in participatory planning:
1. Conducting events
2. Conducting workshops
3. Agile meetings
4. Including community members/community leaders in the planning at every stage
5. Bottom up approach
6. Ensuring participation of decision-makers and the community throughout the process.
Listed below are the barriers and how they can be lowered for participatory planning:
1. Poverty – Can be lowered by giving people income support, allowances or benefits.
2. Gender barrier – Provide an enabling environment: With regards to the women:
participation/type of activities -> Feminism Context
3. Cultural barrier – Multi-cultural planner should be involved to provide a better
environment.
4. Lack of trust – Improve empowerment/positive re-enforcement.
Given below is a table on the capacity and infrastructure support required within a community
to engage with high level experts and decision-makers:
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Table 1: Information given by the group members during the discussion
Capacity

Infrastructure

Knowledge and Resource Person

Community Halls

Community Leaders

Meeting Places

Trust & Integrity

Youth Centres

Mobilisers/Influential individuals

Faith Centres

Data Gatekeepers (Agencies, Leaders,

Social Networks Physical/

Communities)

Technological

Elected Representative/Counsellor

Forums

Private Sector Business Representative

TRANSCEND Living Lab

Below are listed the methods for, and approaches to, engagement:
1. Interrelationships – social network (physical/technological), interdependency/
cascading effect.
2. Perspective – multiple perspective entity/stakeholders/community, silo approach.
3. Boundaries – competitive, collaboration, configurational (agile).
Listed below are the decision support tools:
1. Community booth
2. Exhibition on policies/ documents
3. MOBILISE platform
4. TRANSCEND
5. Living Lab
Educational Events:
1. Games/Group exercises
2. Exhibitions
3. Community booth in universities
4. Role play, drama, art
5. Workshops
6. Classes
7. Conferences
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Listed below are the journal and conference paper titles the group put forward:
1. Participatory planning for risk sensitive urban development. Keywords: urban planning,
risk-sensitive development. Case study: Malaysia, Pakistan, Sri Lanka.
2. Social participatory framework for a living lab.
a. Keywords: living lab, social, community, society
3. Community based planning dynamics: the TRANSCEND approach
a. Keywords: community, dynamics, transcend, society
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Session 8:

Adaptive Governance

2.15 pm – 2.30 pm:

Presentation on Adaptive Governance (Prof. Marie-Christine Therrien)

Prof. Marie Christine Therrien presented on adaptive governance. She mainly focused on
organizational networks in terms of collaboration and organizational boundary works. A lot of
research has been conducted in-network; applying this in an organizational context helps to
understand the complexity and performance of individual organizations. Strong procedural
arrangements and strengthening policies create difficulties about a lot of stakeholders’ involvement.
Change from this silo approach is difficult.
One of her studies in organizational network governance was presented. It included organizations’
works within policy perspectives, and organizations’ works within a ground-level resilience view.
Further network analysis can help stakeholders to identify their position in organizational networks,
and to identify conflicts of interest and their functional performance. The study showed that there
are issues regarding sharing with others and increasing collaboration. Therefore, boundary spanning
is necessary.
Organizations need to be more willing to exchange information and share. A new approach to
decision-making boundaries and multi governance required. Thus, understanding boundary works is
important. Three types of boundary works have been identified (competitive boundary work,
configurational boundary work and collaborative boundary work). In competitive boundary work,
people try to improve their boundary to protect their organization; they do not want any
organizations to influence their work. Configurational boundary work represents the configuration of
the patterns of collaboration by understanding how to differentiate and integrate groups. In
collaborative boundary work, people think about how to increase collaboration between
organizations. For example, some sort of negotiation to decrease their boundary and to share
common gadgets between organizations to make their sharing and collaboration easier. However,
management challenges are a very important limitation of collaboration. Trust and how to sensibly
operate a network are needed to be built/understood before information exchanges take place.

Identifying the difference between boundary work and boundary spanning is important. Boundary
spanning, particularly, requires the crossing of structures and merging self-interest. Individuals can
determine what can be crossed and what can be shared.

Page 29 of 31

Networks need regular scanning and monitoring once or twice in a year for updating and
maintenance (as there can be modification from time to time).
Suggestions were put forward for future studies such as how to use boundary work to increase
network/collaboration? How to implement resilience through organizational networks? And
additionally, rethinking on how to operate a network between policy formation and implementation,
a clear understanding on the capacities of boundary spanning.
A summary of the question and answer session that was utilized in the presentation is given below.
1. What is the procedure that you have followed for a social network analysis of organizations?
How does one identify the quality of links/strength of links in organizations, within
organizations?
What is your experience of coming together?

Identifying all possible organizations that could be in the network and then sending a
questionnaire to them to identify their position in the network and the network links. For
example, in the case of two organizations named A and B, while A talks about B and B talks
about A, note what they are talking about each other.

2. In the forum (created for collaboration), each time every person comes, how do you
maintain the consistency? (boundary crossing person) Can you come up with any example
for resilience network forum?

There are times when someone is not continuously available (boundary risk/barriers), we
trust their organization and give them a chance to enter the network to develop their
organization. Therefore, trust is important.

Example of Formal structures?
By using agreement and legitimacy
E.g.: forum in the UK
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3. Example of Informal structure?
Invite people or organizational representatives as advisors to support innovators (not
representing the organizations formally). Furthermore, from network analysis, it is
understood that there is less formal structure available between the organizations; there are
mostly informal connections available to achieve/activate their goals other than
policy/legitimacy/agreement.

4. What is your recommendation to overcome these issues?
Identify people who are good in their negotiation capacity in the organizations who can be
contacted to help to make decision-making from a resilience viewpoint. Also provide space
to an organization in the networks by identifying who is working in resilience right now, who
is missing and what is the missing value?
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