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ABSTRACT

Aim. Post-communist planning in Ukraine was essentially transformed over the last years with new approaches, instruments and
practices changing the very idea of planning at the local level. As a result, local planning is becoming a mix of multiple usual planning
instruments, new optional tools, which have appeared with imported conceptions and widespread participatory practices. This article
uses the context of Luhansk region to address the question how this variety of instruments transform the planning processes at the local
level in post-transitional perspective. We examine how planning and participatory instruments are developed and combined in the
territorial communities of Luhansk region, what are the outcomes and how the main actors evaluate the planning process.

Methodology. In this article, we consider how territorial communities use the planning and participation instruments from the
standpoints of spatial transformations and place-making, using the experience of the region with a severe planning crisis in recent
decades. In order to analyze the state of use of planning and participation instruments at the local level, we focus on planning documents
and participatory tools in 26 territorial communities of the government controlled areas in Luhansk region (as of the end of 2021).
Additional data for contextualizing empirical information on the planning process, its outcomes and particular instruments were ob-
tained from two focus groups, which involved 35 persons, including local officials, local activists and residents from different territorial
communities of Luhansk region.

Results. We argue that territorial communities rely on quite diverse planning documents and participatory practices with insuf-
ficient focus on planning instruments for balancing the spatial development. Active introduction of the new public participation tools
that have become available in recent years had a paradoxical effect in the region, when implementing without reliance on planning
instruments. At the same time, many territorial communities are adapting various instruments to specific local context, thus contributing
significantly to developing the local institutional environment, creating local success stories and strengthening democratic decision-
making. We show that planning instruments, their implementations and outcomes of planning activity in most cases are perceived and
evaluated differently by the main actors, however many of them are becoming increasingly aware about planning process and interested
in developing the planning culture.

Novelty and practical significance. This paper contributes to the discussion on the evolution of local planning instruments, the
role and effectiveness of certain instruments in the post-transitional perspective. Understanding the state of affairs with local planning
and participatory instruments, their interplay and ability to provide expected outcomes contributes to strengthening of the local planning
policy and making it more effective.
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Introduction Changes of the Soviet planning, typically de-

Planning as a process, spatial and social practice
in the post-Soviet perspective faced huge challenges:
the need to rethink its functions and goals in the new
socio-economic reality and mechanisms for their im-
plementation into practice of spatial development,
the need to legitimize planning as such, given its neg-
ative ideological connotation, and the need to rethink
and update the planning tools. As in many other coun-
tries of the CEE region, these processes have resulted
from significant social changes and transformations,
creating demand for a more open and transparent
governance, its de-ideologization and democrati-
zation.

fined as centralized [26, 8, 7, 17, 13, 23] and techno-
cratic [16, 8, 9], in the post-Soviet period were not
only related to building the institutional environment
and implementing the overall trend of democratiza-
tion but also rethinking the levels of planning and
search for effective tools on each spatial level. As far
as Soviet planning system relied upon the spatial
planning as a way of spatial interpretation of eco-
nomic development plans [31, 9, 7] and regulating
the growth and development [23, 8] with making the
main focus on the macro level in the Soviet scale,
there was a strong need to reconsider these ap-
proaches in the post-transitional perspective.
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Shifting attention to the local level, revising
planning tools and updating them in view of the new
context, have become general trends in the evolution
of the planning systems in transitional countries [16,
9, 26, 21], and Ukraine has to some extent followed
these trends [ 14]. However, the crisis of legitimacy of
planning [16, 9, 22], its weakening and the subse-
quent crisis of planning as a tool of spatial develop-
ment, along with the dominance of the so-called cul-
ture of “investor urbanism” [7, 21], as in other tran-
sitional countries, led to the chaos in spatial develop-
ment, when planning instruments exist in one reality,
and spatial processes develop on a far different tra-
jectory. Often outdated, both formally and meaning-
fully, planning documents have largely ceased to play
their role as tools for integrated development of terri-
tories over the long run, particularly since the urban
situation was changing rapidly, and because of the
lack of resources to implement these planning docu-
ments. The decentralization reform that began in
Ukraine, albeit much later than in other countries of
the region, was designed to strengthen and intensify
local economic development and resulted in the
emergence of new planning instruments for territorial
communities, such as strategies and complex spatial
development plans.

At the same time, the rethinking of planning in-
struments in the post-transitional period was influ-
enced by strengthening of civil society, which con-
tributed to the spread of diverse participatory tools
and their implementation into planning practice -
public hearings, inquiries, petitions and many others.
Development of participatory instruments, on the one
hand, reflected the overall trend of democratization
of governance in post-socialist countries, as well as
the growing public demand for participation in the
planning processes, despite numerous difficulties in
implementing participatory governance into post-so-
cialist planning [1, 11].

As a result, a planning system has been formed,
based on numerous traditional planning instruments,
new optional instruments resulting from the “import”
of planning practices, as concepts of integrated de-
velopment, and multiple participatory instruments
supplementing the planning process at different
stages. Thus, a rather complicated system consisting
of multiple planning instruments has been formed at
the local level. On the one hand, it really allows to
consider the interests of different actors in the plan-
ning processes and next developments in a “stake-
holder society” [6], on the other hand, due to its com-
plexity, emerged planning system appears as confus-
ing and non-transparent to many involved parties,
which eventually negatively affects the planning pro-
cess and its outcomes.

Although post-socialist transition and its impact
on planning have received considerable attention in

the literature, where various aspects of planning un-
der transition [9, 7], rethinking planning in the post-
transitional perspective [16, 21], restructuring the
planning systems and particular instruments [4, 8, 22,
25] as well as introducing the new practices of gov-
ernance [26, 1] are revealed, there is a lack of re-
search on transformed planning systems based on
both traditional planning instruments and participa-
tory ones in the regions with a socialist past. At the
same time, these issues are significantly affecting the
local planning: the post-socialist context imposes
quite specific conditions of the balance between sup-
porting investment process and taking into account
the possible consequences for environment and his-
torical legacy, deregulating business facilitation pro-
cedures and considering other stakeholders interests
in planning and development. In this article, basing
on the local context of planning in the Luhansk region
of Ukraine, we consider how territorial communities
use the planning and participation instruments, their
interaction and specificity of using diverse tools from
the standpoint of spatial transformations and place-
making.

Research questions of the study include: How
are the challenges for developing a balanced planning
system, shaped by both traditional planning tools and
new participatory practices, relayed to the local
level? What instruments do territorial communities
rely on and how the main tools are rethinking at the
local level in a region with a severe planning crisis in
recent decades. In this case, we consider planning as
a process of elaboration and implementing the me-
dium- and long-term plans for territories, which in-
cludes both strategic and spatial planning and rele-
vant instruments.

The article consists of a theoretical part that re-
flects the main challenges for local planning in the
post-socialist context, research methodology and
data, analysis of the use of planning and participation
instruments, including typification of territorial com-
munities on this basis and ends with a critical analysis
of the planning process from the standpoint of the
main participants.

Theoretical background

Planning during the transitional period in the
post-socialist countries is mostly described in the lit-
erature as related to the crisis of planning, including
its legitimacy crisis [16, 9, 22] and the subsequent
changes in ideas about planning itself, its goals and
actors in the planning process, and, accordingly, the
planning system as a whole [4, 26, 21]. Such changes
are closely related to social transformations in the re-
gion and overall changes in the political governance
culture, and consequently — planning culture [3, 12],
which J. Friedmann defines as “the ways, both formal
and informal, that spatial planning is ... conceived,
institutionalized, and enacted” [3]. In this regard, it is
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necessary to emphasize some features, which con-
trasted sharply with the socialist past: growth of in-
formal practices in planning process and spatial
transformations, changing attitudes towards planning
and ways of its institutionalization and revision of de-
cision-making procedures, which redefine the role of
different actors in planning and transformations in a
new way.

New actors, especially private business, have in-
troduced new practices of spatial transformations,
which have become widespread within all transi-
tional countries and often were realized in the form
of “investor urbanism” [7; 21], when planning and its
tools were, in fact, ignored while making decisions
and transformations. As a result, glaring examples of
disparity between the planning situation, as it is de-
fined in the planning documents, and what it is in re-
ality, could be observed. This imbalance is one of the
hallmarks of transitional planning, as is the growth of
informal transformation practices. Thus, rethinking
of planning and “critical constructive thinking” [24]
on its outcomes is intended to strengthen its role in
the transformation of space and governance, to bal-
ance the influence of different actors and to contrib-
ute to reducing social and environmental imbalances.

Rethinking of planning is inevitably related to
introduction of new approaches and concepts that
were supposed to change Soviet planning and assist
to “switch [it] from technical, rigid, and mostly land-
use oriented planning in support of economic plans to
process-based, participatory, and integrative planning
activities” [16]. Changes in planning as a process and
its rethinking should have contributed to the updating
of existing and the establishing of new planning tools
as specific ways to implement the updated content of
planning activities. More than 10 years ago, S. Hirt
and K. Stanilov, giving recommendations for plan-
ning activities in transitional countries, called for the
broadening of planning instruments and investing
into alternatives to traditional tools such as master
planning with more attention to other tools, including
strategic planning and issue-focused planning [9].
However, the development of new tools, their elabo-
ration and implementation into planning practice typ-
ically is encountering numerous obstacles for their
interpreting, adopting and use, as evidenced by the
Ukrainian experience [14]. Such difficulties lie both
in the field of the new tools introduction, and achiev-
ing of the expected outcomes, shaping the new “tem-
poralities of planning” [19]. That is why, the institu-
tionalization of planning, in the words of J. Friedmann
is "one of the greatest challenges to be faced" [3].

In this regard, one of the biggest challenges in
the last two decades for planning in transitional coun-
tries is related to “changing frames” [26] due to the
implementation of approaches and tools of commu-
nicative planning. Despite the proliferation of

human-oriented approaches and principles in plan-
ning as a result of implementing various participatory
practices and governance “for and by people” [5], the
notion of communicative planning as a dominant par-
adigm has also been much criticized [10]. For the
post-socialist context, the main risks of implementing
the so-called imported practices [26, 20] lie between
two extremes: either a flagrant disregard of participa-
tory procedures (mostly at the initial stage) or abso-
lutization of their use in contrast to traditional plan-
ning instruments. In this article, based on the experi-
ence of local planning in the Luhansk region, we an-
alyze how different territorial communities in the re-
gion combine traditional planning tools and new par-
ticipatory ones, thus contributing to the discussion on
the evolution of local planning instruments in the
post-Soviet space, role and effectiveness of certain
instruments.

The effectiveness of planning largely depends
on the awareness of the context in which the planning
activity takes place [2]. In that connection, the re-
gional context of planning activity can be defined as
a specific environment influenced by historical, eco-
nomic and socio-political characteristics of the re-
gion, as well as “legacies of the inherited institutional
frameworks” [18]. The case of the Luhansk region, to
which we refer in this article, is quite specific among
other regions of Ukraine in terms of passivity of plan-
ning activities in the post-Soviet period and signifi-
cant inertia of planning, which is substantially based
on the past experiences. At the same time, due to de-
centralization processes and the active role of inter-
national technical assistance projects in the region,
typical practices have begun to change. Thus, a rather
specific mix of both inherited and new planning prac-
tices has been formed here, which is already taking
place on a new territorial basis, thus creating a rather
specific situation for local planning and its rethi-
nking.

Data and methodology

This study focuses on the Luhansk region of
Ukraine, a significant southern part of which was oc-
cupied in 2014. The specificity of the region is that it
received special attention and support from the Inter-
national Technical Assistance programs to facilitate
decentralization processes. The Ministry for Reinte-
gration of the Temporary Occupied Territories has
also focused its attention on the region, mostly in re-
building the infrastructure and developing territorial
communities. As in other regions of Ukraine, plan-
ning processes here have become more complicated
during the last decade, in particular, strategic plan-
ning has become mandatory, greater focus is being
made on the broad citizen involvement into planning
activity and transformations. Luhansk region is
among the regions that actively participated in volun-
tary amalgamation of territorial communities at the
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initial stage of decentralization reform. Thus over the
past few years, the culture of spatial and strategic
planning has been formed here.

In order to analyze the state of use of planning
and participation instruments at the local level, we fo-
cused on planning documents and participatory tools
in 26 territorial communities of the government con-
trolled areas in Luhansk region (as of the end of
2021). On the one hand, we analyzed seven relatively
new participatory instruments — electronic requests
for information, citizens' appeals, electronic appeals,
electronic surveys, electronic petitions, geoportal and
“participatory budget”, which provide different
forms for citizen involvement and communication.
On the other hand, we analyzed eight “traditional”
planning instruments that are at the core of the plan-
ning process — statute, passport, profile, strategy of
territorial community, master plans of settlements,
historical and architectural reference plan, city plan-
ning conditions and restrictions. Thus, for every ter-
ritorial community in the region we collected data on
elaboration of a wide variety of instruments and eval-
uated each of them in one point. Building upon this
empirical material, the ranking of territorial commu-
nities was carried.

Additional data for contextualizing the empiri-
cal information on the planning process, its outcomes
and particular instruments were obtained from two
focus groups which involved 35 persons, including
local officials, local activists and residents from dif-
ferent territorial communities of Luhansk region.
These focus groups were organized in order to gain a
deeper understanding of the planning activity and
main obstacles for it in the territorial communities of
the region, the role of particular instruments, both
planning and participatory in making spatial transfor-
mations and to evaluate the impact of the main actors.
Thus, the present paper is based, on the one hand, on
comparative analysis of the new participatory and
traditional planning instruments in the territorial
communities of the region and, on the other hand, on
the critical analysis of the planning processes and
planning practices.

The use of participatory instruments by ter-
ritorial communities of the region

Participatory instruments, especially various
electronic tools, such as petitions, requests, chatbots,
appeals, requests for information, surveys, geoportals
have become common instruments for planning and
decision-making in the region these days [15]. How-
ever, according to empirical data, most territorial
communities in the region are implementing only a
few tools. Some territorial communities have intro-
duced the use of GIS and e-services. Electronic peti-
tions and electronic appeals are the most widely used
participatory tools among the territorial communities
of Luhansk region: petitions are used in all communi-

ties of the region, and electronic appeals are used by
the majority of them (15, or 58% of the total number
of communities).

However, a wide dissemination of these instru-
ments does not necessarily is in line with their effec-
tiveness and effective use. In the majority of cases, it
is a declaration of intentions to involve citizens in de-
cision-making on community development rather
than real appeals and their consideration with subse-
quent citizen involvement. While the introduction of
such tools is crucially important for making transition
from a rigid bureaucratic administrative system of lo-
cal governance to more democratic and participatory,
further efforts are needed to facilitate their use. In
practice, these instruments are often viewed as im-
posed and unneeded, therefore many actors are not
willing to cooperate in a meaningful way, local au-
thorities mostly are not able to provide collaboration
and dialogue. The first experiences of public hear-
ings, consultations and other participatory practices
quite often are rather formal or even negative. And
though it is the first step for changing the patterns of
governance behavior, most territorial communities in
the region are at the initial stage in their efforts to in-
volve citizens in decision-making and planning.

Chmyrivska, Novopskovska, Starobilska and
Troitska territorial communities use the largest num-
ber of participation instruments among the communi-
ties of the region (Fig.1). Specifically, Novo-
pskovska and Troitska communities use citizens' ap-
peals, electronic appeals, electronic petitions, geo-
portal and participatory budget. Starobilska commu-
nity does not have an interactive geoportal where you
can leave your messages, but uses electronic consul-
tations. These communities, on the one hand, have
expanded the use of different instruments, on the
other hand, such use, importantly, is not formal: the
use of tools to involve citizens in decision-making
and planning has become established and common
practice. Although the impact of participatory prac-
tices is not yet high enough, various actors are learn-
ing to use their opportunities and benefits of active
involvement in local planning and governance.

At the same time, four communities (15% of the
total number in the region) use only one tool for in-
teraction with citizens. These are Bilolutska,
Nyzhnoteplivska, Shyrokivska and Schastynska ter-
ritorial communities, which, in fact, refused to intro-
duce and develop participatory instruments. It must
be emphasized though that the use of only one partic-
ipatory tool leads to the policies of discrimination of
certain groups and their inability to influence local
governance and planning (for instance, chatbots are
used mainly by young people, and electronic appeals
are more often registered by middle-aged people).
However, it is also important to stress that the last
three named communities are located adjacent to the
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temporarily occupied territories of Luhansk region
and function as civil-military administrations, so dif-
ficulties of citizen involvement are largely attributed

to the military threat and specificity of local gover-
nance.
The half of the communities in the region are on
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Fig. 1. The use of planning and participation instruments by territorial communities of Luhansk region, 2021
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different paths from lagging behind in the use of par-
ticipatory tools to enhancing their role in planning ac-
tivities. Five territorial communities in the region
may be identified as underdeveloped due to the pe-
ripheral location (Lozno-Oleksandrivska, Markivska,
Milovska), proximity to the contact line with tempo-
rarily occupied territories (Stanychno-Luhanska
community), small size (Kolomyichyska commu-
nity), and that translates into participatory instru-
ments use: these communities have only slightly in-
creased the number of tools.

Four territorial communities - Hirska, Kremin-
ska, Novoaidarska and Bilokurakynska - have an av-
erage level of participatory tools implementation and
citizen involvement in planning activities. In these
territorial communities an increase in the number of
instruments had gradually led to a qualitative trans-
formation of the involvement. Bilovodska commu-
nity also has a relatively small number of participa-
tory instruments; therefore, it can be attributed to the
group of communities with a medium level of their
implementation on this basis. At the same time, how-
ever, among the instruments implemented in this
community the most complicated can be found, such
as geoportal.

Lysychanska, Rubizhanska and Sievierodo-
netska territorial communities are communities with
quite large cities that are administrative centers. They
have significant experience of local governance with
highly qualified personnel and implementing big pro-
jects, that certainly distinguishes these communities
from others.

The use of planning instruments by territo-
rial communities of the region

Development of the planning instruments in ter-
ritorial communities, including strategic and spatial
planning tools, evolved considerably over the past
few years in Ukraine. In a number of territorial com-
munities new strategic planning instruments were de-
veloped, such as economic profiles, investment pro-
files, local economic development programs, com-
munication strategies, sustainable economic develop-
ment and climate action plans, service delivery im-
provement plans, roadmaps for capacity develop-
ment, etc. However, territorial communities vary sig-
nificantly by elaborating these and other planning in-
struments, depending on the region, period of amal-
gamation, territorial community type - urban or rural,
economic potential and others.

On the one hand, strategic planning for territo-
rial communities of the Luhansk region plays a cru-
cial role in the light of the decentralization process
and new administrative division, continuous planning
crises and military risks. On the other hand, the insti-
tutional capacities for developing and implementing
planning documents of adequate quality are quite
limited in the region.

There are several types of territorial communi-
ties in the region by availability of planning docu-
ments. Most of the communities as newly formed
ones need to develop basic planning documents. Sig-
nificant part of those communities, which were estab-
lished on the basis of voluntary amalgamation, still
have not a valid development strategy. Some of the
communities elaborated development strategies of
high quality, some need to update the strategies be-
cause they do not meet current requirements or must
be updated due to configuration changes. Most com-
munities do not have proper representation of plan-
ning documents on their official websites, which sig-
nificantly complicates public awareness on planning
activity.

Spatial planning in the region is facing a number
of specific problems as well, both recent and long-
standing. The inherited long-standing problems in-
clude the traditional passivity of Luhansk region in
developing planning documentation at the local level,
even in comparison with other regions: the vast ma-
jority of the master plans in Luhansk region were
elaborated and approved in Soviet times. This re-
quires rethinking of planning policy, both on the re-
gional level — for the region with temporarily occu-
pied territories and constant military risks and on the
local level — for territorial communities as new basic
territorial units.

Ten territorial communities in the region (39%
of the total) have a well-developed and complex sys-
tem of traditional planning. These are Bilovodska,
Bilokurakynska, Lysychanska, Novoaidarivska, No-
vopskovska, Popasnianska, Rubizhanska, Sieviero-
donetska, Troitska and Shulhynska community.
These communities are distinguished for a larger
number of available planning instruments, including
updated development strategies and master plans.
The leading positions by the number and variety of
planning instruments belong to Bilovodska, Novo-
pskovska, Popasnianska, Rubizhanska, Sievierodo-
netska and Troitska territorial communities (Fig. 1).

Among the territorial communities with average
level of developing planning instruments, a few can
be named with rather strong positions — Kreminska,
Stanychno-Luhanska, Starobilska and Chmyrivska
territorial communities. Other communities lag far
behind in terms of planning instruments elaboration,
mostly having only development strategies that need
updating. Three territorial communities in fact do not
have planning documents — Kolomyichyska, Mi-
lovska and Nyzhnoteplivska.

Neither of the communities in the region started
the elaboration of the complex plan for territorial
community spatial development — a new planning in-
strument at the local level, introduced in 2020, which
is further evidence of certain backwardness of the re-
gion in terms of elaboration of new planning instru-
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ments. Such elaboration is complicated both by typi-
cal difficulties — search for funding to develop plan-
ning documentation, recognition of the need to up-
date obsolete and irrelevant documentation and also
by specific regional obstacles — a lack of investment,
slow rate of construction and renovation, which in
turn does not encourage planning activities.

Combined analysis of the use of planning and
participation instruments by territorial commu-
nities

On the basis of the use of planning and partici-
pation instruments by territorial communities several
different types of them could be identified. Territorial
communities with developed planning instruments
where implementation of new participatory instru-
ments strengthens traditional planning stand at one
extreme of this grouping (Type I) and communities
only attempting to establish planning - at the other
(Type II). Most of the other territorial communities
are at different stages of transition between these ex-
treme types.

The first type (I) includes communities that have
the majority of planning instruments and are actively
implementing them in local governance, updating
and supplementing other instruments. Three subtypes
of the territorial communities can be distinguished
within the first type.

The first subtype (Ia) comprises territorial com-
munities with advanced local planning and predomi-
nance of traditional planning instruments (Novo-
pskovska and Popasnianska territorial communities).
The second subtype (Ib) includes territorial commu-
nities with developed local planning and predomi-
nance of traditional planning instruments (Bilo-
vodska, Bilokurakynska, Novoaidarska, Lysychan-
ska, Rubizhanska, Sievierodonetska, Shulhynska,
Troitska). The third subtype (Ic) includes territorial
communities with low level of local planning and
predominance of traditional planning instruments
(Bilolutska, Hirska, Lozno-Oleksandrivska, Kras-
norichenska, Kreminska, Markivska, Nyzhnoduvan-
ska, Shyrokivska, Schastynska).

The second type (II) comprises territorial com-
munities where new participatory instruments domi-
nate over traditional planning. Two subtypes of the
communities are clearly distinguished within this
type. First subtype (Ila) includes communities with
average or low level of local planning and predomi-
nance of participation instruments - Svativska, Staro-
bilska and Chmyrivska territorial communities. Sec-
ond subtype within this type of communities (IIb) in-
cludes communities that have very low level of local
planning or do not have the planning instruments
(Milovska, Kolomynchaiska and Nyzhnoteplivska
communities).

Experience of the Luhansk region in the imple-
mentation of local initiatives, renovation projects and

other successful practices suggests that the greatest
progress has been made by those territorial commu-
nities that manage to find a balance between tradi-
tional planning instruments and participatory ones.
Balancing planning and participation in local govern-
ance allows not only to make the planning process
more inclusive or socially oriented, to set more bal-
anced strategic goals, but also to transform planning
culture, facilitate interactions between different ac-
tors and largely contribute to place-making pro-
cesses.

However, most territorial communities are fac-
ing a passive attitude of local actors when trying to
implement new tools, plans and practices. As focus
group discussion illustrated, such attitudes are deeply
rooted and result from credibility lack, low under-
standing of the interplay between planning, public in-
volvement and citizen interests. Even those commu-
nities who have been approved planning documents
recently and were trying to promote this process,
have encountered low public interest in any debates
and discussions. Low interest, demonstrated by resi-
dents, in this case means their conscious or uncon-
scious “self-exclusion” from the planning process,
that eventually leads to ignoring their concerns and
eventually public dissatisfaction. Furthermore, such
‘self-exclusion” complicates implementation of the
new practices and instruments. Regular involvement
of many actors, in contrast, requires regular efforts
from local authorities: informing about intentions,
decisions and their implementation, providing visible
results of involvement, enhancing the collaboration
between local authorities, activists and other actors.
Such interaction and communication, as focus groups
participants emphasize, is essentially enhancing cred-
ibility between local authorities and residents.

Analysis of particular instruments, both plan-
ning and participatory, and their implementation by
territorial communities shows that one of the im-
portant drivers for their development and effective
use is rethinking of tools in the course of using. It is
essential not only for the lessons learned, but also for
increasing awareness on goals and objectives of dif-
ferent instruments, re-evaluting the collaboration be-
tween the main actors, local institutional environ-
ment development. According to focus group partic-
ipants, this rethinking has been largely achieved
through participation in various projects and initia-
tives, seminars and workshops, organized mostly by
numerous International technical assistance pro-
grams acting in the region.

Planning instruments, their implementations and
the outcomes of planning activity in most cases are
perceived and evaluated differently by the main ac-
tors. Local authority staff see it as too long, compli-
cated, expert-oriented and eventually inefficient. The
outcomes of the planning process for them mostly lie
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in the field of investment activity. Local activists,
which are increasingly using tools of participation
and are aware of planning documents, assess interac-
tion with other actors as ineffective and even discrim-
inatory. The effectiveness of planning for this group
is primarily related to improving the living conditions
of citizens, environmental quality and social justice.
Local business owners mostly remain passive on the
use of particular instruments and the planning pro-
cess.

Bilovodska, Novoposkovska and Popasnyanska
territorial communities in the Luhansk region have
made visible progress in developing local planning
instruments due to increasing the range of approved
documents, citizen involvement and digitalization of
many processes and interactions. Despite the whole
complexity of the planning process as such, local au-
thority staff have become increasingly aware of the
planning instruments role and trying to develop the
local planning culture in their communities.

Conclusions

Local planning was significantly transformed in
recent years with the emergence of new planning in-
struments for this spatial level (development strategy,
territorial community complex development concept,
complex spatial development plan, etc.) and strength-
ening the tools and procedures of public participa-
tion. However, these recent changes have not yet led
to the formation of a balanced and effective local
planning in the Luhansk region. Mostly territorial

documents, using them rarely or insufficiently when
making decisions on spatial development. Active in-
troduction of the new public participation tools that
have become available in recent years and have been
actively promoted by International technical assis-
tance programs to facilitate decentralization and local
democracy had a paradoxical effect in the region,
when implementing without reliance on planning in-
struments. A number of territorial communities there-
fore were formed with almost no experience in stra-
tegic and spatial planning and elaboration related in-
struments. At the same time, the leaders of a new
planning culture stood out in the region, being an im-
portant benchmark for the rest of communities in the
region in strengthening the local planning.

Many territorial communities in the region are
adapting various instruments to specific local con-
text, thereby developing local planning and participa-
tory practices, such as participatory budgeting, terms
of which vary significantly by funding, project cate-
gories and types among different communities. Such
experiences of analyzing and improving local tools,
their adaptation to specific local needs and conditions
contributes significantly to developing the local insti-
tutional environment, creating local success stories
and strengthening democratic decision-making. Fo-
cus group discussion illustrated that success stories
are much better perceived when realizing in neigh-
boring communities: both residents and local author-
ities are willing to rely upon such experiences.

communities rely on quite diverse planning
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Hosi migxoau i 10CBia MUIaHYBaHHSI HA MiCLIEBOMY PiBHIi:
CTaH PO3BUTKY OCHOBHHUX IHCTpyMeHTIB y Jlyrancbkiii o6acti

Anamoniii JIeoniooeuu Menvnuuyx’,

K. TEOTp. H., JIOICHT Kadeapu eKOHOMIYHOI Ta coIliabHOi reorpadii,
'KwuiBchkuii HallioHabHuI yHiBepcuTeT iMeni Tapaca IlleBuenka,

ByJ1. Bonoaumupceka, 60, Kuis, 01033, Ykpaina;

Onena Onexcandpiena /lenucenxo’,

K. Te0rp. H., TOKTOpPaHTKa Kadeapu eKOHOMIYHOT Ta couianbHoi reorpadii;
Csimnana Cepziiena I'namiox’,

CTyICHTKa Kadenpu eKOHOMITHOI Ta comiansHOi reorpadii

CucteMa miaHyBaHHSA Ha MICIIEBOMY PiBHI CYTT€BO 3MIiHIJIACS B OCTaHHI POKH: 3’ IBHJIMCS HOBI I IXOIH, iHCTpyMe-
HTH Ta IIPAKTHKH, 10 TPAaHCPOPMYIOTH YSABICHHS IIPO MPOLIEC IUIAHYBaHHS Ta CUCTEMY IUIAHYBAaHHS K Taky. Y Lii cTarTi
MH aHAJIi3y€MO CTaH BUKOPHUCTAHHS OCHOBHHX IHCTPYMEHTIB Ha MICIICBOMY DiBHI, IX B3a€MOi0 Ta BIUTUB. CTaTTs crps-
MOBaHa Ha aHaJli3 IEPETBOPEHHS CUCTEMH TUIaHyBaHH: Ha MiCLIEBOMY PiBHI B YKpaiHi y KOHTEKCTI MOCTTPaH3UTHHUX IPO-
LieciB, 30KpeMa, aHalli3 OCHOBHHMX 1HCTPYMEHTIB IIJIaHYBaHHS Ta y4acTi, SKi BUKOPUCTOBYIOTh TEPUTOPialibHI TPOMAJIH, &
TaKOX IEPEOCMHUCIICHHS TUIaHYBaHH SIK JisJIBHOCTI Ta OCHOBHHUX 1HCTPYMEHTIB, CIIUPAIOYUCh Ha 10CBia JlyraHchkoi 00-
nacti. AHaji3 cTaHy po3poOJIeHHs Ta BAKOPHCTAHHS IHCTPYMEHTIB IUTaHYBaHHS Ta 3aJIy4CHHs CIIMPAETHCS Ha JIaHi 100
OCHOBHHUX IHCTPYMEHTIB IIaHyBaHHsI Y po3pi3i TepuTopiaapHuX rpomas JIyranchKkoi o0nacTi — 3aranom 15 iHCTpyMeHTiB,
cepeq SIKUX 1 TpaJnIiiiHi iIHCTPYMEHTH IDIaHYBaHHSA, Y T.9. IPOCTOPOBOTO IDIAHYyBaHHS, i HOBI yUYaCHHIBKI IHCTPYMEHTH.
[NoennaHwuit aHaTi3 CTaHy BUKOPHUCTAHHS IHCTPYMEHTIB Ta THITI3aIlisi TPOMaJ] PETioHy 3a II€F0 03HAKOIO JOMTOBHEHA KPH-
THYHHM aHAJII30M IOJI0 NIPAKTHK BUKOPUCTAHHS IHCTPYMEHTIB Ta OTPUMaHUX PE3yJIbTaTiB Ha OCHOBI TAHUX IBOX (OKYyC-
TpyI. Y cTarTi MoKa3aHo, [0 IPOMaJH MalOTh JJOBOJI Pi3HUH HaOip MIIaHyBaIbHUX JOKYMEHTIB, CTA0KO BUKOPHUCTOBYIOTh
IUIaHYBAJILHUI IHCTPYMEHTApiil Ta Majo CIIUPAIOTHCS HAa HHOTO y NPOLECax NEePEeTBOPSHHS TEePUTOPil. AKTHBHA iMILIe-
MEHTALlisl HOBUX 1HCTPYMEHTIB 3aJIy4eHHs, [0 CTaIN JOCTYITHUMH B OCTaHHI POKH, Ta aKTHBHO MOMYJIPH3YBAIUCS 5K
IHCTpYMEHTH MICLIEBOI JIEMOKpaTii, 311e01IbIIOr0 3aCTOCOBYBAIIUCS O€3 ONOPH Ha IHCTPYMEHTH IUIaHyBaHHsL, 11O € O/IHIEI0
3 (hOpM CIIOTBOpPEHHS TIAaHYBaHHS MICLIEBOTO PO3BUTKY. Y TOi *e 4ac, y perioHi BUIUISIOTECS TpOMaan-Jiaepu Gopmy-
BaHHs HOBOI KyJIBTYpH IUIaHYBaHHS, SKi MPUBHOCITH HOBI NPAKTHUKH, BIAaJI0 BUKOPHCTOBYIOTh Ta MOEIHYIOTh Pi3HI THIH
IHCTpYyMEHTIB. 311e0LIBIIOrO 1 IHCTPYMEHTH IJIaHYBaHHS PO3BHTKY TPOMaJ, 1 polec iX 3aCTOCyBaHHs, 1 OTpUMaHi pe-
3yJbTaTH OCHOBHUMH aKTOpaMHU CIPHHMAIOTHCSI Ta OLIHIOIOTHCS MO-Pi3HOMY, a BIAMOBIIHO — MOTPEOYIOTh MONANIBIIOTO
36anancyBaHHs. OTprMaHi pe3yJabTartd BiioOpaxalTh CTaH BUKOPHCTAHHS IHCTPYMEHTIB IUIaHYBaHHS Ta y4acTi y Ipo-
MaJIaX perioHy, iX B3aEMOJII0 Ta 0COOIMBOCTI BUKOPUCTAHHS Pi3HUX IHCTPYMEHTIB 3 TIO3HUIIiH BIUIMBY Ha TEPETBOPEHHS
TEPUTOPIii Ta MiCIIEBUX CIUTFHOT. TWM caMuM, CTaTTS alleltoe IO TUCKYCIi PO €BOIIOIII0 IHCTPYMEHTIB TUIAHYBaHHS JJIS
KpaiH Ta PerioHiB 3 JOCBIIOM TPAaH3UTHOCTI, @ OTPUMaHI PE3yNIbTaTH JO3BOJISIOTH BIOCKOHAIUTH MOJITHKY ITaHYBaHHS
Ha MiCIIEBOMY PiBHI.

Knrouosi cnosa: nnanysanns, micyesuil pieern, iHcmpymeHmu, mpan3umuicme, Jlyeancvka obnacme.

BHecOK aBTOpiB: BCi aBTOPW 3p06MIM PiBHUI BHECOK Y L0 poboTy Hagiiwna 14 TpasHa 2022 p.
MpwiiHaTa 29 TpasHa 2022 p.
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