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Resetting the clock by integrating urban
nature and its biodiversity into the 15-minute
city concept

Nadja Kabisch 1 & Monika Egerer 2

The 15-minute city concept promotes accessibility to daily needs within mul-
tifunctional neighbourhoods but often overlooks urban nature and biodi-
versity,missing anopportunity tomergehuman andnon-human requirements
into urban design. In this perspective, we propose integrating urban nature
and its biodiversity into the 15-minute city concept tomeet both human needs
and biodiversity conservation goals. This integration requires urban planning
to incorporate natural elements with high social-ecological value, such as
pocket parks and community gardens, to support social cohesion, recreation,
and habitat connectivity. Aligning with global biodiversity initiatives, this
approach can enhance urban life for both people and nature.

Amajority of theworld’s humanpopulation lives in cities today, while a
majority of theworld’s plant and animal populations are threatened by
human settlement encroachment1. Urbanisation and the impact on
biodiversity creates two fundamental challenges in the anthropocene:
to push for sustainable urbandevelopment for people, and tomaintain
and create liveable habitat for nature and its biodiversity in and around
human settlements. Although these contemporary challenges are
related, solutions to address them remain largely separate2. For
example, public administration in urban planning may have different
interests than environmental protection agencies and limited com-
munication between actors, which may result in differences between
the implementation of environmental and spatial planning policies3,4.

Missing institutional mechanisms may limit the capacity of urban
planners to effectively integrate nature conservation objectives5.
Fragmented organizational structures that hinder communication
among planning and environmental professionals can further lead to
missed opportunities to develop urban environments for people and
nature. A strategic alignment of different urban planning strategies
through the collaboration of residential, infrastructure, green and blue
infrastructure, social and health departments may increase the liva-
bility of urban environments for people and nature6. Such a strategic
alignment requires new planning and conservation concepts and/or
frameworks that allows an integrated, collaborative work towards
shared goals. In other words, we need approaches that can be a win-

win for both objectives, creating livable cities for both human and non-
human life.

One urban planning concept that we see that has win-win poten-
tial for working towards shared goals is the increasingly popular “15-
minute city” urban planning concept. The 15-minute city concept aims
to reorganize urban life within a multifunctional urban neighborhood,
in which all the necessary functions and needs of city dwellers (living,
working, shopping, education or recreation) can be reached within
15minutes by bike or on foot7. The idea of a 15-minute city is that city
dwellers find essential necessary activity options and functions already
in their neighborhoods, reducing the need for driving or public
transport8. A 15-minute city may also foster relationships with neigh-
bors, a senseof place, and improve the social connectednesswithin the
neighborhood. Thinking in minutes to the next proximate activity or
function, rather than in distance, is suggested to reduce car trip
duration and travel time, limit potential encounters with urban stres-
sors (e.g., traffic, noise) and enhance theoverall quality of human life in
the city. The 15-minute city is one of several urban planning concepts
emerging for contemporary urban life, with some potential drawbacks
including risks of gentrification, social segregation, and the so far
limited availability of data on efficiency of social and environmental
services at larger scales9. Nevertheless, this proximity-focused “city of
short distances” has attracted international attention and has been
implemented in neighborhoods anddistricts in Paris,Melbourne,Oslo,
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Bogota and other cities across diverse socioeconomic and income
levels8,10–12. Indeed, a review in 2024 found that 98 cities worldwide
have adopted 15-minute city practices at the neighborhood to national
level, with 414 planning practices implemented12. Implementation in
different countries exists under concepts working towards parallel
objectives, such as ‘Complete Neighbourhoods’ in Portland (USA),
‘Superblocks’ in Barcelona (Spain), and ‘15-Minute Community Life
Cycle’ in Guangzhou (China)12.

However, what has largely been overlooked in the 15-minute city
implementation is the proximal needs of nature and non-human life.
The 15-minute concept was derived largely from an engineering, phy-
sics and mobility perspective where the focus is placed on human
needs, mobility, and activity10. There has been no focus on the
potential value of the 15-minute city concept for maintaining and
creating quality habitat for not just people and their daily needs and
activities, but also for supporting plant and animal life, i.e., con-
stituents of urban biodiversity. There is some mention of biodiversity
as a subsequent benefit of the 15-minute city in recent reviews of the
concept13, but an explicit incorporation of urban biodiversity’s needs
in the concept and in recommendations for its implementation from
the start is largely missing or not considered as a potential dual focus.
The 15-minute city has, thus, largely been “biodiversity blind” in urban
planning practice.

At the same time, cities worldwide are developing urban nature
and biodiversity strategies and implementing aims to conserve habitat
that is important for native and endemic species within metropolitan
areas14. At the national level, alliances and movements are building
networks for nature-oriented and biodiversity-oriented policies and
plans. For example, in Germany, over 428 cities, municipalities and
districts have committed to promoting species-rich natural areas in
residential and surrounding areas and benefit from recommendations
and support in implementation (“Municipalities for Biological Diver-
sity”or “Kommunen für Biologische Vielfalt” inGerman15). There is also
a growing movement around ‘Biodiversity Inclusive Design’6 and

‘biophilic design’, and subsequently a growing network of biophilic
cities that commit to create and maintain space for biodiversity in the
built environment16–19. Biophilic architecture concepts such as ‘Animal-
Aided Design’ propose a method to systematically integrate animals –
their life histories and subsequent needs—into the planning cycle of
urban planning and design processes at the local neighborhood to
landscape scale20. In Animal-Aided Design, the requirements of target
species set boundary conditions for the planning process, while also
inspiring the design itself.

In this perspective, we suggest that planning concepts such as the
15-minute city could align well with biodiversity conservation aims and
urban initiatives to bring nature back into the city and connect people
to nature and its biodiversity. In the context of global challenges such
as biodiversity loss, climate change, progressive urbanisation and the
extinction of nature experiences, we argue that it is critical to imple-
ment new ways of organizing urban coexistence for both people and
nature that also contribute to the livability of cities for all.

In what follows, we outline four principles for urbanplanning how
we propose the 15-minute city as one urban planning concept that can
support sustainable urban development to increase and maintain
livability for human and non-human life based on the four dimensions
of the concept7: proximity, density, diversity and digitalization. To
visualize, Fig. 1 develops Moreno and colleagues’ (2021) four dimen-
sion concept of activity options and functions necessary for 15-minute
neighborhoods (such as shown in ref. 21) further by presenting a bio-
diversity and ecological perspective. We discuss the feasibility, chal-
lenges and limitations of implementing the 15-minute city concept for
human and non-human needs and present recommendations on how
to overcome them and move forward.

Principle 1—people, plants, and animals all have
proximate needs
Important functions and needs of daily human life are accessible in the
15-minute neighborhood due to their proximity and density by means

Fig. 1 | The four dimensions of the 15-minute city concept with activity options
and functions transferred to a biodiversity and ecological perspective. Fig. 1.
Left part: The concept of the 15-minute city adapted from Moreno, C. et al.: Intro-
ducing the “15-minute city”: Sustainability, resilience and place identity in future
post-pandemic cities. Smart Cities 4, 93–111 (2021) published under CC-BY 4.0
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/ and adapted from Kabisch, N. &

Egerer, M. Die 15-Minuten-Stadt Paris: Ein Beispiel des stadtplanerischen Konzepts
einer klimaresilienten und gesunden Stadt der Zukunft. Geogr. Rundsch. 76, 24–27
(2024), https://www.westermann.de/anlage/4662519. Right part: The 15-minute city
concept from a biodiversity or ecological perspective. The used Figure elements
(graphics / icons) were customly drawn by Imre Sebestyén (unitgraphics.com).
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of sustainable mobility options. By focusing on the dimensions of
proximity and density, the 15-minute city concept would generate
independence from cars, reduce CO2 emissions and air pollution and
thus contribute to healthier, climate-resilient, sustainable cities. In
other words, having a high density of local amenities across the
neighborhood that support the needs and activities of residents,
means that people reduce travel time, thereby saving and optimizing
their time as well as minimizing their ecological footprint13.

Proximity and density are dimensions also relevant for plant and
animal species. Many mobile animal species such as wild bees or
beetles have dispersal distances of just a few hundredmeters,meaning
that a high density of proximate and connected habitat patches and
ecological niches distributed across a landscape with food and nesting
resources can be valuable for supporting species movement and
metapopulations. Hedgehogsmayuse connected networks of gardens
to move across the landscape, finding shelter within these habitats22.
Many well-connected parks and forest remnant patches can be
important for insects, birds and bats23–26. For example, close proximity
to other green spaces was a strong positive predictor of bird species
occupancy in over 100 green spaces in Mexico City, while as green
space isolation increased, bird richness or predicted occupancy
decreased25.

Thus, networks of green spaces add to landscape connectivity,
and can be a core component of a ‘proximate-thinking’ urban planning
and a city of short distances to work towards reconciling needs for
both humans and non-humans27–29. This is not just the case for people,
but for non-human life that benefits from multifunctional neighbor-
hoods with elements of green and blue infrastructure. The 15-minute
city needs not only to be a human-centered concept, but can also
consider connected habitat niches for non-human life of plants and
animals.

Principle 2—(small) size and density matters for people
and nature
Even small-scale amenities or habitat patches can have a powerful
aggregate impact on the livability of cities for people as well as for
biodiversity through their proximity and density, rather than e.g., just
one large park far away30. Small urban green spaces such as ‘pocket
parks’31 can promote healthy behaviors including physical activity and
social interactions for residents, and are perceived as attractive in
function and accessibility32,33. Small urban green spaces can also
increase a sense of community when equipped with age appropriate
infrastructure such as benches or playgrounds34, anddecrease levels of
psychological distress35. The availability of many small green spaces
that are densely distributed across a city landscape can also increase
people’s levels of general life satisfaction to contribute to overall
wellbeing36, improve social cohesion37,38, and frequent visits can be
easier to integrate into daily life when e.g. small pocket parks are
located close to one’s home. Hence, many small urban green spaces
located in proximity to people’s homes can provide similar positive
wellbeing outcomes as few larger urban green spaces39. This was par-
ticularly evident during the COVID-19 pandemic, in which lockdowns
and restricted mobility led to increased use and value of proximate
parks within people’s neighborhoods for recreation and socializing40.

While large, (semi-)natural urban green spaces are undoubtedly
important for maintaining populations of plants and insects41,42, small
urban green spaces in high density, well connected and distributed
across the urban landscape can also support the taxonomic and
functional diversity of plants and animals through the provisioning of
food and shelter. For example, high bird species richness in green
spaces less than 5 ha was shown to have not only high connectivity but
also complex vegetation structure25. In a vegetation assessment of
green spaces in Zurich, Switzerland, authors found that, while large
green spaces individually have high plant species richness, small
spaces <20 m2 collectively host greater plant beta species diversity

(species turnover) than their larger green space counterparts43. Urban
community gardens are also systems where, regardless of size, plant
beta species diversity is high, especially of wild plants that coexist with
their cultivated counterparts44. Thus, small vegetation patches along
streetscapes, greening of treepits or small gardens can be very
important for maintaining high species diversity within urban land-
scapes, and could be better considered in urban planning practices
that consider incorporating habitats for biodiversity. Due to the scar-
city of and difficulty to implement large parks or nature reserves in
many cities45, promoting the conservation and integration of such
small green spaces for biodiversity in city neighborhoods can be an
easier conservation approach than the conservation and integration of
a few large green spaces in cities25,30.While large urbangreenspaces are
important for metacommunity dynamics and species conservation by
acting as population sources, small urban green spaces are very
important for acting as diverse stepping stones, habitat niches and
connectors among habitats in the landscape43,46. To meet urban bio-
diversity conservation aims in cities, such habitats must be abundant,
connected, and well distributed across the landscape30.

Principle 3—diversity matters
Most contemporary global cities are very heterogeneous in their
accessibility times to resources and services47, driving inequality and
the need for including socio-economic and cultural factors into urban
revitalization processes. The 15-minute city dimension of diversity
referson the one hand to themixed-use functions in theneighborhood
(diversity through residential, business and entertainment functions,
social infrastructure) and on the other hand to the diversity of cultures
and people living in and using the neighborhood. Diversity in the
neighborhood could lead to an increase of social cohesion and an
increase in social interaction. Diversity of cultures could have a posi-
tive impact on the local economy e.g. through selling opportunities of
a variety of products, e.g. through tourism and the associated jobs
created7. Ideally, restructuring neighborhoods to provide a diversity of
functions for the daily human needs for a diversity of population
groups in a 15-minute city would focus on an entire city area and thus
avoid prioritizing only some city districts with specific functions (e.g.,
those of the wealthy), and counteract potential gentrification pro-
cesses that could be triggered by developing neighborhoods accord-
ing to the 15-minute city concept8,48.

Diversity is also important to consider when designing neigh-
borhoods for a diversity of non-human life. The ability of urban green
spaces to support biodiversity likely depends on the habitat char-
acteristics of the space itself 49, as well as the level of urbanization
surrounding the space25. The diversity of plant species, as well as the
diversity of habitat features including canopy cover, tree diversity, tree
height, layers of vegetation of a neighborhood park, forest or garden
determine the diversity of animals25,50,51. For example, within city parks,
bird species richness is positively affected by higher vegetation cover
and the abundance of old and coniferous trees, and by deadwood2,52,53.
Increasing diversity in vegetation characteristics of urbangreen spaces
through conservation interventions or integrating understory vegeta-
tion within green spaces promotes bats, native birds, beetles, and
other arthropods, and more native vegetation overall positively
associates with all native taxa50. Projects such as Rewild my Street
Britain illustrate how neighborhoods can incorporate diverse resour-
ces or niches for species within their neighborhood streets54. Con-
servation interventions such as implementing flower strips in
urban parks or lawn areas to increase pollinator biodiversity aims
at positively impacting biodiversity55, regulating ecosystem services
and simultaneously providing health and wellbeing benefits for
humans56.

The transformation of cities in the context of the 15-minute city
for increasing and maintaining livability for both, human and non-
human life should, thus, consider diversity of nature and biodiversity
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but also in relation to the values and practices towards biodiversity of
different population groups with regards to their cultural or age or
socioeconomic background57.

Principle 4—Digitalization to measure impact of the 15-minute
city on people and nature
The digitalisation dimension is inspired by the smart city concept and
enables improvements in the other three dimensions—density, proxi-
mity and diversity, e.g. through smart solutions, networking, data
collection, automated government processes, but also through flex-
ible spatial working hours and arrangements through home offices or
coworking spaces58. Mobile apps and online platforms provide infor-
mation and services related to public transport, bike-sharing schemes,
and community resources enabling easier and more efficient com-
muting and access to local amenities.

Smart digital solutions have been used to improve and maintain
ecosystem health also in urban areas. Smart solutions include, for
instance, the construction and operation of city-wide climate mea-
surement sensor networks tomeasure environmental parameters such
as air temperature or soil humidity. The environmental parameters
should help identify hot spot areas aspriority areas for climate resilient
development but also to identify hotspot areas where urban vegeta-
tion is stressed e.g. by drought59 to initiate mitigation actions. For
example, the city of Hannover, Germany, was planning to implement
smart city related measures linked to the sponge city idea. One of the
city’s ideaswas to collect rainwater in large subsurface cisterns and link
them to the street trees to supply themwith sufficientwater basedon a
sensor network that provides real-time data on humidity, water level
and soil moisture60.

New AI-based approaches, apps and species identification plat-
forms are harnessing citizen science to better record species occur-
rences in urban areas, informing where biodiversity is in the city.
Platforms such as ‘ObsIdentify’61 and ‘Dawn Chorus’62 use both visual
and acoustic citizen science data to contribute to global databases on
species presence.

Smart digital solutions in the 15-minute city can support both
human and non-human needs by streamlining daily human processes,
such as working arrangements and efficient planning of commutes. At
the same time digital solutions in the 15-minute city can provide
information about local species presence and contribute to ecosystem
health. Using adaptive management techniques with smart sensor-
based networks, these solutions dynamically adjust management
practices in urban green spaces to effectively support local biodi-
versity under challenging environmental conditions.

One size does not fit all
The feasibility of implementing the 15-minute city concept for human
and non-human needs comes with challenges and limitations con-
cerning contextual applicability including competition for space,
institutional and financial constraints, risk of green gentrification and
differing public attitudes toward nature.

Highly dense and growing cities, particularly those with large-
scale informal development and rapid urban expansion face compe-
tition for space with human settlement encroachment driving loss of
natural spaces degrading habitat and biodiversity1. Limitation of and
competition for space is shown in cities of developing countries63 but
also in cities with long-term experience in formalized local planning.
For example, Berlin, Germany has been challenged in the last decades
to provide sufficient and affordable housing for a growing population
number while at the same time biodiversity and sustainability strate-
gies evolved such as the “Charta Stadtgrün”, a “Bee Strategy” and a
push towards sustainable mobility (bicycles, pedestrians)64. Institu-
tional limitations such as the division of responsibilities into different
planning departments (residential development, green space plan-
ning, social infrastructure, technical infrastructure departments, etc.)

but also a physical separation of departments located across different
city districts and subsequent “isolation” and silo thinking remains a
challenge for implementing multi-sectoral planning goals, particularly
those in favor of biodiversity64. Departmental separation and limited
cross-departmental collaboration may hinder implementing a 15-
minute city concept that aligns with biodiversity conservation initia-
tives because it requires close collaboration of multiple city depart-
ments with their respective expertise in conservation, landscape
planning and residential development.

Financial constraints and the costs of implementationsmeans that
investments are needed—for biodiversity supporting green infra-
structure, maintenance, or smart technologies, which can be challen-
ging in places where resources are limited. Implementing biodiversity
measures such asfloweringmeadowsor stripswithin anurban area can
cost up to 10,000–20,000 Euros for a couple hundred square meters
(e.g. as in the case of Munich, information conveyed verbally by
planners) if e.g., soil additions are required, as well as high initial
maintenance, and up tomany thousandsmore if unsealing impervious
surfaces and proper contaminant and rubble disposal are required.
Thus, scarce finances or a lack of prioritization in decision making for
such a transformative planning concept may reduce the feasibility of
implementation.

There is a risk that implementing biodiversity measures as part of
a 15-minute city concept may also lead to increased property values
due to a (perceived) improved environmental quality. As neighbor-
hoods are perceived as more desirable, rents and housing costs can
rise making those areas less affordable for lower income groups
leading to processes known as green gentrification, ecological
gentrification65 or green grabbing—when new residential development
takes place adjacent to existing or new green spaces66. Gentrified city
areas have also been shown to harbor the highest mammal species
richness, perhaps contributing to a disconnectof lower incomegroups
from nature67. Green gentrification scholars have criticized the 15-
minute city concept due to a risk of displacing groups who are unable
to remain in upgraded neighborhood areas9,68.

Finally, public attitudes toward nature differ69 and may even
translate into human-biodiversity conflicts and trade-offs that can
emerge in cities with plenty of green stepping stones and visible bio-
diversity. Wildlife-related car accidents, uneven maintenance of green
spaces, complaints of fallen fruits from trees, health issues related to
allergenic plant species or vector borne diseases and safety concerns
in vegetated areas are a very real aspect of such neighborhood
landscapes70–72. This questions remains on how to balance benefits and
risks of shared landscapes within a 15-minute city, reducing potential
disservices from nearby nature.

An outlook on how we get there in practice
Overcoming challenges such as competition for space, institutional
fragmentation, siloed thinking contextual feasibility and public atti-
tudes hindering the transformation of neighborhoods into more bio-
diverse 15-minute cities requires a system’s approach that considers a
cross-departmental and intersectoral collaboration, bringing together
various urbanplanningdepartments to integrate the 15-minute city in a
way that it is inclusive and multifunctional benefiting human and non-
human spheres. Here we provide some recommendations on how to
move forward:

Context matters; planners must work with it. for planning a biodi-
verse 15-minute city, planners should allow model concepts that pro-
vide ideas but are also flexible for local, context-driven adaptations68.
This is not only from a social perspective, but also from a biodiversity
perspective, as cities are located in different ecosystems and have
different forms of urban nature (from e.g., coastal wetlands, rain-
forests to grasslands), and thereby plant and animal species pools and
species of conservation concern73,74. Planning concepts must
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acknowledge the natural history of the landscape in order to incor-
porate native elements into planning processes75.

Competitionof limited spacecouldbe reducedby integratingmore
small, connected habitat elements. Planning conflicts may pose that
space for biodiversity conflicts with urban living, rather than seeing
urban nature and biodiversity as a key component of the quality of
urban life. Instead of ‘land sharing vs sparing’ in urban development76,
urban planners should focus on increasing total habitat area—even if
small and dispersed—and habitat connectivity30. The benefit of the 15-
minute city is that small habitat elements or niches in the landscape
such as pocket parks, verge gardening or tree-lined streetways could
be relatively small, entry-level steps towards integrating habitat and
ecological niches in neighborhoods. Even pop-up projects such as
gardens or grasslands can increase biodiversity and improve the
esthetic quality of neighborhoods—for example, pop-up grasslands in
Melbourne, Australia increased arthropod species richness over six
weeks (e.g., 2.5x more insect pollinator species, 3.5x more beetle
species compared to a reference site77). Working towards a 15-minute
city that takes a biophilic design or ‘Biodiversity Inclusive Design’
approach can consider focusing on implementing low-bar small habi-
tats that have a positive aggregate effect on biodiversity and improve
the esthetic quality of the landscape6.

Avoid green gentrification through inclusive governance. To avoid
green gentrification processes, and to support nature connectedness
for all, an inclusive governance approach is needed when designing
biodiversity-oriented friendly cities for all human and non-human life.
Adopting an inclusive governance approach helps integrate ecological
goalswith social equity objectives and can include strategies suchas to
ensure community involvement and participatory planning to reflect
diverse voices and needs and differing public attitudes toward
nature78. Also, the implementation of inclusive zoning laws and hous-
ing policies that protect low-income residents from rising houseprices
and rents and that ensure a portion of new developments remains
affordable supports affordable housing alongside ecological
improvements. Municipal planning agencies are requested to take a
stronger role to integrateprojects across sectors andprioritize policies
that advocate for development without displacement and community-
led or municipality-led tools such as community land trust or inclu-
sionary zoning65,79.

Financial feasibility can be achieved through participatory
approaches. Challenged by budget constraints and high costs of
implementation, planning processes can utilize a soft governance
approach that actively involves the local community through volun-
tary citizen initiatives, informal strategies, or awareness campaigns
helping to transform neighborhoods rather than binding formal reg-
ulations or structural changes of a political and economic systems. In
Munich, a project around mobility corridors involved grass roots
planning and citizen initiatives andwas based onworkshops and other
participatory formats with residents. In a “Mosaic Governance”
approach, informal citizen activities can contribute to a biodiversity
friendly environment e.g. such as the case of the 20 Walks Berlin in
which citizen initiatives and NGOs jointly mapped and designed a
network of green corridors80. The identified green corridors were later
formally and politically approved and acknowledged. Mosaic Gov-
ernance holds potential to advance just transformations through a 15-
minute city idea for human and non-humans by enabling empowering,
bridging, and linking pathways across diverse communities.
Through establishing long-term collaborations between local govern-
ments, communities, and grassroots initiatives Mosaic Governances is
a potential for just transitions which are sensitive to existing
inequities81.

Public communication and education to address public fears,
misunderstandings and attitudes. People have different attitudes
toward biodiversity and its management in cities, either wanting it in
their proximity or not82. Yet, biodiversity-focused planning depends
on support from current but more importantly future generations.
Cross generational and sectoral environmental education programs
are needed to involve, educate and excite residents of all generations
in urbangreening initiatives focusedon reducing fear, xenophobia and
misunderstandings of urban biodiversity and simultaneously improv-
ing conditions for biodiversity83. Projects that involve co-creative
processes to bring biodiversity into neighborhoods with diverse sta-
keholders in environmental education and urban greening can
increase not only the acceptance of biodiversity but also integrate
local knowledge and increase residents’ownership in local biodiversity
conservation30. For the 15-minute city, such local ownership and
empowerment in improving socioecological conditions of a neigh-
borhood can work to debunk fears around e.g., unwanted green space
and green gentrification, social exclusion, or loss of freedoms on
personal mobility9. Co-design and participation with residents,
research and data from other 15-minute city success stories, as well as
flexibility to local conditions are strategies to counteract misinforma-
tion by conspiracy theorists or skeptics as in the post-COVID-19 era,
where there was a backlash of the 15-minute city approach9,68. In the
context of a recently theorized ‘post-pandemic paranoid urbanism’,
the 15minute concept can and should be adapted to local social and
geographical realities, communicated carefully to residents, and not
considered a top-down framework84.

Monitor 15-minute city implementations to evaluate its impact on
people and nature. The benefits of the 15-minute city are still largely
speculative, and there is a need for more evidence on social as well as
environmental impact of such a concept to further justify and adapt
planning strategies for achieving social and environmental benefits.
Providing this evidence may include surveys on resident life satisfac-
tion, frequency of bike commuting, as well as monitoring of target
species of e.g., birds, insects and/or wild plant populations.

Creating more-than human 15-minute cities for multiple aims
The Sustainable Development Goal 11 of the 2030 Agenda for Sus-
tainable Development focuses on resilient, sustainable, safe and
inclusive cities worldwide85. At the same time, urbanisation trends
driven by increasing demand for housing and infrastructurego in hand
with land sealing and the loss of open green and blue spaces for both
human recreation as well as non-human needs. In the context of global
changes such as climate change, ongoing urbanisation, biodiversity
loss, pandemics and a loss of nature experiences, new ways of orga-
nizing urban coexistence for human and non-human life that also
contributes to the livability of cities for both are needed.

An opportunity arises if topics that are collaboratively discussed
with stakeholders about the opportunities, benefits, and challenges of
the 15-minute city realisation incorporate multiple objectives, specifi-
cally around urbannature and biodiversity. If biodiversity and creating
shared neighborhood landscapes for human and non-human life is
discussed alongside topics of improved mobility or climate resilience,
then it can be a strategic way to make people think about how to
design their neighborhoods for their families, their neighbors, and
also non-human residents. Participatory approaches in urban
planning to increase collaborative planning and sustainable urban
transformation86 can be a way to facilitate the planning and imple-
mentation of the 15-minute city by neighborhood residents7. Concepts
such as living laboratories or pop-up information booths in public
areas are giving residents a say in the design and implementation of
neighborhood planning concepts that address issues such as climate
change adaptation,mobility, or local food. These initiatives can also be
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better connected to those citizen driven initiatives that already engage
for more nature and biodiversity in cities87.

In conclusion, what is special about the 15-minute city concept is
that it offers a way in which people can physically and may even
socially connect in their day-to-day work and play activities. Yet it also
offers a way for people to connect with their nearby natural space, and
forms of non-human life that also reside in cities—in essence, also their
neighbors. As the extinction of nature experience becomes a growing
phenomenon and a ‘pandemic’ in and of itself—also framed as “nature
deficit disorder” by Richard Louv in 2005 in “Last Child in the
Woods”88,89—addressing this global health issue by incorporatingmore
proximate green space in cities is necessary. Developing cities multi-
functional for both human and non-human inhabitants can be a way to
foster relationships between people and nature, having nature and its
biodiversity as a nearby amenity in the 15-minute city. Creatingwin-win
solutions for people and nature can start with aligning goals in parti-
cipatory planning procedures that are becoming mainstream. The
challenge is now to adapt and implement such concepts within the
existing built infrastructure of diverse global cities—from oldmedieval
cities to Megacities—in a way that is fair, inclusive, and just for
all: humans and non-humans.
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