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Abstract

Urban green infrastructure (UGI) depends on connections between spatial planning, project
delivery and long-term operation. This article develops a conceptual, document-based
assessment of those connections using Singapore as a reference case and Shanghai as a
prospective application context. Six analytical dimensions organise five governance link-
ages: planning to project rules; spatial networks to differentiated uses; interagency project
delivery; professional stewardship to operational data; and participation to access and
care. A source-level mapping makes the distinction between documented arrangements,
institutional reports and proposed applications explicit. A 2025 professional study visit
supplies contextual background, not interview or outcome data. The Singapore materials
describe instruments joining governance functions, but do not establish continuous imple-
mentation or causal effects. Shanghai’s publicly released 2026–2030 ecological-space plan
contains related commitments whose project-level operation remains untested. Four fit
conditions address authority and accountability, spatial and climatic suitability, operating
capacity, and public value. An illustrative application to published research on Portland
shows how these conditions can structure questions outside Asia without demonstrating
successful transfer. The contribution is an auditable heuristic for locating interfaces that
require investigation, rather than an evaluation of city performance or a validated model of
policy transfer.

Keywords: urban green infrastructure; landscape governance; policy implementation;
policy transfer; document analysis; stewardship; Singapore; Shanghai

1. Introduction
Urban green space is no longer expected to serve only as amenity planting or recre-

ational land. Parks, greenways, waterways, streetscapes, building greenery, and conser-
vation areas are increasingly planned as a land-based urban landscape system that can
mitigate heat, retain and convey stormwater, support biodiversity, improve health, en-
able active mobility, and strengthen social life [1–4]. This shift has expanded the policy
vocabulary from parks and beautification to urban green infrastructure (UGI), blue–green
infrastructure (BGI), nature-based solutions, ecological networks, and urban resilience. The
common premise is that connected and multifunctional green and blue spaces can deliver
more value than isolated sites [3–6].
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The implementation record, however, is uneven. Connectivity and multifunctionality
may be articulated at the regional or citywide planning level but fragmented during land
allocation, greenway alignment, project approval, procurement, construction, and main-
tenance [7–10]. Agencies may share broad sustainability goals while retaining separate
budgets, technical standards, asset registers, and performance indicators. A river restora-
tion project can therefore be designed as a landscape, drainage facility, habitat, and public
space, yet later be managed through disconnected operational regimes. The problem is not
only how much green space a city possesses, but whether spatial planning, project delivery,
stewardship, and learning form a continuous institutional process.

Singapore is widely documented as a case of long-term urban greening. Its trajectory
from a “Garden City” to a “City in a Garden” and subsequently a “City in Nature” is
associated with statutory land-use planning, an island-wide network of parks and con-
nectors, blue–green projects, vertical greenery, professional horticultural capacity, tree
management, and community gardening [11–17]. Yet visible landscapes can invite super-
ficial lesson-drawing. Tropical vegetation, iconic developments, a city-state government,
and comparatively concentrated public authority are not readily reproduced in a large
metropolitan region.

Shanghai offers a prospective application context with a larger and more heteroge-
neous administrative territory. Its ecological-space planning encompasses parks, green-
ways, waterfronts and peri-urban landscapes [18–20]. The publicly released 2026–2030 plan
reports 1100 parks as its 2025 baseline and sets directions for their further development [21].
A stated planning commitment is the relevant evidence here; its fulfilment is a separate
empirical question.

The comparison concerns governance functions and the conditions under which
lessons might be adapted. Dolowitz and Marsh distinguish policy learning from incom-
plete or inappropriate transfer [22], while collaborative-governance research examines the
conditions for collective action [23]. Policy-mobilities scholarship draws attention to the
transformation of policies as they circulate [24]. Accordingly, this article does not treat a
Singapore programme as a fixed package that can be installed elsewhere. It asks which
actor–instrument relationships would have to be reconstructed locally.

Existing scholarship documents Singapore’s greening history, greenways, biophilic
urbanism, water-sensitive projects and horticultural participation [11,12,15,16,25,26]. UGI
research already addresses integration and governance, including the GREEN SURGE
project [3–10]. Shanghai studies examine thermal mitigation and well-being [27,28], and
the Valencia–Mexico City comparison explicitly examines the governance context of BGI in
public space [29]. The contribution sought here is narrower than a new general theory: a
source-linked account of the interfaces between familiar governance functions, followed by
a bounded assessment of the evidence needed for application in Shanghai.

This study addresses that gap through three research questions:

• Which connections between UGI governance functions are explicitly described in the
selected Singapore sources?

• Which corresponding commitments are documented in Shanghai, and what additional
evidence would be needed to assess their operation?

• How can institutional, spatial and climatic, operational, and public-value conditions
structure a prospective assessment of these linkages?

The article contributes an implementation-chain heuristic and an explicit separation
of documentary findings from prospective applications. Its six dimensions draw on es-
tablished UGI and implementation scholarship; its five linkages group concrete interfaces
for examination. Neither the number of dimensions nor the Singapore arrangements are
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claimed to be unique. The contribution rests on traceability from a source to an institutional
connection and to the limits of the inference that can be drawn.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Comparative Design and Case Selection

This is a conceptual, document-based study with an asymmetric design. Singapore
supplies examples of formally described governance arrangements. Shanghai supplies
a policy context in which analogous functions and evidence needs are identified. The
analysis does not evaluate transfer already undertaken, compare equivalent implementa-
tion datasets, or estimate governance effects. The term “comparison” therefore refers to a
structured contrast of documented functions and contextual conditions.

Singapore’s reported 2025 land area was 736.3 km2 and its total population 6.11 mil-
lion [30,31]. Shanghai covers 6340.5 km2 and reported approximately 24.85 million perma-
nent residents at the end of 2025 [32,33]. The population denominators differ and are used
only to situate scale. Singapore combines national and metropolitan functions within a
city-state. Shanghai is a province-level municipality with district and neighbourhood-level
implementation responsibilities. Table 1 identifies the planning interfaces relevant to this
asymmetry; Section 4.2 treats climate as a contextual fit condition rather than an additional
governance dimension.

2.2. Evidence Base and Scope

The evidence consists of public planning and programme documents, statistics and
published research. To make the revised interpretation inspectable, a focused mapping
was prepared during revision for 15 primary web records: 14 Singapore records spanning
the six governance functions and the public Shanghai 2026–2030 plan. These records were
purposively selected from the manuscript’s policy sources for explicit instruments, actors or
operating applications, rather than for outcome coverage. Supplementary Material S1 lists
every mapped record, its issuing body, date or version, locator and assigned dimensions.
Other references supply conceptual, historical or contextual support and are not counted
as additional coded records. This is a bounded source mapping, not a systematic literature
review or an exhaustive inventory of implementation evidence.

One author’s professional visit to Singapore in November 2025 helped identify rel-
evant sites and questions. The programme included institutional briefings, lectures, site
visits and exchanges with NParks personnel and project or site managers. The available
daily summaries document activities from 16 to 28 November; the itinerary in Supple-
mentary Material S1 reports those entries and their page locations. These summaries do
not establish the full travel period or a return date. Programme records do not establish
individual attendance at every optional activity. Observations and unrecorded exchanges
are background only: they are not research interviews, a coded field dataset, or independent
corroboration of agency claims.

2.3. Analytical Framework and Comparative Procedure

The framework is a literature-informed heuristic. Connectivity and multifunctionality
inform its spatial focus [3–6], while GREEN SURGE and governance research already ad-
dress integration, collaboration and capacity [8–10,22,23]. Implementation theory cautions
that policy objectives do not specify how ambiguity, conflict and authority will be resolved
in practice [34]. The six dimensions organise the source mapping described below:

• D1 Strategic commitment: Policy authority and continuity across planning horizons.
• D2 Spatial integration: Connections and differentiated functions across parks, water-

ways, corridors, streets and other green spaces.
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• D3 Cross-sector delivery: Assignment and coordination of responsibilities in project
preparation and delivery.

• D4 Life-cycle stewardship: Professional capacity, procurement, inspection, mainte-
nance and renewal duties.

• D5 Monitoring and feedback: Asset information, operational records and their docu-
mented use in decisions.

• D6 Societal embedding: Participation, access rules and arrangements for public care.

Each of the 15 records was mapped to one or more dimensions using explicit content,
with a brief extraction of instrument, named actor, application and reported output or
commitment. The mapping distinguishes formal provisions from agency descriptions of
practice; neither category independently demonstrates effects. Figure 1 gives the resulting
six-to-five crosswalk. A governance linkage requires an identifiable actor or instrument
connecting at least two functions across one or more cited records. Shared vocabulary alone
is insufficient. These are the five linkages presented in Section 3.2, replacing the original
term “mechanisms” because the materials cannot establish causal processes. The mapping
does not claim saturation, independent duplicate coding or inter-coder reliability. Readers
can inspect and contest each assignment in Supplementary Material S1.

Figure 1. Crosswalk from six analytical dimensions to five governance linkages. Filled cells identify
the dimensions used to interpret each linkage; source IDs refer to Supplementary Material S1.
Membership is an analytical assignment, not a causal effect or a frequency score.

The “implementation chain” is an analytical representation of connected governance
functions, not a fixed temporal sequence or a demonstrated causal chain. Planning, main-
tenance and public use may overlap; operational experience may prompt revised rules
or designs. Feedback arrows in Figure 2 represent relationships to investigate, not effects
established by this study. Four fit conditions then organise prospective application: institu-
tional authority and accountability; spatial and climatic suitability; operating resources and
capabilities; and public value, including access and ecological protection. These conditions
guide inquiry, rather than calculating a transferability score.

2.4. Comparability and Researcher Positionality

Park inventories and access indicators are not harmonised. For example, a 2021
Singapore announcement states a 2030 goal of all households being within a ten-minute
walk of a park [35]. Shanghai’s 2026–2030 plan instead specifies park service-radius
coverage exceeding 93% in the main urban area [21]. These are targets with different units
and denominators, not comparable observations of residents’ walking access. A future
comparison would require a shared walking-network threshold, entrances and opening
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hours, eligible green-space categories, population grid and reference year. No composite
ranking or inferred accessibility advantage is reported.

Figure 2. Proposed evidence path for testing a governance linkage. Solid arrows indicate the main
steps and inputs in the proposed analytical pathway, whereas the dashed arrow denotes a possible
feedback relationship to investigate. The four fit conditions guide the site-level examination. The
figure presents a research design, not observed transfer, causal effects, or demonstrated outcomes.

The authors work in Shanghai public landscape institutions, and the funding includes
support from the Shanghai Landscaping and City Appearance Administrative Bureau,
which issued the plan under examination. These professional relationships may influence
issue selection and interpretation and are disclosed here and in the back matter. Practitioner
familiarity motivates questions about handover, maintenance and data responsibility, but
is not presented as independent evidence of Shanghai implementation. The analysis uses
public provisions rather than unpublished employer information to support its Shang-
hai findings. No interviews, project contracts or operational audits were collected for
this article.

Table 1. Planning and administrative terms relevant to the documentary comparison.

Term or Level Operational Meaning Relevance to the Interface

Singapore planning
horizons

Long-term strategy frames land needs: the statutory
Master Plan specifies land use and density;
development controls address sites [36–38].

A strategic objective and a project
requirement have different authority.

Shanghai planning
levels

Municipal master planning frames spatial
development; sectoral five-year plans set

programme directions; district and site decisions
give local effect [18,19,21].

A citywide direction does not
establish a district budget or

operating agreement.

District and
subdistrict

A district is an administrative tier within Shanghai.
A subdistrict office is a district government’s

neighbourhood-level agency; it is not an
independent city government.

Neighbourhood coordination does
not automatically confer land-use

approval or asset ownership.

Public institution and
asset owner

A public institution provides a public service under
a designated mandate. An asset owner holds

ownership or custodial responsibility; an operator or
contractor may be a different entity.

Service delivery, ownership,
commissioning and maintenance

must be distinguished for each site.
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3. Results
3.1. Planning Contexts and Administrative Interfaces

The relevant comparison is between responsibilities spanning planning and operation.
In Singapore, the long-term plan frames land needs over at least 50 years, while the
statutory Master Plan guides development over approximately 10–15 years and is reviewed
every five years [36,37]. Development controls give these objectives a site-level expression.
Shanghai’s municipal Master Plan and sectoral five-year plans provide different types of
direction [18,19,21]; district delivery and site management cannot be read directly from the
existence of either plan.

Table 1 gives operational glosses for the planning and administrative terms used
below. A citywide strategy, a statutory land-use provision, a sectoral programme and a
management contract have different authority. Their alignment must be demonstrated at
the relevant interface rather than assumed from their inclusion in a planning hierarchy.

Three Shanghai instruments also require clarification. “Park opening and sharing”
concerns expanded public use of existing green spaces and facilities, including institution-
associated greenery; it does not itself transfer ownership. The Outer Ring ecological park
belt is a spatial connectivity programme around the Outer Ring corridor. The planned
industry spatial map is an integrated spatial information instrument for the sector. Each can
be examined through the functions it is meant to connect, without assuming a completed
operating arrangement [21].

3.2. Five Documented Governance Linkages in Singapore
3.2.1. L1 Planning Objectives and Project Rules

Singapore’s greening trajectory supplies the historical context [11,12]. Current strat-
egy connects nature conservation and urban greening [13,14], but a strategy alone does
not explain project compliance. L1 concerns the interface between policy horizons and
spatial controls.

URA’s long-term and master-planning descriptions identify different planning hori-
zons [36,37,39]. Its LUSH development-control guidance provides a more concrete site
interface [38]. In the cited sports-and-recreation development handbook, landscape re-
placement requirements vary by location and development characteristics, and design
guidance includes maintenance considerations. This is evidence of a specified rule linking
planning and site design, not a uniform requirement for every development or an audit
of enforcement. The Parks and Trees Act supplies a distinct statutory basis for greenery
protection [40].

L1 combines D1 and D2. The documentary finding is the presence of named planning
instruments and site controls. Whether a project preserves the intended ecological function
after approval and construction requires compliance records and subsequent inspection.

3.2.2. L2 Spatial Networks and Differentiated Uses

Network planning connects park nodes and linear spaces whose functions dif-
fer [16,17,41]. L2 links spatial integration with public-use arrangements (D2 and D6), rather
than treating every green corridor as an interchangeable recreational route.

The joint URA–NParks account of the Rail Corridor Central reopening describes
improved access alongside habitat-sensitive design, including the absence of night light-
ing [35]. It supplies a specific example of reconciling access and ecological use within a
corridor. The account reports a project configuration; it does not establish biodiversity
gains or an optimal access regime.

NParks specifies designated trails, restrictions on certain activities, opening hours
and permit requirements for nature parks and reserves [42]. Those rules show how spa-
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tial access is differentiated. Compliance and the distribution of benefits would need
separate observation.

The connection with multifunctionality scholarship [3,4,6] is therefore operational:
assigning several functions to the same land also requires decisions about where, when
and by whom it may be used.

3.2.3. L3 Interagency Project Delivery

L3 concerns the connection between spatial objectives and joint delivery responsibili-
ties (D2 and D3). A shared sustainability objective is insufficient evidence of coordination;
the source must identify an actual project interface or assignment of roles.

PUB describes the Kallang River transformation at Bishan–Ang Mo Kio Park as a
joint project with NParks [43]. The park landscape also accommodates flood conveyance.
PUB reports that bioengineering techniques were tested before installation, illustrating the
need for local technical adaptation within a joint project. Liao’s study situates the project
within Singapore’s ABC Waters practice [25]. These records identify the collaboration and
design arrangement, but do not disclose a complete contract, dispute-resolution process or
long-term allocation of costs.

3.2.4. L4 Professional Stewardship and Operational Data

L4 links life-cycle stewardship and operational information (D4 and D5), with procure-
ment as an interface to D3. CUGE’s training programmes describe professional capacity
development [44]. The Landscape Company Register connects qualifications to eligi-
bility: its published FAQ specifies registration requirements for government landscape
contracts [45]. This is a concrete relationship between provider capacity and procurement,
not evidence that registration guarantees ecological performance.

NParks’ 2023 announcement links a new maintenance tender at Bishan–Ang Mo Kio
district to digital work processes, a central management platform and contractor inspection
duties with referral to NParks staff [46]. GovTech’s TreesSG account describes asset infor-
mation and also records technical difficulties encountered during system development [47].
Such details qualify a frictionless digitalisation narrative. Both remain institutional ac-
counts; neither independently measures effects on tree risk, cost or service quality.

The interpretation belongs within established UGI governance debates, including
GREEN SURGE [8]. Thorne et al.’s Portland research identifies uncertainty and institutional
barriers to BGI adoption [10], supporting attention to the capacity to sustain operation. Our
proposed examination of maintenance budgets and contract horizons follows from that
problem; these sources do not establish that a particular procurement duration is optimal.
The testable interface is whether a funded operating duty persists when construction
finishes and providers or information systems change.

3.2.5. L5 Participation in Access and Care

Community in Bloom describes support for establishing and managing community
gardens, while Friends of the Parks describes community involvement around particular
parks [48,49]. URA’s Master Plan engagement provides a separate channel for public
input into planning [50]. These arrangements connect participation with spaces and
care responsibilities (D2, D4 and D6). Their presence does not establish representative
participation or the influence of participants on decisions.

L5 concerns who can participate in managing or shaping a space. It differs from
L2, which concerns the spatial allocation of uses and access. Participation can include
gardening, monitoring or planning input; its suitability depends on site permissions and
ecological limits [42].
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Figure 1 makes the many-to-many correspondence explicit. The six dimensions remain
analytical lenses; L1–L5 are the five groupings used consistently in Section 3.2 and Table 2.
Together they locate institutional interfaces for investigation without demonstrating a
complete chain in every Singapore project.

Table 2. Five governance linkages and corresponding Shanghai policy commitments. All Shanghai
entries concern stated policy, not verified operation.

Linkage and Dimensions Shanghai Commitment and
Locator in [21] Evidence Boundary

L1 Planning and rules
D1, D2

Task allocation and coordinated
implementation; implementation

safeguards, Section VIII.

A stated coordination duty does not
demonstrate project compliance.

L2 Networks and uses
D2, D6

Outer Ring connectivity and opening
of green spaces; Section II, items 1–2.

Spatial intent does not establish
continuous or equitable access.

L3 Joint delivery
D2, D3

Cross-department implementation
coordination; Section VIII.

A coordination provision does not
disclose a joint project agreement.

L4 Stewardship and data
D3, D4, D5

Life-cycle park management and
sectoral spatial information; Section II,

item 3, and Section VI, item 15.

Operational budgets, contract terms
and information handovers

remain unverified.

L5 Participation and care
D2, D4, D6

Collaborative park governance and
multiple participants; Section II, item 3,

and Section VII, item 16.

Participation provisions do not
establish sustained representation

or care.

3.3. Documented Shanghai Commitments and Evidence Boundaries

Shanghai’s existing master and ecological-space plans provide a spatial and policy
context [18,19]. The publicly released 2026–2030 plan adds relevant commitments [21].
Table 2 maps these provisions to L1–L5 using explicit section locators. It reports correspon-
dence at the level of stated functions. A policy provision cannot demonstrate whether a
district, asset owner or contractor has put that function into routine operation.

The public plan makes its provisions inspectable but remains an official account of
intended development. The Shanghai column is therefore labelled “documented commit-
ment”, and the final column states what the source does not establish. Questions for future
testing are developed separately in Section 4.3.

L4 combines stewardship and information. Table 2 uses the same five groupings
and labels as Section 3.2 and Figure 1. The table’s analytical result is the limited corre-
spondence between documented functions; it is not a finding that the proposed linkages
work in Shanghai.

4. Discussion
4.1. Contribution and Relationship to Established Frameworks

The selected records identify concrete interfaces: a planning requirement applied to a
site, shared delivery of a water–park project, and a maintenance programme connected
to data and inspection responsibilities. They do not show that these interfaces operate
continuously across Singapore. The implementation-chain heuristic makes that distinction
visible by requiring evidence at the connection between functions, rather than inferring
continuity from a list of programmes.

The dimensions overlap deliberately with UGI planning and governance scholar-
ship [3,4,6,8]. The heuristic does not supersede GREEN SURGE or the policy cycle. Its
narrower use is to ask whether a spatial objective retains an actor, instrument and operating
responsibility as it moves into delivery and care. Implementation theory’s attention to
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ambiguity and conflict explains why an apparently coherent policy design can leave such
responsibilities unresolved [34].

The Valencia–Mexico City study [29] offers an appropriate comparative reference
because it treats BGI public space through its governance context. Here, that contextual
focus is carried into questions about the authority and resources behind each interface.
We do not infer that either city validates the Singapore linkages. Similarly, a biophilic
landscape account [15] can describe urban form without establishing the durability of the
institutional arrangements supporting it.

4.2. Four Conditions for Prospective Application

Policy transfer involves selection and reinterpretation in a receiving setting [22,24].
Accordingly, the prospective unit of learning is an actor–instrument relationship, such
as the allocation of responsibility for inspection and maintenance, rather than a finished
landscape or agency structure. “Policy” here includes spatial planning, environmental
regulation, procurement, funding and participation arrangements.

In Shanghai, project-system scholarship directs attention to the relationship between
higher-level priorities, project resources and local implementation [51]. Research on
campaign-style enforcement shows that resource mobilization and authority can alter
compliance [52]; it does not show that Shanghai’s parks are governed by campaigns. These
perspectives require a distinction between temporary delivery mobilization and funded
routine care. National–municipal and municipal–district fiscal relationships are also differ-
ent interfaces: a citywide mandate does not by itself identify which budget bears a site’s
recurring costs. This study has no district fiscal or contract dataset from which to diagnose
their adequacy.

Institutional fit requires an authorized decision maker and a clear allocation of respon-
sibility across scales. Spatial and climatic fit requires adaptation to site structure, hazards
and ecological processes: Shanghai’s seasonal temperature and rainfall regime calls for local
planting, inspection and drainage specifications, not imported tropical parameters. No
climatic threshold or quantified transfer limit is estimated. Operating fit concerns recurrent
finance, skills, procurement and data upkeep. Public-value fit concerns who benefits, who
undertakes care, and how access is balanced with ecological protection. The four conditions
structure inquiry; none is established merely by identifying a policy counterpart.

4.3. Proposed Tests for Shanghai and an Illustrative Application

Five prospective tests follow from the linkages. They are research proposals, not
results or requirements contained in Shanghai’s plan. For L1, trace one network or resilience
objective from a plan through an actual project brief, approval, handover and later review.
Record where the objective is retained, changed or lost and who has authority to resolve
the change.

For L2, examine a corridor crossing administrative or asset boundaries. Compare the
intended network role with permissions, access hours and maintenance responsibilities at
each boundary. This would test institutional continuity at a spatial link without treating
corridor length as evidence of connectivity in use.

For L3, examine the brief and agreements for a project combining park and water
functions. Identify the responsibilities and funding attached to design changes, public
safety, acceptance and subsequent repairs. Evidence of a joint committee alone would not
establish the allocation of these duties.

For L4, follow selected assets from handover into maintenance records and later
procurement. Test whether identifiers, inspection duties, corrective actions and recurring
budgets remain connected when staff or providers change. A comparison of contract
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horizons would need to consider costs, provider participation and ecological maturation,
rather than assume that longer contracts perform better.

For L5, examine how a participation arrangement allocates decisions and care duties.
Record whose views are represented, the professional support available, continuity over
time, and whether access or ecological safeguards change. Attendance totals alone would
be insufficient.

A future study could select contrasting Shanghai sites and collect project briefs, con-
tracts, budget records and maintenance logs, supplemented by appropriately designed
interviews. Figure 2 illustrates the evidence path and possible feedback relationships for
such a study. No pilot is reported as completed here.

An illustrative non-Asian application uses the Portland setting described by
Thorne et al. [10], rather than adding a third empirical case. Their study concerns barriers
and uncertainty in BGI adoption. Institutional fit would ask which agency can reconcile
street and stormwater duties; spatial and climatic fit would ask how wet-season runoff and
dry-season care affect specifications; operating fit would examine maintenance funding and
responsibility; and public-value fit would examine whose concerns enter the choice and
care of facilities. These are our proposed applications of the four conditions to a published
setting, not findings about present-day Portland or evidence that Singapore arrangements
have transferred successfully. Wider usefulness therefore concerns the questions the heuris-
tic can organise.

4.4. Limitations and Research Agenda

The central limitation is the nature of the evidence. The mapped records chiefly de-
scribe official arrangements and agency-reported practice. Agreement among pages from
the same institutional system is not independent triangulation. The study visit supplies
context but does not remedy this limitation. Even concrete examples, including digital-
isation difficulties, leave failures, informal bargaining and routine contractor behaviour
incompletely observed.

The study neither estimates ecological or social effects nor verifies the sequence
through which a governance arrangement produces them. A causal mechanism claim
would require evidence on actual decisions, actions, intermediate processes and alternative
explanations. The term “linkage” is used to keep the present contribution within its
documentary basis.

The focused 15-record mapping makes selected interpretations inspectable but is
not exhaustive and cannot establish that the linkages are unique, prevalent or sufficient.
The Shanghai application is prospective and relies on planning provisions. The Portland
illustration demonstrates a use of the questions, not external validation.

Further research should combine project documentation, operational records and
participant evidence across multiple sites and periods. It should examine conflicting
responsibilities, costs and distributional effects, as well as successful coordination. Equity
remains material because UGI provision and benefits can be uneven [7].

5. Conclusions
This article organises six established governance functions into five source-linked

interfaces for studying UGI implementation. Singapore’s documents identify arrange-
ments connecting rules, spatial uses, delivery, stewardship, information and participation.
The evidence supports a conceptual account of those connections, not a finding that an
uninterrupted implementation chain causes better urban outcomes.

Shanghai’s public planning record offers counterparts at the level of stated commit-
ments. Whether those commitments become durable project and operating arrangements
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remains to be tested. The four fit conditions specify issues for prospective investiga-
tion, and the proposed evidence path connects each question to inspectable project or
operational records.

The practical contribution is to make an implementation claim answerable: identify
the objective, the responsible actors and instruments, the handover between functions, and
the evidence needed to determine what happens afterwards. Applications beyond the two
settings require their own contextual and operational evidence.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https://www.
mdpi.com/article/10.3390/land15101810/s1, File S1. Study-visit itinerary and revision-stage documen-
tary mapping, including source identifiers, locators, dimension assignments and evidence boundaries.
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