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The Finnish

Land Use and Building
Act 2000

aims to ensure that everyone has
the chance to participate

in open planning processes

§



…but in reality

ONLY HANDFUL
OF PEOPLE

PARTICIPATE

TIMING OF
PARTICIPATION

TOO LATE

CONCENTRATION
ON RESISTING

CHANGES

NON-
INFLUENTIAL
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DEMANDING
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PROCESS

COLLECTED
DATA REMAINS

INVISIBLE



Can we realize
smarter

participation?







Digitalization creates
new possibilities for
using more efficient
and enjoyable
participation
• Social media platforms
• Gaming
• Online dialogues
• Texting apps
• Videos
• Blogs
• Creative websites
• Electronic polling
• Participatory budgeting
• Virtual meetings



Place-based public engagement –
the idea of PPGIS



From 2005 onwards: The ‘soft’ GIS

adding new ’soft’ layers with the help of Internet-based
method into the Geographic Information System

Developing a GIS-based method
for studying the environmental experiences locality-based

”This is a good way to
map the  feelings of

people. You have time to
think about your answers.
I hope to see the results

in the  future.”



Maptionnaire in a nutshell
www.maptionnaire.com



EXAMPLES OF
PARTICIPATORY
PLANNING
PROJECTS

ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING

URBAN
PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT

BUILDING
DESIGN

PARKS AND
RECREATION

TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AND
MOBILITY



Detailed and park planning, Södra Värtan, Stockholm



City of Jyväskylä:
Skenario building and presentation



Perceptive
evaluations of
indoor spaces,
Aalto University



203 real-life
Maptionnaire

projects

Critical reflection of PPGIS as a
participatory planning tool



of using PPGIS as
a crowdsourcing tool

in urban planning

+ -The PROS
and CONS



Foster collaborative,
influential participation

Extensive
participation

PROS
1.

2.

3.

Problems regarding
digitalization

CONS

Ineffective planning
practices

1.

2.

3.

High quality and usable
knowledge

Problems regarding
data quality

Maarit Kahila-Tani, Marketta Kyttä & Stan Geerzman (2018)



Extensive
participation?



Crowdsourced citizen insight creates good-quality data



PPGIS fosters individual participation

Individual participation Collective participation

Diversity of opinion Each person should have the opportunity
to share their private information

The private information of different
persons’ is filtered through groups
aims

Independence Peoples’ opinions are not determined by
those around them

Peoples’ opinions form part of the
joint understanding of the group

Decentralisation People are able to specialize and draw
on local knowledge

Combines and acknowledges local
knowledge from different sources

Aggregation Some mechanisms exist for turning
private judgements into public judgement

Effective mechanisms for turning
private judgements into public
judgement

Kahila-Tani, M. (2016) Reshaping the planning process using local experiences: Utilising PPGIS in participatory
urban planning.  Aalto University publication series, 223.



"Copyright Liikennevirasto /Digiroad 2012”

By the water-
survey in
Helsinki
metropolitan
area

2121
respondents

Over 26 000
place markings

Inclusiveness: Wider & representative groups of people
can be reached



How about representativeness?
Case
Helsinki Master Plan

Case
By the water survey



Inclusiveness: New resident groups can be reached



… even children and young people

In Lauttasaari there
are not many places

to hang outdoors
with friends.  This is

almost the only
place.

I would appreciate a
better skate board park,
cause it is becoming a bit
rotten. So please  invest a

few euros there..

Quite okey place
for biking!

Here I crashed
with my

skateboard for
the first time

Here adults hit
the gas pedal

Cool forest! If
this falls down,

so will you!

Kids out-survey in Helsinki

1100 respondents



Gottwald, S. Laatikainen, T. Kyttä, M. (2016) Exploring the usability of PPGIS among older adults: challenges and
opportunities. International Journal of Geographical Information Science, 1-18.

Digital divide and Technology stress



PPGIS &
the extensive public participation

● Relatively high number of participants can be
reached with reasonable effort

● Reaching new resident groups
● Fostering individual participation
● Reveals residents’ conflicting viewpoints of the

planning topic

● Digital divide
● Technical challenges
● Data manipulation
● Anonymity
● Challenges related to data collection strategies
● Technology stress & information overflow
● Poor geographical and socio-economic

representativeness
● How to involve also other stakeholders like NGOs?
● Biased results can be a potential danger

+ -



The markers on the map
emphasize well the insight from

the residents, for example the city
boulevards and the conflict areas

emerge clearly.
(Planner 2)

High quality and
usable knowledge



New type of knowledge in a visible format
Case Helsinki Master plan: Locations of the new building sites & green areas that should be protected



Support for new
construction dominates

Support for preservation
of green areas

dominates

Highly contradictory
views

Reveales
residents’
conflicting
viewpoints of
the planning
topic

Case
Helsinki Master
Plan:
Compatibility-
analysis



How to design walkable cities? -
Relevant insights for the planning topic

Everyday routes (n 2178) City of Helsinki Recreational routes (n 1428) City of
Helsinki



Online tools for the analysis and reporting –
or you can use the of tools of your choise



Carto-integration – you can create easily interactive
visualizations



The analysis of planning solutions in relation to PPGIS data

Kyttä, M. Kuoppa, J. Hirvonen, J. Ahmadi, E. & Tzoulas, T. (2013)
Perceived safety of the retrofit neighborhood: a place-based
approach. Urban Design International, 4, 1-18.



Cherry picking –
Idea competition winner

in Vaasa: Mansikka ja
Variksenjalka



PPGIS &
high quality and versatile knowledge

● Localized information related to planning situations
● High-quality, versatile data
● Allow the collection of positive feedback
● Place-based data can be integrated to existing systems
● Knowledge from participants can be more equally

recognised parallel to other more formal data sets
● Results easier to process and analyse using various

approaches
● Data can be processed further in deliberative

processes among the residents and other stakeholders
● Getting answers to certain topics relevant in the

planning process

● Methodological challenges
● Potential of cherry picking - misuse of data to support

e.g. the existing presumptions
● Potentially lack of transparency
● More influential participation is needed  - can PPGIS

really help?
● Frustration of participants if nothing changes
● Illusion of influentiality - democracy does not always

work in politics

+ -



Effective practises of
public participation

It is essential that we have been able to
offer a participation channel

also for those residents
who would be otherwise difficult to

persuade to other participation venues or
workshops. Now the challenge

is to prove the influence
of the survey. (Planner 4)



Public participation support system (PPSS)
Starting of a new project
 Local insight
 Background information
 Communication

Making plan
proposals
 Evaluating

the plans
 Collecting

feedback

Decision making and
accepting the plan
 Official commenting
 Giving complaints

Implementation,
evaluation and
follow-up
 Feedback for

the planning
 Ongoing

evaluation

Kahila-Tani, M. (2016)



Initiation

Comparison of alternatives

Decision making

Maintenance

Evaluation

In which phases of the planning process?
Real life planning cases 2013-2017, n= 203



Discussing the best places -community strategy building



Participative transportation planning



Visualising future structure on a map, San Jose



Generating shared neighborhood vision in
Herttoniemi



Helsinki Master Plan:
Further data processing in workshops

• 4 workshops in February 2015
• Over 100 participants
• PPGIS data available



More influential participation?
How residents’ viewsalign withthe plan proposal and finalplan?



The comparison
between participants’
views and the Helsinki
Master Plan proposal

More influential
participation?

Kahila, M. Broberg, A. Kyttä, M. & Tyger, T. (2016)
Let the citizens map - Public participation GIS as
a planning support system in Helsinki 2050
master planning process. Planning practice and
research, 31, 2, p. 195-214.

FINAL
PLAN
87%

MATCH

PLAN
PROPOSAL

75%
MATCH



Place-based data can be integrated to existing systems
Case: City of Lahti, Finland

DATA in the GIS system of the city
• Knowledge from children from 59

day care centres
• Natural areas/places used in early

childhood education
• Routes to places

The detailed plan did
not acknowledge the
route used by children
through private
property.

The route has been now
marked in the plan
proposal 2016.
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How often do you visit this place?
Seldom Often
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Negative

Positive

Everyday life network

Quality network

Development
priority?

Protection
priority?

Maintenance
priority?

Development
potential?

NOW: Development prioritization model
Case: City of Espoo
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How often do you visit this place?
Seldom Often
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Negative

Positive

6%

Development prioritization model

5%

52% 37%



Meaningful participation – avoid playing
with the participants

… PPGIS can be used as a therapeutic
participatory device

The biggest advantage so far has been
the ‘image’ benefit of implementing
this kind of survey. To be able to use
the content of the survey we have to

deepen the analysis.”
(Case Helsinki: Planner)



PPGIS &
the effective practises of public participation

● Easy to implement by planners, residents or other
actors *

● Data collection in various geographic scales
● Usable in various phases of the process and in

different planning situations
● Systematic data collection reduces unnecessary

data collection
● Data can be used by various sectors

● Leads easily to the continuation of top-down
participation

● Can take the form of non-meaningful participation
● Lack of economic resources, skills, interests etc.,

can prevent use of digital methods
● Digital methods alone are seldom sufficient*
● Does not solve all the challenges of public

participation*
● Strategic level questions difficult to answer without

face-to face discussions

+ -



RIITTÄÄKÖ TÄMÄ?

SURVEY AMONG
FINNISH PLANNING

OFFICIALS:
Map-based surveys are

established (31%)
& useful (38%)

tools in participatory
planning (Nummi, 2018)



Technology is not the answer to
problems of participatory
planning – learning by doing
and wanting to do good quality
participation matters



Staffans, A. Kahila-Tani, M. & Kyttä, M. (2019) Participatory
urban planning in the digital era. Hyväksytty julkaistavaksi
teoksessa Geertman, S.  & Stillwell, J. (eds.) Handbook of
Planning Support Science. Springer International
Publishing.

FOUR DIFFERENT
TYPES OF
COMMUNICATIVE
ACTIONS IN URBAN
PLANNING

PARTICIPATION)

COLLABORATION

I

III IV

II

CO
N

VE
RG

IN
G

DI
VE

RG
IN

G

The knowledge needs

Th
e

m
od

e
of

 w
or

ki
ng



GOAL VISION PLAN

THE FLOW OF COMMUNICATIVE ACTIONS IN
DIFFERENT PHASES OF PLANNING
PROCESS



TOWARDS MORE
STRATEGIC

PUBLIC
PARTICIPATION?



Thank you!

Maptionnaire:
https://maptionnaire.com/
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Best participatory planning process is informal and spontaneous

The focus should be in the high quality outcome

The knowledge utilized in participatory planning should be produced as a
local knowledge building process

It is important that the knowledge is generalizable allowing comparison with
other contexts

It is important that the local activists are well represented in participatory
processes

It is important that people are able to express their collective viewpoints

A planner should try to understand the variety of needs of people

New technology methods like online tools and social media are best
methods for participatory planning

Participants should be encouraged to self-organize participation

Participatory planning should focus on all levels of planning, also general
and regional planning

Experts and politicians are the ones who can make the final decisions and
find the solutions

Teachers attitudes towards public participation vs those of the students

= students
= M & M
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