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Draft Papers: Specific Comments 

 

Specific comments on the various draft papers are set out below, for reference and consideration. 
These relate to those received as of 2 June 2017. Further comments will be issued on those which 
have not yet been provided upon receipt. 

For the avoidance of doubt, these should be read in conjunction with the “Draft Papers: General 
Comments” summary. All presentations and papers, should follow the specific guidance provided on 
structure and emphasis, set out in each document. 

 

From Rio with concern: Benefits for whom and what now? 

Daniel Radai 

 

Not yet received. 

 

Beyond the Iron Triangle & Olympic Period: A Legacy of the London Olympics  

Oscar Wong, Aigerim Rakhmetulina 

 

Updated draft received. Awaiting review. First draft comments below: 

The structure needs refining to adopt the standard version.  

The submitted draft is largely incomplete, stopping at the midway point and without conclusions.  

From the information provided, there is scope to rework the context. Sections 3.1/3.2 appear to 
discuss the same topic. In many ways, 3.2 should perhaps come first.  

The entire paper is very general in its approach and needs to be more specific. This is a paper which 
needs some facts. Let us see some dates and some statistics, giving us something which we can 
measure compare. Please assume that readers will not know much about the site. Tell us how large 
the site the site is, how many homes and jobs existed before and after the games, what governance 
and finance was needed to make this happen. Statistics and data needed. 

This is paper seeks to discuss transformative change, yet in order to understand that transformation, 
we need to know about what was there initially and then what it was changed to. At the moment we 
simply can’t understand what changed.  

Please look at the RICS Research report which is provided as suggested reading. Perhaps you could 
consider the extent to which some of these themes and criteria have been met? 
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The 1968 Olympic Games: A Preview of Forthcoming Urban Policies in Grenoble 

Maële Giard, Gauthier Avenas 

  

This paper is well-structured and generally well-written. Congratulations! 

The paper is clear and interesting. The context, challenges and change over time is easy to 
understand. The paper would nonetheless benefit from an expansion of the conclusions. The 
conclusions should be clearly included and reflective.  

This starts from the basis that you will analyze the empowering effects of the Games, particularly at 
the regional level. This only really comes through in the conclusions. Please use this as a theme in 
the other sections as well. 

What needs to be made much clearer in this paper is the positive and negative effects of the games. 
Please try to balance, as much as possible, what worked and didn’t work at each stage. Also try to 
make these clear in terms of their effect over time. Are the short-term positives and negatives, for 
example, different to the long-term positives and negatives? 

More maps and some graphic information of the former Grenoble, its population also etc. would help.  

It would also be interesting to point out what can be learned from the example of Grenoble for other 
cities. Point out the aspects that you would avoid and those that you would enhance. 

There are a couple of questions which it might be useful to reflect on:  

(1) The event took place at a time of social turmoil. May 1968 was marked by widespread strikes and 
demonstrations. What was the role of the event nationally when perceived in this context? Was it, for 
example, symbolic of what was either right or wrong with French society? How was it reflected in the 
popular media?  

(2) There is reference to the fact that different types of use were spread across different spatial 
contexts. Perhaps we could learn about the long-term implications of this today. Is it, for example, that 
the ski-related areas of the development are now successful parts of Grenoble whilst those used for 
other purposes are less so? 

(3) There is a suggestion that the Olympics are a benefit to small/medium sized cities and that this 
isn’t always needed in larger locations like London or Rio. Could you explore things like state 
investment in infrastructures which it would not be otherwise obtained? New communications 
(transport and roads and motorways) which improve its metropolitan connection and to other cities? 
External visibility important for tourism and economy which it would not be otherwise gotten? Maybe 
you could pick it up these benefits as proper in this scale of cities? 

Some further questions: Is the ecological problem real? Do you agree with the opposition? Do you 
think that only a new mega event to correct the urban legacy of Grenoble 68? Do you think there are 
other ways to improve to correct these negative effects? 
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Learning From Mega Events 

Luke Martin, Padraig Collins, Danielle Nevin, Kayleigh Sexton, and Ciara Cosgrave 

 

This paper is incomplete. Comments are based on a working draft. 

The draft paper requires much more work before it can be used as the basis for a presentation or 
finalised for publication. 

This papers needs to revise its structure. The abstract should be removed. Please see the French 
example and general feedback. 

The paper requires a clear hypothesis and question to analyse. There must be critical analysis which 
then hangs off this, addressing the question and leading to the conclusion. 

The current draft needs a quite substantial re-working in order to make a clear and concise 
contribution, with much more critical analysis and comparison. 

At present the examples of London, Barcelona and Athens are discussed at a high level individually. 
What would be most interesting is for them to be compared and contrasted collectively.  

There is a significant lack of critical analysis. Much of the work is currently descriptive. 

Please interrogate the sources in more detail. Take for example the reference to the Barcelona 
Games as the most successful, based upon a quotation from the London Assembly which pre-dates 
the London Olympics in 2012 by five years. 

There is a lack of references, which need completing. 

All chapters should be much more coherent. The objective should be set out clearly at the start and 
this narrative worked through to the conclusions.  

The abstract refers to “The importance of the alter-planning which could ensure the success of a city 
long alter it has placed on the torch to the next host” but this is not accounted for anywhere in the 
draft.  

The introduction makes reference to the importance of public space but this is not analysed in the 
context of Barcelona, Athens and London. 

The Barcelona, Athens and London chapters are short and it’s not easy to understand what they are 
about. Please use the structure provided as it might help focus what you’re trying to say. 

This paper needs much more detail. Let’s see some things we can compare; dates, measurements, 
sizes. In order for this to be comparative it must be quantifiable.  

Please include more maps, diagrams, photos.  

The conclusion doesn’t sum up the paper.   

Please get in touch if you require help or clarification. A significant effort is required to progress this. 
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To be a Culture Capital City  

Marta Ducci, Giulia Maroni 

 

The structure needs refining to adopt the standard version.  

The paper is interesting but very descriptive. It is arguably too descriptive. Please include more critical 
analysis where possible. Critical analysis is what needs to be introduced to address this. 

The paper also lacked a clear focus. You need to make the context clear and ask a clear question.  

There is currently little analysis until section 4. Even section 4 is presented in a descriptive way, either 
relating to (1) the bid for capital of culture status, or (2) the EU’s objectives. Neither of these tell us 
why Maestra may have won. Nor do they give us a clear understanding of what the opportunities and 
challenges to be addressed through the bid.  

The paper makes clear that the rocks of Maestra had been largely abandoned and there was a case 
for regeneration, but why and how is the Capital of Culture status meant to address this?  

The paper could be improved by including comparison to other Capitals of Culture in Europe – are 
there instances where the designation has been intended to address similar challenges and how has 
this been overcome?  

The introduction of discussion towards the end of Turin confuses the paper. If this is to be 
complementary, the paper either needs to look at how different events (i.e. Olympics vs Capital of 
Culture) have worked and are expected to work in Italian cities, or how the lessons from the Turin 
Olympics inform the Capital of Culture bid (ie lessons learnt which could be, or are being, applied in 
Meastra). It may be most appropriate to go for the second choice as the first option would involve a 
more significant re-write. 

 

Mega Events Planning Process As Synergy Of Urban Regeneration: 

Tourism And Heritage Promotion, Possibilities And Problems  

Milica Igić, Mihailo Mitković, Magdalena Vasilevska, Jelena Đekić & Milena Dinić Branković 

 

 

The structure needs refining to adopt the standard version.  

A very detailed paper, with lots of information.  

It would be helpful if analysis of the Olympics and Universiade was included alongside festivals such 
as Exist, rather than being separate. The current structure is confusing, not least because all “mega-
events” are a focus of the paper.  

It would be interesting to have more about the political context, both historic and contemporary. 
Presumably under Tito there was an imperative to create a sense of unity and, whilst festivals appear 
to address this today, is it still needed when the various republics seek to define themselves? 

It would also be good to get a bit more on the spatial implications of some of these events. As in 
Grenoble, if some areas are abandoned and others thrive, what is it that makes this happen? What 
are the characteristics of places with longevity?  

More maps, diagrams, photos, data and dates please. 
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The Mega-event(s) that formed Paris! World Expositions and the Impact on the City  

Hans Smolenaers, Timo Cents 

 

Not yet received. 

 

A World Exposition as a Catalyst for Urban Development in Flanders, Belgium 

Filine Declerck. 
 

Not yet received. 

 

London 2012 Olympics: An Inclusive Planning Revolution?  

Harry Burchill  

 

The current draft is being updated and is incomplete. This is base don the first draft. 

The structure needs refining to adopt the standard version.  

The paper is written to a good standard.  

There is a lot of talk about inclusivity at the start which is very general. It would be helpful to see it 
become more specific.  

The model of how viability is calculated by a developer is very simplistic. It is clear why it is and it’s 
useful, but it’s important that the final paper does not generalise too heavily – there are as many 
development models as there are developments.  

The content is interesting and contains plenty of context, but arguably too much. There is a lack of 
critical analysis and the text is far too descriptive. This doesn’t tell us enough about what worked or 
didn’t work, explain why or allow us to compare it easily to other locations.  

Please read and consider the RICS Research paper. This may help you to consider the impact.  

It would be good to get more information on the legacy today. There’s lots of information on the 
frameworks which were required to deliver the project, but a relative lack of information on where 
things are now.  

Please make clear how the legacy, not least in terms of inclusivity, is being carried forward.  

Some key questions to think about when working through the next draft: At present it seems as if 
London made a credible case for the bid and, as is best practice, put an emphasis on inclusivity – all 
of this is excellent but what does it tell us? What are the strengths and weaknesses? How has this 
influenced other events, such as Rio? 

Please include more maps, data, dates, measurements, etc. 
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The 2008 International Exposition in Zaragoza  

Beatriz Santos 

 

The structure needs refining to adopt the standard version.  

This paper is clear and well written.  

It would benefit from more explanation at the start as to what the expo was about and why it was 
justified. Who called for it? Is it a regular show? Who pays for it? Some more detail would help with 
this.  

More detail would be helpful in general. Dates and numbers to supplement those which are already 
there would be great, helping to compare this to other events.  

Perhaps the paper could compare this Expo to others? Have there been other expo in Spain? Have 
these been successful? How did they differ?  

Reference is made to marketing of the event as a problem. Could we have some more information to 
expand upon this? What marketing was undertaken? How was this different to the marketing of other 
proposals?  

As with other papers, greater consideration of the spatial elements would be useful. What spatial 
differences exist between the expo site today and elsewhere in the city? Is it, for example, that office 
rents are higher or lower than elsewhere (i.e. is there an incentive to move there)? 

Maps, masterplans, photos would be useful to help contextualise the data that’s used in the text. 


