ISOCARP Community of Practice on Urban Innovation
Practical Planning Guides to Participatory Environmental Governance



ISOCARP, UN-Habitat and UCD are inviting scholars and professionals with experience in urban innovation to prepare contributions for a publication on Urban Futures: Practical Planning Guides to Participatory Environmental Governance.
Please use the following template while preparing your contribution, and refer to the practical guidelines below.
Please submit the contribution (in a Word format) to urbaninnovation@isocarp.org by May 15, 2026.
For any further comments or questions about the publication, please send an email to the CoP on Urban Innovation at: urbaninnovation@isocarp.org



Guidelines for preparing your contribution:
· ‘Urban Innovation’ may include a range of urban design, planning, and governance interventions that reflect on the core topic – Urban Futures: Practical Planning Guides to Participatory Environmental Governance.
· Focus on 1 or more relevant case studies – depending on the nature of the paper
· Target audience:
· Community organisations
· Planners
· Planning ministers and mayors
· Other key stakeholders
· Academics
· Paper length: ca. 2,000 words (5-6 pages)
· Practical language (not heavy academic style writing)
· References (if used) and any additional information (websites, blogs, platforms, written sources) to be provided in the endnotes
· Graphics and photos: the number is not fixed; it should follow the main text. Technical requirements: resolution of 300 dpi and more, sent as JPEG/PNG/GIF format. For maps or illustrations, an editable file (a vector or .psd/Photoshop file) plus a high-quality JPEG/PNG/GIF should be submitted. For graphs and tables, editable files (such as an Excel spreadsheet) and JPEG files should be submitted. NB: Captions to be provided for each graphic. Please clearly label all images with the author and source.
· Text should be submitted as a Word document, using the template below.








The title of the paper:
Author(s):
Affiliation (organisation/institution):
Author(s)’ email:

The paper (ca. 2000 words) should be structured into 4 core sections: Context, Participation format, Decision-making, and Outcomes. The content for each section – to help you create your contribution – is described below (in italics). You may delete the italics, but keep the core sections’ titles (in bold).

Section 1: Context, selected environmental issue(s), and objectives of the participatory action

This section sets the scene. It should help the reader understand where and why community participation was needed in addressing an environmental challenge.

You may address the following:
What is the environmental issue at the centre of your case, e.g., renewable energy siting, climate adaptation planning, green infrastructure development, nature-based solutions, circular economy, or another sustainability challenge? Why does this issue matter for the community or communities involved?
What is the local context? Provide a brief description of the place (city, neighbourhood, region), including the key social, political, and institutional conditions that shaped how the environmental issue was handled. Who was affected, and how?
How does the case connect to broader patterns? Position your case within the national policy landscape and, where relevant, international experience. For instance, does the national planning framework support or constrain community participation? Are there relevant policy frameworks (such as the SDGs, the New Urban Agenda, or EU policy instruments) that informed the approach?
What were the objectives of the participatory action? What was the engagement process intended to achieve — and for whom? Was it initiated by the government, civil society, an academic institution, or a combination? Was it a response to community resistance, a proactive effort to include residents, or something else?
Where possible, include high-resolution photographs, maps, or diagrams to illustrate the context. 


Section 2: Participation format

This section examines how community participation was designed and carried out in practice. It is the methodological heart of the contribution.

You may address the following:
What participatory approach or combination of approaches was used? This might include, for example, citizens’ assemblies, participatory budgeting, community workshops, digital participation platforms, co-design processes, deliberative forums, community-led planning, or other engagement methods.
How was the participatory process structured? Describe the key stages, timeline, and scale of the engagement. Who facilitated it, and how were participants recruited or invited? Were specific efforts made to include groups that are typically underrepresented, such as low-income residents, young people, ethnic minorities, or informal settlement communities?

What worked well in the design and delivery of the participation format, and what proved difficult? Be candid about practical challenges: resource constraints, low turnout, digital access barriers, institutional resistance, power imbalances between participants, time pressures, or tensions between the urgency of the environmental issue and the time needed for meaningful engagement.
If the approach involved digital tools or technologies, describe what was used and how it supported (or complicated) the engagement process.


Section 3: Decision-making

This section focuses on how community input was connected to actual decisions: a critical question for the democratic legitimacy of participatory processes.

You may address the following:
How did the participatory process relate to formal decision-making? Was community input advisory, or did it have a binding influence on outcomes? Who held decision-making authority, and how transparent was this to participants?
How were diverse, and potentially conflicting, community perspectives negotiated, synthesised, or prioritised? What mechanisms were used to move from community input to actionable decisions?
What was the role of different actors in the decision-making process, including local government, planning authorities, private developers, civil society organisations, academic partners, and international agencies? How were responsibilities and power distributed among them?
Were there tensions between the participatory process and existing governance structures? For instance, did community recommendations conflict with political priorities, regulatory frameworks, or market pressures? How were these tensions managed?
To what extent did the participatory process genuinely influence the final outcome, and how do you assess this? Please be honest about the limits as well as the achievements.


Section 4: Outcomes, relevance for policy and practice, and lessons learned

This section asks you to step back and reflect on what was achieved, what can be learned, and what other cities and practitioners can take from your experience.

You may address the following:
What were the tangible outcomes of the participatory process – for the environmental issue, for the community, and for governance practice? Who benefited, and were there any unintended consequences, positive or negative?
What are the key lessons learned? What would you do differently, and what should others replicate? Be specific about what made the approach effective or where it fell short.
How transferable is the approach? Could the participatory format and governance arrangements be adapted to different cities, environmental issues, or socio-political contexts? What conditions would need to be in place?
Finally, please provide a clear set of practical recommendations for urban managers, planners, and policymakers. These should be concrete and actionable, addressing, for example, how to design inclusive engagement processes, what institutional or policy changes are needed, how to resource participatory approaches, or how to connect community input to decision-making in ways that are credible and sustained.
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