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1. Introduction

Today, urban planners working in city administrations are facing a new planning culture in which their role has changed from being not only “experts” but also “facilitators”. Instead of implementing top-down political decisions, urban planners of today are co-ordinators and mediators between politicians on the one hand and different stakeholders on the other hand. Communication is essential in this new way of planning, which is generally referred to as participatory planning.

The traditional bureaucratic structures are on their way to opening up for more democratic structures like user boards, citizen groups, dialogue meetings etc. It is often stated that the planning culture has shifted from government to governance. The shift from –ment to –ance symbolises a movement from structure to process. Governance means openness towards all relevant actors in the planning process, while the government perspective sees the various actors as having set roles in a hierarchical chain of order.

In a complex society, no single structure has enough knowledge, information, overview or resources to solve collective problems. It is recognised that different actors – both public and private – are mutually dependent on each other to solve the existing problems. In this understanding, governance is the result of an interactive political way of governing where the intention first and foremost is to develop a mutual understanding of the problems and ways to solve them.

The openness towards public participation in the planning process has led to a search for new methods to participatory planning. In the BUGS project, the scenario workshop has been applied as the main communication method to participatory planning for several reasons: 

1. We wanted to see if a complex subject like sustainable urban development could be communicated to and understood by non-experts. The scenario workshop allowed us to create a setting in time and space, in which we were able to test people’s ability to understand and reflect upon the BUGS method and principles.

2. We wanted to create a dialogue forum, which invited the participants to open up for their individual visions about sustainable urban development and at the same time develop common visions.

3. A scenario workshop involves three important phases (criticism, vision, realisation), of which the first two (criticism and visioning) could give important feedback to the BUGS scenarios and environmental modelling. We were interested to see how people reacted to the BUGS scenarios and if/how the scenarios could inspire the participants’ own vision making.

4. A scenario workshop is employable despite the simulated character of the BUGS project. In fact, a scenario workshop requires scenarios – and not real plans – which made it an obvious choice of method for the BUGS project.

5. A scenario workshop is delimited to a short intensive time span, which suits a time and result oriented project like BUGS.

However, it has to be stressed that there are many other methods, which can be used to initiate a participatory planning process, for example focus groups, dialogue meetings, parties/events, study trips etc
.

Scenario workshop

A scenario workshop is a local meeting with the declared aim of fostering a dialogue among different stakeholders. Before the workshop can take place, a set of scenarios of possible future developments in the area(s) are drawn up in a written and/or visual form. The scenarios are used as visions and inspiration in the dialogue process. The workshop participants are invited to criticise and comment on them to enable them to develop visions of their own – not to choose among or prioritise the outlined scenarios.

The workshop process has three principal steps:

1. Criticism phase 

Workshop participants comment on and criticise the scenarios by pointing out barriers to realising the visions.

2. Vision phase

On the basis of the shared knowledge from the criticism phase, workshop participants develop their own visions. 

3. Realisation phase

Ideally, workshop participants formulate local action proposals. Work is conducted in thematic groups in order to work in depth with selected themes from the vision phase.

A moderator, who is crucial for the success of the scenario workshop, guides the process. The moderator must be impartial, constructive and able to open up the dialogue to all workshop participants. No stakeholder group has special rights to speak. All comments and proposals are considered equally important and are meant to foster a multi-facetted dialogue and consensus building.

Scenario workshops take place in mixed stakeholder groups, thematic groups and plenary sessions. Dialogue among participants with different knowledge, views and experience is central for the development of common visions and action proposals.

BUGS experiences - scenario workshop

The goal of the BUGS scenario workshop was to find answers to the following questions:

· What are the prevalent visions of local stakeholders with respect to sustainable urban development?

· How do local stakeholders appreciate the BUGS concept?

· How can a public debate on sustainable urban development be started and/or improved?

The planning and organisation of the workshop was done in co-operation by the local German partner (KVR), the partner responsible for the scenario workshop (DTPI) and Benjamin Davy, professor for land policy and land management at Dortmund School of Spatial Planning, who had been hired as workshop moderator.

The scenario workshop consisted of several elements:

1. Card game opening

2. Presentation of 10 BUGS principles and the BUGS scenarios

3. Group discussion of BUGS scenarios

4. Group discussion on using the BUGS scenarios/method in a public debate on sustainable urban development

5. Presentation of group results and final discussion

Ad 1) Card game

A card game was developed and designed by DTPI to stimulate a discussion on different types of housing and their consequences for urban development. Before the workshop, each participant was sent a piece of puzzle that was coloured at the back. This piece indicated which of the four groups he/she belonged to (blue, red, green or yellow group). As a way of opening up for interaction and informal talk, the idea was that the participants should mingle around the room from the beginning, trying to find his/her “missing pieces”.

After a welcome by the moderator, 20 cards were spread out on the table, which showed examples of different housing types (detached single family house, double house, row house, stock house, modern multi-floor, traditional block and inner city housing). The participants were asked to choose their favourite and least favourite housing example. Then they were asked to turn the cards. 

On the back, the surroundings of the housing types were shown (public/private green, balcony, access or view to water, traffic conditions, layout of streets etc.). People were then given 4 green and 4 red stickers to put on posters on the wall showing the 20 cards. The participants could choose themselves if they wanted to put 4, 3, 2 or 1 sticker(s) on one particularly good or bad example or if they wanted to put the stickers on to 4 different good/bad housing examples. When finished, the posters showed the housing preferences of the participants.

The idea behind the card game was to see if the surroundings and not the housing type itself could make people change their mind about their housing preferences. It was meant as a “kick starter” (to start people discussing) and as a consciousness-raising exercise (how do individual housing preferences affect the larger urban structure). 

Ad 2-5) BUGS principles and scenarios

While preparing for the scenario workshop, the moderator had asked DTPI to formulate 10 BUGS principles, which should be concise statements of what BUGS really stands for
. The presentation of the BUGS principles had a specific purpose: To show the participants how the card game relates to the larger task of discussing the BUGS scenarios. Ideally, a person who had been introduced to the BUGS principles should look back upon the card game exercise and realise that his/her personal housing and urban green preferences have an impact on the way a city can develop.

In order to keep people actively involved in the workshop, four participants had been asked to present a BUGS scenario each - instead of the moderator presenting to a passive audience. It turned out to be a good idea: The people presenting the scenarios had clearly read and understood the BUGS compendium, which they had been sent a week before the workshop. However, most of them focused more on the scenario maps rather than on the accompanying photos of housing types (examples of how the proposed housing types could look) or the environmental consequences of the scenarios. 

The fact that the people presenting the scenarios mainly focused on the GIS-maps indicates that the instructions, which people are given beforehand (what to focus on, which issues to address) are extremely important as they guide people in one direction or the other. If the participants presenting the BUGS scenarios had been asked specifically to focus on the environmental consequences of the scenarios, the discussion would probably have been very different. However, as the participants were asked openly to tell how what they “saw” in the scenarios, we didn’t steer them as firmly towards the environmental modelling as we could have done. This could and should be changed if the BUGS methodology was applied again on another city.

In the BUGS material designed for the scenario workshop, we had chosen to present the environmental modelling of the scenarios in an easy-to-understand way: With icons rating the traffic, micro climate, air quality and noise situation (from 1 to 6, the more icons – the more traffic/worse micro climate etc.) and 4-5 lines about each subject. In retrospect, this kind of presentation seemed too simple to describe complex issues such as the impact of for example traffic and noise on the scenario presented. 

The question is whether we should have chosen to run the professional 3D models on noise impact and microclimate changes that exist within the BUGS project? Or if that would have seemed too technical for the participants? The reason why we chose not to do so was partly because it would take too much of the workshop time and partly because we preferred an active workshop where people did not listen to a lot of presentations but got involved in interpretation and discussion from the beginning. However, it should be done differently next time environmental modelling of BUGS scenarios is presented to a stakeholder audience.

Another reason why the environmental modelling did not cause as much debate as hoped for could be due to the nature of the scenarios: After all, the scenarios were not that different but variations over housing types and compactness. As we were not operating with extremes, the environmental modelling didn’t show major differences or thought-provoking results. Furthermore, the modelling partners had not carried through all their modelling when they were asked to contribute with icon ratings and writing to the BUGS compendium. This may have resulted in rather general evaluations of the environmental consequences – evaluations that were not able to “kick off” discussion at the workshop.

The experiences from the workshop discussion show that – in a project about urban development – it is important to deal in dept with the question: How does different types of ownership (rental, co-op, owner) affect the social and economic dynamics of the city? In other words, it is not enough to address mainly the environmental consequences of urban development as the BUGS project does. One has to see it in a broader perspective and realize that a debate on sustainable urban development cannot be isolated from the workings of the market or the issue of social segregation and identification. Environmental, economic and social factors are indistinguishable in people’s everyday perspective and should be treated as such when trying to create a public debate about sustainable development.

Despite the above-mentioned, the scenario workshop proved to be a good method to involve non-experts. In the evaluation, most people commented that they had learnt a lot from the workshop, particularly from listening to and discussing with other stakeholders. A participating planner called the BUGS workshop “an intelligent way to start people talking about urban planning”, which - in essence - is what BUGS is all about.

Appendix 1

The 10 BUGS principles

1. Urban green areas are crucial to citizen well-being.

2. Urban green areas improve environmental conditions (in the city and region).

3. A compact city prevents consumption of land and creates more lively cities.

4. It is possible to create a green and compact city.

5. Urban green is more than parks (also green roofs and facades, alleys and street trees).

6. A compact city is not the same as Manhattan but means more space for green areas.

7. A compact city means increased accessibility for bikes and pedestrians.

8. A compact city means optimised public transport and less car traffic.

9. Less car traffic means reduced pollution and noise.

10. Local citizens must be involved in the planning process.

� See the BUGS report ”Guidelines to participatory planning – a simulated planning process in the Ruhr” (2002).


� The 10 BUGS principles can be seen in Appendix 1.
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