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Participatory Transport Planning:
The Experience of Eight European
Metropolitan Regions

Janez Nared

Abstract This chapter presents experience with participatory transport planning
in eight European metropolitan regions: Ljubljana, Oslo, Gothenburg, Helsinki,
Budapest, Rome, Porto and Barcelona. These metropolitan regions answered the
questionnaire on strengths, weaknesses and needs and an in-depth questionnaire on
participatory transport planning. The results were presented at a workshop, where
representatives from these eight metropolitan regions shared their experience in two
workshop sessions, one dealing with the key stakeholders in participatory transport
planning and the other dealingwithways to get them involved. The findings show that
stakeholder involvement differs between the local and regional levels. Participants’
engagement is greater at the local level, where measures are more concrete and less
abstract. The participatory planning process takes longer than the traditional planning
processes, but it can ease the implementation of the project/measure to the extent that
it justifies the additional resources and time. It is of crucial importance to include
all the relevant stakeholders, to provide an experienced facilitator and, above all, to
include the results in the final plans and policies. Although there are differences in the
participatory planning culture between the countries and regions involved, the use
of participatory methods in transport planning is becoming increasingly important.

Keywords Participatory planning · Transportation ·Mobility ·Metropolitan
region · Planning system

2.1 Introduction

Since the 1960s, when the importance of citizen participation in planning decisions
was highlighted by Jacob (1961) and Arnstein (1969), participation and participatory
planning have been slowly but persistently gaining importance. These two concepts
refer to the inclusion of the affected or interested population groups in forming joint
decisions, in which the ones directly affected by a specific decision have the right
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to participate in the decision-making process. As such, resident participation and
participatory planning are the vehicles for resident empowerment and are important
elements of local democracy (Pacione 2014). Participation is considered to be very
powerful in sustainable development, public support of decisions and behavioural
change among the populace (Sagaris 2018), and it is thus important strategic planning
instrument (Rahman 2016).

Integrating the public into planning procedures is still largely lacking (Sagaris
2014; Nared et al. 2015; Hong 2018; Bissonnette et al. 2018). As observed in the
Planning Democracy report (2012), despite the recognized advantages of partici-
pation and its inclusion in the legislation, people still feel it is not satisfactorily
implemented in practice. Sagaris (2018) argues that convincing the residents about
a project’s usefulness without first considering and including the people’s needs and
expectations in the project most likely leads to failures in both the participatory
process and the project or plan itself.

As determined by Pacione (2014), resident participation depends on the local con-
text. In terms of metropolitan regions, participation can be discussed within the con-
text of their governance,whereby not only residents, but also various territorial levels,
sectors, institutions, and associations must be involved in managing and preparing
plans. This results from the division of competences among various administrative
units and sectors that often neglect integrative planning because of their own interests
and partial plans. Thus, a common learning process and participative planning are
of crucial importance for achieving better governance of metropolitan regions and
must be supported by active involvement of institutional and non-institutional actors
from entire functional area (Nared 2016). A need for a good and well-coordinated
management of metropolitan regions is clearly shown in transport, which both reacts
to settlement, economic development and the development of technology and defines
an individual’s inclusion in the social life (e.g. Özkazanç and Sönmez 2017). There-
fore, transportmust be coordinatedwith various sectors, such as spatial and economic
planning, various territorial units (the metropolis and its surrounding municipalities)
and the residents using the transport system.

According to Sagaris (2018, p. 8), the key challenge in this remains:

… the current lack of institutional arrangements that can consolidate these kinds of more
deliberative, collaborative participatory processes, andmake them a permanent part of every-
day transport planning. This would simplify their implementation and generate more funda-
mental consensuses, based on shared visions and strong alliances of diverse, interdependent
actors, in the public, citizen and private spheres.

In this regard, the role of public transport users is important because they do
not always decide rationally, and so sometimes completely subjective decisions pre-
dominate. Therefore, it is vital to know their motives and patterns to improve their
travelling experience as well as to direct the required transport infrastructure invest-
ment (Delclòs-Alió and Miralles-Guasch 2017). Nostikasari (2015) argues that it is
important to explore how experience-based knowledge contributes to more inclusive
transport planning processes.

In line with the needs discussed above, this study examines the current state
of participatory transport planning in the following eight European metropolitan
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regions: Ljubljana (Slovenia), Oslo (Norway), Gothenburg (Sweden), Helsinki (Fin-
land), Budapest (Hungary), Rome (Italy), Porto (Portugal) andBarcelona (Spain) and
the findings of planners, experts and public administration representatives regarding
public participation and the implementation of participatory planning processes.

2.2 Methods

This study is based on several years of project cooperation between eight European
metropolitan regions, which, in preparing the project concept, identified participatory
transport planning as an important transport and mobility challenge. Participatory
transport planning was highlighted because transport andmobility strongly influence
an individual’s everyday life. Therefore, the participation of individuals, especially
the residents of a specific city and the commuters, is key because they have a lot of
experience using the transport infrastructure and public transport. Thismeans they are
the ones that provide experience-based knowledge (Nostikasari 2015) and can thus
propose effective solutions. Their participation is the more important because nearly
all changes on the path to more sustainable mobility demand behavioural change
(Nared 2019), which is a lengthy process and can only be carried out in cooperation
with the residents. The exchange of experience between the regions included was
also carried out in a participatory manner.

The methodology used in this chapter is based on the following steps:

1. Analysis of the strengths, weaknesses and needs related to transport planning in
individual metropolitan regions. The prepared questionnaire was completed by
the representatives of the metropolitan regions, largely from offices in charge of
transport planning.

2. In-depth questionnaire on perceived challenges in participatory transport plan-
ning completed by experts from each metropolitan region, either the ones in
charge of transport planning within an individual region or external experts that
are well-acquainted with the situation.

3. International workshop attended by the representatives of the metropolitan
regions, especially from the offices in charge of transport planning, and experts
that are well-acquainted with the situation in a specific region.

4. Evaluation and discussion of the findings by the project leader.

The analysis of strengths, weaknesses and needs dealt with the broader topic of
transport in metropolitan regions, whereas the in-depth questionnaire included only
questions related to participatory transport planning. Using the model of Bickerstaff
and Walker (2002, 2005), it was divided into the following four sections:

• Open questions on participatory transport planning,
• Quantitative and qualitative assessment of an existing local/regional transport plan,
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• Good/bad practice presentation,
• Current experience—institutions’ knowledge of participative processes and
methods.

Because both questionnaires contained open questions, the answers providedwere
of varying scope and quality. In addition, due to various institutional frameworks
and documents examined in detail by the representatives of individual metropolitan
regions, a detailed comparison between the regions was not possible. Hence, the
analysis focused on the most relevant common points that could be determined from
the answers obtained.

The respondents (i.e. the representatives of the metropolitan regions) were also
asked to suggest any burning issues that they might want to discuss at the work-
shop. These issues served as guidance for defining the intersecting topics or content
discussed at the workshop.

The workshop on participatory transport planning was attended by over fifty
planners, experts and public transport providers from all key metropolitan regions
(Fig. 2.1). It focused on the two most relevant topics that emerged from the in-depth
questionnaire on participatory transport planning:

• Whom to involve,
• How to involve them.

We dedicated one workshop session to each topic. The first part of the work-
shop session was a short introduction that provided some of the most relevant facts,

Fig. 2.1 Workshop participants with the European commissioner Mrs. Violeta Bulc. Photograph
Marko Zaplatil, Archive ZRC SAZU
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experience and questions indicated in the in-depth questionnaire, as well as short
presentations on good and bad practices that illustrate the most relevant aspects of
the topic discussed.

After the introduction, the participants were divided into four groups. Themati-
cally, two groups discussed one set of questions and another two groups the second
set of questions. After 30 min, the groups changed places and discussed the other set
of questions. Each group was moderated by a moderator and keeper of the minutes.

During the workshop, session and afterwards the findings were summed up and
presented at a plenary session by the moderator, who led the two groups’ discussion.
The presentation was continued by the next moderator, who discussed the same set of
questions by another two groups. The findings were jointly compared and thoroughly
discussed at a plenary session, where the main conclusions were drawn. The same
was done with the findings for the second set of questions.

The workshop was followed by a detailed analysis of all the findings and a com-
parison of these with the findings of other authors.

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Analysis of Strengths, Weaknesses and Needs

The analysis highlighted the importance of participatory transport planning, some-
thing all the metropolitan regions included are aware of. However, it turned out
that the Scandinavian metropolitan regions had much greater experience in actually
implementing the participatory process. All three Scandinavian metropolitan regions
(i.e. Oslo, Gothenburg and Helsinki) have a longer participatory planning tradition
and well-established mechanisms for including key stakeholders and target groups,
which is reflected in a greater awareness of residents and institutional stakeholders,
greater trust in open and accessible administration, and a greater objectivity of views
on unresolved challenges because anyone interested in the matter is also acquainted
with the opposing viewpoints.

A pro forma definition of participatory planning in the relevant legislation is
typical of the other five metropolitan regions, where participatory planning usually
appears in the form of public disclosures, specific online tools for obtaining resident
or user opinion and including various stakeholders as part of individual projects and
prior initiatives for greater participation in planning.

Regardless of their varied experience with participatory transport planning to
date, what all metropolitan regions have in common is that participatory planning
still has the potential to be used much more, but the responsible institutions rarely
utilize it within a greater scope than that prescribed by law. It often occurs too late
in the planning process and even then, it is used more to provide information than
to actually involve the relevant public. This may be the result of highly centralized
decision-making, which views numerous transport and spatial planning actors as
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obstacles in making decisions, or overlapping areas of responsibility, which, due to
the absence of a coordinator and ineffective cooperation between various sectors,
the public and private spheres and with the wider population, institutions do not
resolve together, preferring to focus on areas they are more familiar with and on
legally defined responsibilities. Participatory planning is also hindered by a lack
of data, unfamiliarity with appropriate communication tools and often fear that the
participatory processwill result in criticism of the current system rather than effective
planning solutions.

According to the respondents, participation should be seen as a process that
provides new insights, makes the plan more robust and brings better results. This
demands consistent inclusion of participatory planning at all territorial levels (from
the local to the state level) and in all thematic areas, and constructive cooperation
between all responsible stakeholders (sectors, public and private sector, transport
providers, residents, etc.). To enhance participatory planning, it is also necessary to
prepare suitable communication platforms (including ICT, social media, interactive
maps), train the facilitators and raise the awareness of the participatory planning
modes and methods.

2.3.2 Regional Aspects of Participatory Transport Planning
(In-Depth Questionnaire)

The partners also addressed in greater detail the questions from the analysis of
strengths, weaknesses and needs with an in-depth analysis of participatory trans-
port planning in the metropolitan regions.

In the regions included, the legislative requirement for public participation was
most often identified in relation to spatial planning (planning, land-use, building
acts and environmental impact assessment acts), whereas the situation in transport
legislation varied by region. Thus, participation in standard transport planning is still
very limited (e.g. in Slovenia), whereas the situation is much better in relation to
sustainable urban mobility plans because it follows the Eltis guidelines (2014).

In identifying key transport planning stakeholders, the overlapping of institutions
in charge of individual spatial planning segments is evident. Responsibilities are
often divided among various administrative levels (e.g. the state is in charge of state
roads and railway infrastructure, the region is responsible for regional roads and the
municipalities are responsible for local roads) and various agencies and offices, and
as a rule, there is also great variety among transport providers. Some regions high-
light the management aspect of transport and focus on the areas of responsibility of
an individual body, whereas others (e.g. Rome) focus on passengers, major employ-
ers and owners of transport operators (e.g. passengers or freight users seeking low
prices/costs and reliable, safe, predictable journeys, operators minimizing costs and
maximizing profits, owners (i.e. shareholders) seeking maximum profits, dividends
and growth, etc.).
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Each set of stakeholders depends on the specific regional governance structure
and the planning level or goals, whereby, for instance, national projects have different
stakeholders than local projects.

A decisive role in directing the participatory process is also played by stakehold-
ers that can shape public opinion or acquire greater influence within the process.
In most regions, the predominant influence is exerted by politicians (Gothenburg,
Helsinki, Rome and Porto), transport operators and sectorial leaders that use exten-
sive knowledge to gain benefits for their company or sector (Ljubljana, Budapest and
partly Oslo). Other frequently listed influential actors include the media (Gothen-
burg, Helsinki and Barcelona) and transport-related NGOs (Oslo, Helsinki, Budapest
and Barcelona).

In Scandinavian countries, the participation of NGOs takes place via established
formal consultations during public disclosures; they also often participate at con-
ferences and workshops (Ljubljana, Oslo, Budapest, Rome and Porto). In general,
the metropolitan regions included in the project communicate with NGOs through
the media, web pages, e-mail or face-to-face contacts. In Barcelona, NGOs partic-
ipate in the mobility council, which includes all formal and informal stakeholders
related to mobility in the Barcelona metropolitan area. The mobility council meets
at least twice a year and presents various ways of working (sectoral working groups,
seminars, conferences, etc.). This council includes the main actors of civil society
(professional associations, social and environmental associations, universities, etc.).

Six of the eight metropolitan regions have direct participatory planning experi-
ence. Considering the project topic, it is understandable that the majority of part-
ners used the participatory process in producing mobility plans, transport plans and
strategies, documents closely related to this (e.g. strategic documents at the regional
level, such as urban, development or spatial plans and land-use plans) or documents
addressing climate change and air quality.

A broader work group was usually established to carry out the participatory pro-
cess. Alongside the partners of the institutions included in the project, it also involved
external experts, who often led the participation process.

The use of individual methods was always adapted to the relevant needs. The
most frequently used method was workshops, followed by public meetings, online
platforms for submitting opinions and various questionnaires, work groups andmeet-
ings. Great emphasis was also placed on communication with the residents because
the respondents often highlighted the use and analysis of online social networks and
communicating messages through the media, websites and newsletters.

Despite experience with carrying out participatory planning, there are still many
open questions, such as how to tackle this type of planning and how to ensure its
credibility and validity. Among these, the following should be highlighted:

• How can the opinions of various stakeholders be captured in long-term strategic
planning, taking into account the number of stakeholders included and the variety
of initiatives and expectations?

• How can the predominance of specific sectors or stronger/more active stakeholders
be prevented?
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• How can residents’ expectations be included in the plans?
• How can the interest and participation of stakeholders be maintained in lengthy
planning processes, accounting for the need for frequent stakeholder participation?

• How can credibility and legitimacy be maintained in cases when the plan cannot
take into account the residents’ wishes because of financial, technical or any other
circumstances?

• How can more vulnerable groups be involved, especially if prior knowledge is
required (e.g. the use of online tools by the elderly, children and financially weaker
groups)?

• How can the participatory process address unattractive, but necessary measures?

These questions were partly answered at the workshop.

2.3.3 Workshop Results

As the analyses conducted before the workshop showed, all the metropolitan regions
were aware of the importance of participatory transport planning, as well as its diffi-
culty and challenges. These are connected with the planning level (local, regional or
state), activity (strategic or implementing) and the number and nature of stakehold-
ers that need to be included in the process. Regardless of whether the stakeholders
involved in the process are institutional (e.g. representatives of sectors, decision-
makers and politicians) or informal (e.g. residents and NGOs), it is necessary to
comprehensively examine their role and the options for their inclusion. Stakeholders
have different needs and special features, which is why the methods for obtaining
their opinion must be sufficiently flexible.

The availability of stakeholders depends on the time the discussions are tak-
ing place (e.g. institutional stakeholders can attend the workshops during business
hours, whereas residents can usually only attend them outside their work time) and
the method of collecting information (workshops are more suitable for the elderly,
whereas young people prefer to communicate through online surveys and social
networks). Inappropriate times and methods may result in unbalanced answers and
inappropriate measures.

An additional problem can also be caused by a large number of answers and
especially their diversity. This can be prevented by starting the participatory process
early, in which common goals and needs are first identified and the mechanisms for
seeking common points are jointly agreed. It is necessary to very clearly define the
goals and limitations of the participatory process to facilitate moderated discussion
and limit the stakeholders’ expectations. This makes it possible to build the required
trust.

Because the areas and stakeholders differ from one another, the participatory
process must always be adapted to the local context. The questions must also be
selected well. The information provided must be clear and understandable to all
participants. The selected space, time and method of inclusion must be adapted to
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various groups, but because individual groups nonetheless do not respond they need
to be approached personally, in their own environment.

It makes sense to start the participatory process on the broadest possible basis,
by including as many residents/stakeholders as possible. By formulating or select-
ing goals, the number of participants gradually shrinks to the most relevant ones.
Especially with larger groups, the number is reduced to the representatives of a par-
ticular group (e.g. a society or association) and the methodology changes as well
(e.g. switching to focus groups).

The participation of certain key stakeholders, such as politicians, public adminis-
tration, experts and planners, is taken for granted considering their roles in the plan-
ning process. These roles differ, but as key stakeholders they have to be informed of
the entire process in a timely manner, so they can plan to take part. Because their
roles overlap it is often difficult to establish who directs the participatory process,
and therefore, the roles of every key stakeholder must be clearly defined. A gap often
occurs between the politicians’ desires and expectations on the one hand and the
roles and expert expectations of planners and specialists on the other. The special-
ists’ role is to propose feasible solutions that agree with the needs and laws, and rely
on professional expertise, whereas the role of the politicians is to take responsibility
and select the most suitable solution. Politicians play an especially vital role when it
comes to demanding and sensitive measures when in addition to making decisions
they are responsible for providing suitable information to the public about the deci-
sions adopted. In turn, with minor technical measures, their role is smaller, and their
involvement is often not even required. With demanding processes, politicians must
be involved the entire time, so they have all the background information they need
to make the final decision.

Key actors also include the media, which are not stakeholders per se, but represent
the voice of the stakeholders. They can inform people of the participatory process
and occasionally even stimulate it, whereas on the other hand, they also elucidate the
topics addressed by the participatory process.

Especially great attention should be dedicated to those stakeholders that can artic-
ulate their expectations very clearly and thereby overshadow other stakeholders. In
addition, it is necessary on the one hand to limit the influence of stakeholders that
wish to promote only their narrow interests and, on the other, to enhance the role of
reserved and less qualified stakeholders, especially those from vulnerable groups, so
they can also be involved in the process and express their opinion. Vulnerable groups
include the disabled, unemployed, children, older people, the financially challenged,
immigrants and so on. Cooperation should be adapted to their capabilities and abili-
ties, including by selecting appropriate methods. They can be involved through their
representatives and suitably informed through various media.

In carrying out the participatory process, one should be aware that it usually
takes a long time and that several planning processes take place in parallel where
frequent stakeholder participation is expected. Consequently, all the steps must be
well-thought-out because a broad inclusion of stakeholders does not always make
sense, especially because the goal is to maintain the stakeholders’ interest over a
longer period of time.
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Even though participatory planning can be a long and expensive process, it saves
a lot of time and energy during implementation. If stakeholders are not suitably
involved, they may raise their voice later on, slowing down or even stopping the
implementation of the adopted decisions.

This can be prevented with a well-thought-out process of including various stake-
holders, which requires highly qualified specialists and good command and develop-
ment of various inclusionmethods. Great emphasis must also be placed on informing
the public and raising its awareness. The media play an especially important role in
this.

It is understandable that due to financial limitations and incompatibility, not all
stakeholder proposals can be adopted. Therefore, it is vital how various information
is filtered and the final decision is adopted. Certain more demanding decisions are
taken by qualified experts, whereas with others, in which the public is also involved,
the process must be transparent throughout and the participants must be informed in
a timely manner of their roles and the influence they will have on the final decision.
A neutral group of experts can help in selecting the right proposals and reliable
analyses of the current state can be of great help, but in any case, the initiators must
be informed of the decisions as they are adopted.

Despite good intentions, the participatory process results cannot always be real-
ized in practice. Sometimes, the delay in applying the adopted decisions is only
temporary (e.g. because of insufficient funds), but because of the participatory pro-
cess taking so long the circumstances influencing the beginning and management of
the process in its early stage often change as well. A delay usually requires just a lit-
tle patience, whereas not observing the measures adopted demands an explanation.
Communication and information must be convincing and truthful, and they must
convey realistic reasons for the situation because only this way the participants in the
process canmaintain their trust in the participatory process providers. To avoidmajor
complications, this must already be drawn attention to during the implementation
of the participatory process, and it is vital not promise too much, which is often the
case when politicians are also involved in the process.

A similar problem occurs when the participatory process involves unattractive,
but necessary measures. The success of communicating such measures depends on
the trust in experts and planners, as well as on how they are presented. Attention
must be brought to the basic goal that will be achieved through this measure and,
most importantly, consent must be obtained from key stakeholders (e.g. experts and
politicians). In addition, it is necessary to plan long-term and build on a group of
several interrelated measures that lead to achieving a common goal. Although true,
clear and objective information is the most important, it is also possible to come out
first with an even less popular measure and then reach a mutually agreed solution as
originally planned. Sometimes, it is important not to give an option of accepting or
rejecting the measure but to only let the public select between variants of the same
unpopular measure.

However, the public attitude towards the participatory process and the consequent
inclusion in it depend not only on the subject addressed but also on the territorial
level. The public feels closer to concrete, local projects, in which they are familiar
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with the issue at hand, whereas they respond more poorly to more abstract strategic
topics and documents that involve the regional or national level. In more complex
matters, the public lacks the required expertise and thus it is also not capable of
contributing to proposals. Therefore, in these cases participation focuses primarily on
institutional stakeholders, experts that are familiarwith the issue, and highly qualified
representatives of various target groups (e.g. NGOs). At a higher territorial level, the
number of potential stakeholders increases, and the methods must be adapted to this
(e.g. online surveys instead of workshops for residents).

Because the implementation of the participatory process in different circum-
stances and at different territorial levels can vary in the degree of difficulty, sub-
stantial efforts should be directed to selecting qualified facilitators and proven and
adjusted methods. The facilitators must be highly qualified, familiar with the condi-
tions, communicative and socially sensitive. They must be trustworthy and neutral
individuals that can listen to various arguments, seek common points and prevent
conflicts. They must have a good command of various methods, which they must
adapt to an individual process or an individual stakeholder group. Despite being
highly qualified, they must adapt their manner of expression to the participants, so
that everyone can understand them and can present their own opinion during the
participation process. This makes participation a learning process that changes the
mindsets of the public, politicians, planners and experts.

2.4 Discussion

This study comprehensively dealt with participatory transport planning in eight
selected European metropolitan regions. It was based on the experience of experts
that completed the questionnaires and shared their experience at a workshop.
The focus was on the participatory process as such rather than its comparison
between individual metropolitan regions or the special features of participatory
transport planning.

As expected, a stronger participation culture can be ascribed to the Scandinavian
metropolises, which is most likely the result of both external factors (legal frame-
work, political readiness, governance structure and role of planners) and internal
factors (public awareness, social capital, economic conditions; Swapan 2014). This
can be linked to the power relationship between decision-makers, where the degree
of involvement of others depends on an individual responsible person or institution
(Arnstein 1969; Cleaver 1999; Pütz 2011; Pacione 2014) and to the level of democ-
racy in a society (Cleaver 1999; Abels 2007; Pacione 2014). In contrast to southern
European countries, the policy of Scandinavian countries tends to be more consen-
sual. They have a longer tradition of inter-party cooperation and, according to the
stakeholders attending the workshop, they also have a longer tradition of carrying
out participatory processes, which is a prerequisite for acquiring suitable expertise,
resources and learning abilities (Sarzynski 2015).



24 J. Nared

Like in the case of spatial planning in the Alpine countries (Nared et al. 2015), this
study also shows that participation is incorporated into the legislation and planning
systems (Pacione 2014), but it maintains a pro forma character (Nared et al. 2015).
According to Hong (2018, p. 202), this type of participation is only a formality
and it is basically not utilized to obtain the residents’ opinion. In addition, Sagaris
(2014) argues that despite its recognized benefits for transport planning, participation
remains at a ritual level.

Higher expectations in incorporating participation into planning (using the case of
green infrastructure) were also voiced by Bissonnette et al. (2018), who determined
that participation is often narrowed down to paid professionals and focuses less on
resident participation. Like here, they established that the sectors do not connect
enough with one another (silo effect) and that they only focus on one sector instead
of integral planning.

As a rule, the law limits participatory planning to formal comments and public
disclosures, and planners often do not wish to engage in more than that because
they perceive it as extra work (Swapan 2014). The stakeholders’ arguments against
extensive inclusion of the public are the long duration and high cost of the participa-
tory process, but they agree with various authors (Sayce et al. 2013; Sagaris 2014)
that including residents in planning, implementation and evaluation simplifies many
processes. Such participation increases the legitimacy and quality of decisions and
ownership; other positive effects include more sustainable and supportable decisions
that reflect community values, agency credibility and faster implementation of plans
and projects (Sagaris 2014). This way participation contributes to robust projects or,
according to Hong (2018), the quality of projects is more important than their speed
or cost.

Despite many identified advantages of participatory planning, Chatty et al. (2003)
make the important point that the transformation from an authoritarian and techno-
cratic style of management to participatory and inclusive approaches is a demanding
task, in which the planners’ reservation is not the result of a lack of willingness to
carry out participatory processes, but a lack of qualification and a lack of or unfa-
miliarity with suitable methods. On the other hand, faster development hinders even
relatively little interest from the residents (Swapan 2014).

A need for faster development of and better familiarity with participatory meth-
ods is also indicated by the findings of this study, in which stakeholders primarily
identified the need for the development of ICT tools. According to Hong (2018),
the selection of methods is key for reaching the widest possible range of residents,
whereby the methods employed must be able to capture and promote the residents’
knowledge and awareness (Sagaris 2014; Swapan 2014).

Information technology opens up numerous possibilities, from setting up the nec-
essary communication channels (Nared and Visković 2012), remote access, online
GIS, 3D models and so on (Hanzl 2007).

Even though all the stakeholders in the participatory process must strive for a
strong sense of community (Hong 2018), it should be noted that every stakeholder
group has its own tasks and expectations, which is why they never fully advocate
shared interests, but seek to reach their own goals and convince otherswith their argu-
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ments (Pütz 2011). The stakeholders included in this study were aware of this and
hence they placed a greater emphasis on an individual stakeholder group and its role
in the process, clearly highlighting the role of politicians, planners, public admin-
istration and residents. These stakeholders differ in terms of financial resources,
available information and expertise, which are especially problematic because plan-
ning is very demanding and includes legal, administrative, technical, and political
elements. Wealthier and well-connected investors and decision-makers may obtain
expert opinions and exploit the governance structures to achieve their own interests,
whereas the residents are left to their own knowledge and abilities (Pacione 2014;
Sarzynski 2015). Similarly, Swapan (2014) argues that involvement in the partici-
patory process is influenced by the economic condition, awareness of the planning
process, effectiveness of communication strategies taken by the planning agency,
trust in planning agency, sense of urgency and status of social capital.

Therefore, in addition to the role of politicians as key decision-makers, the role
of planners is especially important. Their experience, expertise and good knowledge
of laws and the field itself must build a bridge between various types of stakehold-
ers. According to Nostikasari (2015, p. 107), planners can ensure “mutual learning
between the expert-basedknowledge and experience-basedknowledge”.They should
provide expert knowledge to the public administration representatives and, together
with them, also enhance the participation of organizations whose expertise can help
the residents. They can also approach the residents directly, using communication to
imprint a sense of ownership on them and help them develop the skills to engage in
autonomous participation (Hong 2018).

As already described at the beginning of this chapter, resident participation is
vital especially because of their practical experience, because they recognize the
needs of the local area (Hong 2018), and also because they can provide “alternative
policy-oriented knowledge by not only considering rational behaviour patterns but
also personal motives and reflections on key issues such as workplace or residence
selection” (Delclòs-Alió andMiralles-Guasch 2017, p. 172). It is important to include
all resident groups because every group has a different experience, and the exclusion
of one from planning can lead to long-lasting neglect and the consequent long-term
social exclusion of some residents (Nostikasari 2015). Workshop participants thus
highlighted the necessity to include all vulnerable groups, either directly or through
representatives. This is especially important in terms of public transport, which is
often the only form of mobility among vulnerable groups and something that the
level of an individual’s social inclusion depends on (Nostikasari 2015; Özkazanç
and Sönmez 2017).

Despite acknowledging the importance of including all stakeholders, especially
residents, in contrast toSagaris (2014), theworkshopparticipants did not see residents
in the role of planners, but more as a group whose knowledge can substantially
contribute to the quality of the decisions and plans adopted.

Because of an increasing need for the participation of residents, whose time is
usually limited, it is vital to approach it prudently in order not to burden residents
too much and, most importantly, to present the advantages of participation to them.
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According to Geoghegan et al. (2004), sometimes planners even deliberately overuse
participation to make the residents inert or divert their attention from certain issues.

Sarzynski (2015) argues that the intensity of stakeholder participation is influ-
enced by their satisfactionwith the results achieved. In contrast, Hong (2018) believes
that satisfaction results in more from the feeling of having influenced the decisions
than reaching one’s goals. The workshop participants went even a step further, estab-
lishing that trust in the planners or experts and the expectation that the results will
in fact be included in the plan are crucial for resident participation and the resulting
success of measures. This agrees with Swapan (2014), who argues that trust in plan-
ners is crucial for citizen participation and that a lack of it discourages residents from
participating, adding that a lower degree of resident participation does not reflect the
residents’ ignorance, but their response to negative experience in the past.

This shows the need for well-qualified planners and facilitators that must be well-
acquainted with the situation and well-versed in methods. To avoid a negative expe-
rience, planners must reflect on and prepare their interventions well before starting
to work with stakeholders (Dionnet et al. 2013). Especially great emphasis should
be placed on the selection of methods because the stakeholders’ time is limited.

However, as indicated by the results of this study, in addition to the factors listed
above, stakeholder inclusion in the participatory process depends strongly on the
level at which an individual plan is being prepared. At the local level, the residents’
experience-based knowledge may suffice for them to participate in the process (Bole
et al. 2017), whereas with more complex plans or a higher territorial level, this is no
longer the case; therefore, lower participation is understandable and tends to shift
from an individual to the representatives of specific groups.

Even though the workshop with the representatives of the metropolitan regions
was based on the practical experience of planners, experts and the representatives of
public administration (i.e. regions) rather than scholarly discussions, the entire pro-
cess yielded completely comparable findings. Moreover, individual authors focused
only on specific aspects of participation and the participatory process, whereas the
results achieved through participatory research provided a relatively comprehensive
overview of the topics discussed in the articles. This again shows the importance
of including relevant stakeholders as providers of experience-based knowledge, in
which, compared to other studies, theworkshop participants adopted a critical stance,
even though they were actually evaluating their own work.

2.5 Conclusions

This chapter provides a comprehensive overview of findings on the role of par-
ticipation in transport planning in eight European metropolitan regions that were
obtained through an analysis of a questionnaire on the strengths, weaknesses and
needs identified in the metropolitan regions, an in-depth questionnaire on various
aspects of participatory transport planning and an international workshop attended
by over fifty experts, planners and public administration representatives.



2 Participatory Transport Planning: The Experience of Eight … 27

It was determined that the culture of stakeholder participation in planning varies
between the metropolitan regions, in which the Scandinavian metropolises stand out
as the best. In general, what all the metropolitan regions have in common is that
participatory planning remains an underused potential, which only rarely extends
beyond the legally prescribed requirements.

Another important finding is that various types of stakeholders (politicians, plan-
ners, public administration and residents) play various roles in the participatory
process and that they must know their role well, otherwise the interests of finan-
cially stronger stakeholders, who can obtain suitable expert opinions and expertise,
predominate. Planners play the key role here: through their expertise and experi-
ence, they must ensure suitable participation of all groups and thus contribute to
highlighting joint interests.

The inclusion of various stakeholders must be prudent, which requires highly
qualified facilitators, a good command of the required methods and sufficient infor-
mation and awareness raising.

At the very beginning of the process, it is vital to highlight its purpose and potential
limitations and explain how the results will be included in the plans. This limits
the (potentially too high) expectations of the participants and also provides some
justification if the results of the participatory process cannot the fully enforced in the
plan for financial or other reasons. In this case, it is necessary to honestly, truthfully
and clearly present the reasons for the situation.

It is important to be aware that the involvement in the participatory process and
the acceptability of the plan largely depend on the trust between the participants and
the planner. This trust can be maintained by including the decisions adopted in the
process into the plans, using well-thought-out participation methods, and through
work that convinces participants that they can influence the decisions.

The participatory process must be tailored to the concrete conditions both in terms
of the participating stakeholders, the methods used and the intensity of participation
because sometimes more frequent stakeholder participation is required and some-
times none at all.

The differences in participation across various territorial levels are especially
important in this regard. At the local level, the projects are usually concrete and easy
to understand, resulting in high resident participation, whereas at higher territorial
levels or in more complex projects, the participatory process is based primarily
on highly qualified institutional stakeholders and the representatives of individual
resident groups.

The key finding is that despite being time-consuming and financially demanding,
the participatory process is an important planning tool, which, although it demands
more energy during the preparation stage, enables easier and faster implementation
because the measures are coordinated among the key stakeholders. The prerequisites
for the effective implementation of participatory processes and participatory planning
are suitably selected methods and highly qualified planners on the one hand, and the
political will on the side of the decision-makers to actually allow stakeholders to
influence decisions on the other.
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