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Draft Papers: General Comments 

 

General comments on the various draft papers are set out below, for reference and consideration. 
Please read and consider these carefully . It is important that these are reflected in both the 
presentations and final papers. 

 

Writing Style 

 

Please remember that papers are to be presented alongside the 12è Biennale Européene des Villes 
et des Urbanistes which focuses on “Cities and Olympic and Paralympic Games, Feedback and 
Future”. The Young Planners Workshop is an important and integrated element of the programme. 
Attendees of the Biennial will integrate with those of the workshop and engage with its content. As 
such: 

 

(1) Please focus firmly upon what can be learned from the mega-events being considered.  
This means less descriptive information and more critical analysis. 
 

(2) Please think about the way in which the papers are written and for whom. Language should 
be clear and uncomplicated. Imagine you’re explaining the topic to your family over dinner. 
This means short and simple sentences using short and simple words.  

 

Report Structure 

 

The feedback on abstracts made clear that each report should adopt the same structure.                     
It is fundamental that each report adopts the same format and structure.  

 

At present, only the draft paper prepared by Maele Giard and Gauthier Avenas, “Grenoble’s Winter 
Olympics, 1968”, uses the standard report structure. Please use this paper as an example of how the 
structure should be applied. 

 

As stressed previously, the outcome of this Workshop will be, as in previous years, an online 
publication. The standard report structure is an important means through which to ensure consistency 
of style, tone and analysis. Papers will not be accepted which do not follow this approach. 

 

The standard report structure is set out again, overleaf, for reference.  
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Each report should adopt, as a minimum, the following chapter headings. The amount of writing in 
each section should also be structured accordingly: 

 

(1) Introduction:  This would be a short, single paragraph, setting out the paper and its 
conclusions. Specific mention should be made of the research methodology employed at this 
point. The working hypotheses should also be made clear.  

 

(2) Context:  This would set out the background to the event. It would make clear the historical 
perspective, challenges and opportunities. 

 

(3) Event Description:  This would summarise the event itself, setting out the key characteristics 
(duration, funding and objectives). 

 

(4) Analysis:  This would be the largest element of the paper. It would explore the legacy of the 
event, its successes and failures, against the objectives set out in the previous section. These 
should have regard to the short, medium and long-term impacts. In situations such as with 
London 2012, where a relatively limited time has elapsed since the event, the longer-term 
could be speculated or forecast. Particular regard should be had to “the capability of the local 
actors and managers of securing the optimum impact through focussed and careful alignment 
of the event and its amenities with the long-term development requirements of the city”.  

Within the chapter relating to analysis there should be clear sub-headings. These should 
relate to the key themes of the workshop. The purpose is to ensure that clear comparisons 
can be made between the respective papers. The following sub-headings should be used: 

 

4.1 Urbanity 
 

4.2 Social Cohesion 

4.3 Values, Identity & Image 

4.4 Environmental Awareness 

4.5 Economic Competitiveness 

 

(5) Conclusions:  This should be a relatively short summary of the “lessons learnt”, with a view 
that these could be “transferable” in that they could be used to inform other events in the 
same country or elsewhere. Conclusions should sum up the main ideas of the paper and 
reflect what can be learned from the experience, what should be avoided in future events, 
which should be learned as a positive legacy. 

 

Some flexibility is permitted in the above structure, but only within Section 4 “Analysis”. Whilst it is 
helpful to study each sub-theme, this is not necessary. In some drafts it has caused confusion. Where 
difficult to consider each sub-theme, this is not necessary. This means that there is no flexibility on 
chapter headings and sub-headings but not every sub-heading needs to be included.  
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Report Format & Weight 

 

At present, the reports do not use the same format. All papers must use the same format. For the 
avoidance of doubt, the required format for final papers is: 

 

Font Size Arial 10 
Line Spacing Multiple 1,15u 
Max Length 12 Pages plus images, tables, and maps 
Footnotes None 
References Harvard Style 
Images/Tables As many as appropriate 

 

The structure should include numbered paragraphs. This should adopt the following style: 

• Chapters: 1. Introduction. 2.-3.-4.-….. 5.-Conclusions. 
• Chapter Sub-Headings: 1.- 1.1.- 1.2.- ....2..- 2.1.- 2.2.-...etc 

Remember – Please write in plain, simple language, with very clear conclusions. 

 

In terms of report length, there is scope to accommodate approximately 6,000 words of text across 12 
pages without wide spacing, images, tables and references. It is assumed, therefore, that each paper 
will be broadly 3,500 words in total (7 written pages). 

 

In considering the weight that should be given to each element of the document it is envisaged that 
the text would be split as follows*: 

 

(1) Introduction: 250 Words. 

 

(2) Context: 750 Words. 

 

(3) Event Description: 500 Words. 

 

(4) Analysis: 1,500 Words. 

 

(5) Conclusions: 500 Words. 

 

*This split assumes a document of some 3,500 words. In longer documents, with more words, it is 
expected that the additional content is within the Analysis section as opposed to elsewhere. 
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General Comments 

 

As was made clear upon receipt of abstracts, please remember that: 

 

• All work should be organised  as above , for both the presentation and paper. This must be 
done in order for work to be accepted. 

 

• Some draft papers are more academic than others . All papers must broadly align with each 
other in striking a balance between being robustly referenced but also clear and easy to 
understand. Please remember to use a clear and simple style. 

 

• Some are more general than others . Whilst not a problem, each paper must be clear in 
terms of exactly what it refers to. They must be made as specific as possible. Please use 
less descriptive information and more critical analysis. 

 

• Please read this report: RICS, “The 2012 Games: The Regeneration Legacy”, 2011. It 
analyses the legacy of six sports events and provides useful context to the Workshop. It may 
be useful to consider some of the questions and themes in each paper. It is available online 
at: http://www.rics.org/Global/The_2012_2012_Games_The_regeneration_legacy.pdf 

 

• Please remember that these reports should be comparative. We want to compare the 
events and understand why things either worked or failed. Please provide data which enables 
comparison. This could include: 
 

o Maps: These help to show the spatial distribution of events within a city (ie. are they 
on the edge or in the centre, spread across several locations or in a single place?). 
 

o Masterplans: These help to show the layout of events and how they relate to their 
immediate context. 

 
o Photos: These help us to understand the places in context.  Photos of both the area 

today and also during the event help us to interpret change over time. 
 

o Rents & Values: These help to illustrate how successful an area was when built and 
remains today. It enables the values being achieved to be compared to locations both 
within the same city and beyond it. 

 
o Data: Data of any sort, relating to demographics or attendance, help us to compare 

the events and cities to one another, to understand their size and relative scale. 
 

• Please think about the meaning of legacy. This workshop is intended to help us understand 
the way that new public spaces or elements of city can be created and integrated, the 
reasons for their success and failure. This must be made clear in the papers, from the 
introduction through the analysis to the conclusion. 
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The 2012 Games – The Regeneration Legacy 

 

The suggested reading, produced by RICS Research in advance of the London 2012 Olympic 
Games, indicates several “lessons” from the six mega-projects it considers. These are set out below 
for reference. It would be interesting for each paper to reflect on these. 

 

• Major events can best assist regeneration efforts when they are organized by a consortia of 
municipal, regional and national agencies, not merely municipalities.   
 

• The institutional framework needs to allow regeneration of event sites to be integrated within 
broader urban regeneration.  
 

• An organization dedicated to legacy issues – whose life extends before and after duration of 
the event – needs to be established.  
 

• There is a need to ensure that when public assets are privatized, or the private sector 
becomes more involved, measures are introduced to secure public interests and wider 
outcomes.  
 

• At the early stages of event projects, there needs to be more realism about cost overruns and 
revenue / benefit shortfalls.  
 

• Measures need to be put in place to ensure regeneration outcomes are not compromised 
when there is pressure to balance event budgets. 
  

• Changes in real estate values generated by event projects should be used to offset costs. 
More innovative ways of funding event projects should be explored.  
 

• Sufficient human and capital resources need to be committed throughout the lifetime of event 
regeneration projects to achieve sustained effects.  
 

• Events achieve the best outcomes when they are used to accelerate, extend or revive 
existing urban regeneration projects.  
 

• There needs to be more emphasis on (long term) event regeneration and less on (short term) 
event management priorities. 
 

• Extra effort needs to be made to integrate events sites with existing populations, physically; 
but also socially and economically.  
 

• Parallel regeneration initiatives and more diverse regeneration projects are required that are 
not reliant on event projects.  
 

• The efficient delivery of venues and associated regeneration projects should not be at the 
expense of processes that guarantee transparency, democratic accountability and community 
input. 
 

• Decisions need to be made as to whether event sites should be regenerated as specialist 
destinations, or as a conventional / multi-functional urban area.  
 

• The choice of site is crucial – ideally, it should be one where suppressed potential can be 
unlocked.  


