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Introduction

“Secure is the new sustainable.” Cities worldwide brand themselves with
trendy concepts that, with continued use and industrious iterations, soon
lose their distinctiveness and turn bland, thus calling for rebranding
efforts with new labels to rejuvenate their image. Indeed, cities have been
“sustainable,” “informational,” “connected,” “smart,” and “creative” to a
degree that makes it tempting to envision a humankind that has happily
rid itself of a good deal of its troubles.

When discussing cities and their planning, we are, in essence, engaging
with the scale of the entire humankind. Homo sapiens are a predomi-
nantly urban species. The Anthropocene, an epoch in the geologic times-
cale significantly shaped by human impact, is prominently manifest in
what Robert Beauregard (2018; cf. Latour, 2014) approached in his criti-
cal account as the Urban Age. Beauregard claimed that many of the
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gravest problems that humanity faces take their tangible and material
shape in cities. Therefore, an equal tangibility should also be required
from solutions to these problems. At the very least, these solutions should
acknowledge and be compatible with the demands inherent in
urban spaces.

As the generic expression “urban space” has been widely used in this
entire volume, it is worthwhile to lightly dissect it. It includes, at least:

1. Urban places that are distinct from other places, meaningful and legi-
ble to individual urban dwellers, often sources of identity, and well
recognizable and territorially compact;

2. Urban tissues that are jointly produced by the diverse uses of and inter-
actions between urban places, enabled by connecting streets or other
grids; and

3. Urban environments that encompass wider systems of green and blue
structures that mingle with built environments, various hardscapes,
urban objects, and artifacts. These environments are typically recog-
nized as culturally created habitats for humans, non-human entities,
and, in the age of artificial intelligence, progressively inanimate things.

In research, notions of both “secure cities” and “sustainable urbanism”
should be approached with a pinch of salt. Rather than being strictly
defined concepts, they are more like expressions denoting certain desir-
able state of affairs. While it is at least heuristically possible to distinguish
elements and behaviors that explicitly render things unsecure, unsustain-
able, harmful, or detestable, the opposite is often significantly more chal-
lenging. By declaring, “My sustainability is not your sustainability,” Janne
Hukkinen (2000, p. 175) aptly captured one of the key problems in pro-
moting something that is generally deemed desirable, but with numerous
overlapping manifestations and implications. “Planning sustainability” is
considerably more challenging, if not a complete castle in the air (Karppi
& Vakkuri, 2020, p. 757).

From the vantage point of this simple heuristics, the security—sustain-
ability nexus is relatively easy to grasp. Urban life that cannot be per-
ceived as “secure” or “safe” can hardly be deemed “sustainable” (cf. Karppi
& Sankala, 2021b). Yet, this signification is not that simple. Maximizing
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the authorization and deployment of security-producing mechanisms at
all costs and sidelining social endeavors aside would imminently endan-
ger sustainability of any population and settled space, urban or not. Thus,
sustainability and security share a common frame or “platform” of urban-
ity. They both are plausible and even desirable goals in their own right,
yet their mutual relationship is far from being free of the complications
that obviously reflect or even stem from their inner complexities. These
complications have been unfolding in cities for decades and centuries,
and their era is anything but over (e.g., Gualini et al., 2015).

In this chapter and within the purview of the SURE project, the urban
spaces particularly at stake are those that surround various event venues
and arenas. They can be understood as interfaces through which events
interact with life in the cities that host them. The preferred locations for
twenty-first-century mega venues are typically situated in downtown
areas where they spatially and functionally integrate with other urban
areas and their uses. This means that the events no longer radiate to but
effectively permeate into the surrounding city life. In practice, these ven-
ues often lay claim to streets and squares, formally designating them as
fan zones or decorating them thematically to commemorate events such
as ice hockey tournaments or jazz festivals, to cite just a couple of exam-
ples. One may say in the classical terms of Jane Jacobs (1961) that these
venues bring myriad extra eyes to the streets, thus enhancing their secu-
rity. However, the gaze of these eyes is different from that of regular city
dwellers (cf. Urry, 1990).

Three distinct planning issues can thus be identified when sustainabil-
ity and security are entwined in an urban setting:

1. Event venues as urban places: How do we plan institutional strategies
that can enhance our capacities to develop safe and secure event cities?

2. Securing event spaces in a sustainable manner: What should be
required from different venues’ interfaces with the surrounding urban
tissues to prevent them, at least temporarily, from compromising the
security of the urban space?

3. Grasping the key characteristics of secure event spaces in a sustainable
city: Is it possible to plan for security and venues simultaneously,
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considering the specific role of event spaces within the wider system of
urban environments?

This chapter discusses findings from Tampere, Finland. Tampere today
is the core of Finland’s second-largest urban region and a hallmark of suc-
cessful post-industrial transformation, where event arenas have replaced
old smokestacks as signifiers of the city’s vitality. In the past decades, the
expansion of the event economy has closely paralleled the city’s urban
transformation, which includes large-scale infrastructure projects and
major infill developments (e.g., Valkama et al., 2020). Many of these
high-profile projects have received attention both nationally and even
globally. Backed by annual rankings, the city can easily promote itself as
the most attractive city of the happiest country in the world (Begley
Bloom, 2022; Helliwell et al., 2022). With the recent SURE-related
investments and growing interest in smart urban security solutions, the
city aims to gain a competitive advantage for also being the safes place to
live and arrange major cultural or sporting events in particular.

The pace of this change is, however, not welcomed by everyone. Over
the past few years, various spillover effects of mega-events, along with
disruption from the construction sites of large urban development proj-
ects in Tampere, have disturbed and caused concern among local dwell-
ers. The effects of new modes of transportation and sudden roadblocks or
massive people flow can mitigate locals’ experienced safety if the changes
occur without clear communication and adequate citizen involvement.
The role and utility of technology in producing security also requires
careful consideration and social acceptance, whether it is for securing
specific events and their venues or setting up surveillance equipment for
monitoring public urban spaces.

This chapter explores the evolution of security thinking and ways of
planning secure cities that have developed over time. It discusses new
forms of urban competition and how the event industry and its security
regimes have affected urban planning, creating new technical and spatial
interfaces. The framework provided by previous literature is discussed,
along with findings pertaining to the case of Tampere.
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Security and Planning in Cities: From Exclusion
to Inclusion

The feeling of safety is a fundamental aspect of quality of life in cities.
Concern for safety and security and the tangible measures that follow to
ensure the same are clearly evident in the history of human settlements.
The practice of utilizing design for securing cities and traffic connections
that link them can be traced to the Middle Ages and are even conspicu-
ous in the earliest fortifications. However, the proper idea of intervening
in the processes of urban development and regulating urban form is firmly
entrenched in the origination of the industrial era.

The role of built environments is well acknowledged in crime preven-
tion. Reduced opportunities for crime constitute the most widely
employed concept in this field. The approach of crime prevention through
environmental design (CPTED) was originally developed by Ray Jeffery
in his eponymous 1971 book. However, as Jeffery (2000) himself
remarked, in the 1970s, it was not CPTED but Oscar Newman’s ideas of
defensible space presented in 1972 that became widely welcomed by the
US federal government and within corporate spheres. Newman’s ideas
emphasized territoriality, surveillance, and access control (cf. Newman,
1996), which as issues and phenomena are well acknowledged in the
SURE agenda.

Jeffery (ibid.) emphasized the ecological aspects of CPTED, highlight-
ing how individuals interact with the physical environment using their
cognitive faculties. In practice, however, CPTED appears in a remarkably
cruder light. According to Cozens and Love (2015), this approach is uti-
lized for minimizing criminal activity through increased surveillance and
target hardening, making potential targets less vulnerable to damage.

Newman’s vision of creating “defensible spaces” includes elements that
aim at building communities that assume the responsibility of maintain-
ing order and surveillance in specific areas, such as neighborhoods
(Cozens & Love, 2015). Defining these areas or turning generic spaces to
meaningful places (cf. Ellard, 2015) can be supported with physical or
symbolic boundaries that denote the difference between public and pri-
vate realms. According to Cozens and Love (2015), CPTED has
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transitioned from the realm of architecture to urban planning by address-
ing issues such as lighting, visibility, guidance, and mixed-use develop-
ment. While all these efforts support citizens” experienced safety, they do
not necessarily stem from an explicit urge to merely “plan by the CPTED
playbook.” As Minnery and Lim (2005) explained, many of the CPTED
features should be components of a regular good design.

Earliest design-related solutions (CPTED or defensible spaces) for
securing urban environments in US cities focused on residential areas,
particularly “blighted” public housing projects that were visibly suffering
from poverty and lack of opportunities (cf. Jacobs, 1961; Moskowitz,
2018). Moreover, many of them were (and still are) disadvantageously
located in the immediate vicinity of arterial thoroughfares or other
sources of detrimental emissions. Yet, these factors were largely neglected
in the attempts to study the projects’ design from the security perspec-
tive, with the focus placed on the heights of the buildings or clear visibil-
ity of the paths and routes within the project premises.

While these environmental qualities were well recognized in the writ-
ings of classical urbanists such as Jane Jacobs, Louis Wirth, and Camillo
Sitte, it became evident by the early 1970s that design alone couldn't
effectively address problems with societal origins. The 1971 detonation of
the gigantic Pruitt-Igoe housing project in St. Louis still lingers as a warn-
ing sign for all urban planners to not to resort to design for mending
flaws that do not have bad design as their root cause (cf. Kunstler, 1994).
They require other, people-centered, and socially responsible approaches,
policies, and methods.

While the first-generation CPTED counted on physical elements such
as “locks and gates” to empower residents in securitizing their neighbor-
hoods, second-generation CPTED approached things differently. From
the late 1990s onward, social aspects and community building have
become key elements in security planning. Solutions include residents’
participation in promoting their own safety and provision of support for
fostering social cohesion and inclusivity (cf. Hill Coletrane, 2011). Local
events, festivals that celebrate the community’s sense of place, and com-
munity gardening are all components of this approach (Cozens & Love,
2015; cf. Winston, 2010).
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This generational shift followed squarely the increased importance of
broader public participation and the knowledge derived from it received
within planning theory and urban development practices—a phenome-
non best known as the “communicative turn in planning” (Healey, 1997,
pp- 29-30). This new introduction of citizen engagement has been for-
malized in Western planning legislation, even if the increasingly complex
social, ecological, and technical circumstances that planning agencies
encounter regularly reveal its deficiencies (Leino et al., 2017). At the
same time, it is crucial to consider that urban planning is a complex field
involving specialized professionals with focused perspectives on their dis-
tinct roles that collectively drive planning, decision-making, and, eventu-
ally, implementation (Beauregard, 2012, 2015).

However, this shift signifies a virtual revolution in urban planning.
With this change, planning finally gained a foundation within planning
theory itself that enabled it to depart from a long tradition of relying on
“maestros”—the figureheads of the planning profession, who, since as
early as the 1920s, under the auspices of CIAM (International Congress
of Modern Architecture), had determined what would be the correct
method of planning and designing cities. This design orthodoxy thus
established the decree that different urban functions, including residen-
tial, work, retail, and recreation, should be kept spatially separated.
CIAM was formally disbanded by the 1960s and the rigidity of its plan-
ning principles gradually began to loosen. Yet, they remained influential
until the mid-1980s. Afterward, resistance from within the planning pro-
fession itself—first in the guise of Neotraditionalism and later New
Urbanism—advocated for a return to more closely knit forms of urbanity
(Ellin, 1996; Graham, 2016).

What followed entailed mounting requirements for a more mixed use
of urban spaces. Particularly in the USA but also elsewhere, urban mor-
phology dissipated into an automobile-led sprawl that extended the sepa-
ration of functions across regions featuring business parks, suburbs
dominated by automobiles, and strip malls—all of which were connected
by regularly congested traffic (Jessen & Roost, 2015). In the 2010s, this
structure became the object of increasing criticism on both ecological and
socio-economic grounds (Chakrabarti, 2013; Montgomery, 2015). For a
plethora of reasons ranging from the ripple effects of the 2008 financial
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crisis to the rise of new cultural patterns that led to the revitalization if
not an outright renaissance of inner-city neighborhoods, a simultaneous
countertrend to the ongoing suburban sprawl in American cities started
to gain prominence (Ehrenhalt, 2012). Furthermore, new transit-oriented
ideas of urban development favored planning of walkable mixed-use
urban hubs along the transit routes.

Many of these trends are also visible in Finland and certainly in
Tampere. With the implementation of a new light rail system (LRT) and
heavy investments in event venues, in addition to what can be described
as leisure infrastructure (cf. Chakrabarti, 2013, pp. 155-157), Tampere
exhibits many of the features associated with the urban age (Beauregard,
2018). Unfortunately, this also includes gentrification due to the increased
desirability of inner-city neighborhoods and investments along the LRT
routes—a pattern that is globally recognizable (Karppi & Sankala, 2021a;
Moskowitz, 2018).

Tampere’s positive image has attracted both domestic and interna-
tional migrants to the city. Together with the growing experience econ-
omy, which is evident in various large-scale festivals and sporting events,
this change has also changed local dwellers’ everyday life in unprecedented
ways. The vibrant urban life of a small but nascent metropolis inflicts
innate side effects such as disruptive behavior and substance abuse.
According to a 2021 Safety Survey of the City of Tampere, these ramifi-
cations have, to some extent, increased the locals’ experienced insecurity,
particularly in the downtown area (City of Tampere, 2021). Effects of the
rising experience economy and their inevitable implications for planned
security in Tampere are further discussed in the chapter.

Event Arenas as “New Smokestacks”
of a Competitive Post-industrial City

Similar to smokestacks of the industrial era, event arenas are visible
embodiments of the transformation of Tampere from an industrial to a
post-industrial city (cf. Mehan, 2019). This transformation both resem-
bles and remarkably differs from that of many other mid-sized
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manufacturing cities worldwide. The transition from industrial produc-
tion to knowledge production and services constitutes a global and
generic phenomenon that is intertwined with heightened city competi-
tion. Its key instruments include digitalization and a constant pursuit of
higher productivity. However, this shift can also result in unwanted con-
sequences such as steepening societal polarization and greater income
inequalities.

All of these elements are features of what Brynjolfsson and McAfee
(2016) refer to as The Second Machine Age. However, localities differ in
terms of their capacities to adjust to this transformation, which is dis-
cernible even in the physical cityscape. Old factories in downtown loca-
tions may be turned into startup hubs and offices, or they may be
abandoned and possibly repurposed for unexpected uses (cf. Mameli
et al., 2018; Savini & Salet, 2017).

To succeed in this transformation, cities compete for new kinds of
“talents,” and to attract this resource they need to invest in the quality of
urban spaces and their amenities. Brynjolfsson and McAfee (2016) are
clear on this point: Excellent infrastructures create productive and pleas-
ant places for living. In their view, competitive locations can be planned,
designed, and constructed, and a crucial aspect of a city’s vitality involves
doing so for attracting events, visitors, and event-related services. This
process is clearly connected to digitalization and related “machine age
features.” The construction of new venues and infrastructures for new
event industries is regularly perceived as a key driver for introducing and
deploying integrated technologies for managing urban spaces that are
also in a state of transformation (cf. Coaftee & Fussey, 2011).

Tampere and its cityscape have changed and are still undergoing trans-
formation at an unprecedented speed. The city development projects
include further extensions to the LRT system, heavy urban infill notice-
able in old brownfield sites, and construction of new event venues such
as the 15,000-seat multi-purpose arena, which is one of Europe’s most
recent. These venues are peculiar embodiments of the city’s strategic goal
to strengthen the local experience economy and creative industries.
Events serve this goal both on their own and through various encounters
and interactions as they permeate the surrounding urban space. However,
the ripple effects of this transformation can be noticed in many forms,
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and to secure the transformation’s legitimacy, tangible measures are
required to ensure that the events do not risk the citizens’ experience of a
safe, livable, or smoothly functioning city (cf. Rothman, 2006; Karppi &
Sankala, 2021a, b; Ehrenhalt, 2012).

Event arenas are also tangible urban objects. They are high-profile
infrastructures and technological assemblages that require heavy invest-
ments and meticulous operation and maintenance. Both arena infra-
structures and the performative processes they host need to be monitored
and protected against any conceivable threats, ranging from harsh weather
conditions and technical glitches to terrorism. The same applies to the
performer, guest, and spectator flows. Thus, an old industrial city replac-
ing smokestacks with event arenas both entails and requires new
approaches to surveillance, with consequences that cross the event venue
limits and seep into the surrounding city. This process goes hand in hand
with increasing generic changes in urban life. All of these changes ulti-
mately lead to a newly resuscitated interest in urban open spaces (Ottone
& Cocci Grifoni, 2017). Following the Second World War, these spaces,
along with other parts of the urban tissues typically found in downtown
areas, were largely abandoned by the affluent middle-class population
owing to this demographic’s fabled “flight to the suburbs”
(Ehrenhalt, 2012).

Now, with the inner-city renaissance at hand, particularly in an event
city, the newly vibrant open urban spaces assume a pivotal role in the
financial circulation of the local economy. However, while event guests
can be largely credited for this financial boost, their role as community
builders in the spirit of the later-generation CPTED (see above) is ques-
tionable: Only a fraction of them are permanent dwellers of places influ-
enced by the event venues. Therefore, it remains appropriate to rely on
the combination of traditional and more advanced means for keeping
these areas of the urban tissue secure. The advanced means include sur-
veillance systems extending from the event venues to the surrounding
urban space, with a task force to protect these areas as connected spheres
of value creation. These systems comprise an entire ecosystem of inte-
grated cameras, various sensors, lightning, information screens, and way-
finding systems—all of which are powered through learning algorithms
and operated through IoT platforms and digital twins.
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Security concerns challenge the utilities and availability of urban
spaces. Furthermore, event arenas are often springboards for introducing
new security technologies and security protocols to the surrounding
urban spaces, often without any public debate or deliberation that other-
wise awards legitimacy to urban planning processes (Boyle & Haggerty,
2009). Within the Tampere City Hall, security is closely connected to the
development of urban environments. It is considered central to the fierce,
often global, competition for the hosting of large-scale events. A distinc-
tive feature of Tampere that enables the city to attract these events is the
combination of close-knit cooperation among authorities and the deploy-
ment of smart technologies in urban spaces. The city’s security director
describes security’s strategic role as follows:

The city takes security seriously. The new city strategy emphasizes the role
of security and safety: The goal is that they should be present in all urban
development. For example, in the Five Star City-Center development pro-
gram, security is one of the strategic priorities. In the security plan of the
City of Tampere, the development of event security is its own area, and the
plan is constantly updated. Taking care of event safety both inside and in
the surrounding areas is a criterion for obtaining event permits for the
organizer. For example, there is a constant discussion with the police about
the boundaries of the law enforcement officers’ domain. (Risk manage-
ment and security director, City of Tampere)

As the city transforms, so do the roles and even the constitution of the
community of security actors tasked and authorized with keeping the city
secure. They include law enforcement and safety agencies, police, fire and
rescue departments, first responders, emergency response center, social
stand-by service, and the city’s urban security unit. Moreover, and impor-
tantly, these actors are accompanied in this task by an array of private
entities ranging from technology companies to security guards. The post-
industrial transition has transformed the traditional firefighting ecosys-
tem, with direct implications for the role and profile of the fire department.
With the shutting down of traditional industrial plants, their industrial
fire brigades with specialized capabilities in handling respective industry-
specific hazards have also been disbanded. Conversely, new event venues
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surrounded by equally new high-rise residential and office complexes, or
massive stadium concerts in downtown areas, now pose new kinds of
challenges and requirements pertaining to their approach, equipment,
and, necessarily, partnerships.

Law enforcement undergoes transformations in response to these
changes. The fast-expanding event economy evokes fluctuations in the
resident and non-resident population, particularly in the downtown loca-
tions close to event venues. Event guests vary from one event to another,
spanning a wide range from chamber music festivals to international soc-
cer qualifying games, each of which require entirely different contingency
plans. Simultaneously, another transformation is taking place, and as a
local manifestation of the global urbanization megatrend, it is even more
fundamental (Beauregard, 2018). Large-scale construction projects are
indicative of the seemingly persistent population growth in Tampere.
This exerts dramatic impacts on the cityscape, contributes to the city’s
overall transformation, and further complicates the evolving urban secu-
rity scene.

To offer a comprehensive view of this security transformation, we ran
a series of workshops and simulations (cf. Karppi et al. in this volume)
with the Tampere security actors (Table 4.1). In addition to the authori-
ties and agencies discussed above, we also involved event organizers and
their security staff as vital co-producers of security. In the workshops, we
drafted security scenarios for four actual event venues or environments
and analyzed in collaboration with the participants their relevance and
accuracy as well as the potential merits of different security and surveil-
lance technologies. Two of these scenarios were then selected for further
processing, and manuscripts for the simulations were written in collabo-
ration with the security actors. Some of the technological solutions pre-
sented in the workshops were then deployed and tested in the
simulations.

In the next section, we present in further detail how “the event city
Tampere” is composed of several different event spaces and arenas that
(1) facilitate different uses and thus (2) encounter different safety and
security risks, similar to those identified by law enforcement, safety, and
other authorities in 2020-21.
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Table 4.1 Sources of empirical data on event security

Stakeholder processes of smart urban and event security planning

1. Scenario building and simulation 2. Citizens and eventgoers as
process with security agencies and co-producers of a sustainably safe
actors event city
(a) Baseline survey: security actors (a) Two workshops for urban
(b) Three strategic scenario dwellers and local businesses

workshops for security officials and several meetings with
(c) Two place-based security housing company
workshops for event organizers representatives in close

(d) One roundtable discussion
concluding the workshop and
scenario-building process

(e) Six simulation manuscript

proximity to the newly built
arena for understanding the
impacts of large-scale events on
residents’ experienced safety

workshops and everyday life
(f) Two simulation exercises (June (b) Arena visitor survey (n = 880,
2021 and April 2022) December 2021) for event
(g) Two simulation feedback guests attending the arena’s
surveys first matches

Secure Urban Event Spaces Are Diverse Just
Like the Cities Themselves

Security scenarios were created to guide the planning of event security
measures in four different venues in the city of Tampere. The key defining
factor that informed the venues’ selection was their openness to different
users and uses, and how familiar they were to the greater public or, as it
turned out to be, to the safety and security agencies.

The classification into open and closed spaces defines how well the areas
adjust themselves to everyday uses or different organized or spontaneous
events, in addition to how porous their edges are (cf. Lynch, 1960;
Ottone & Cocci Grifoni, 2017). The shifts in the guiding security con-
cepts based on inclusion and exclusion, as well as control and trust,
become conspicuous at the interface between public spaces and commer-
cial or private spaces. For example, a festival area or shopping center is
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guarded by private security guards, whose task is to maintain order and
secure the commercial interests of the space owner or event organizer.
Open and public urban spaces, on the other hand, are fundamentally
more flexible and provide circumstances for very different types of events
and activities, including non-commercial ways of spending time. During
events or festivals, these spaces may be partly turned into private con-
fines, and streets may be closed off with security bollards.

The second division is based on the familiarity of the place: Newer
places are those that had been recently constructed. Parts of new residen-
tial districts or areas recently introduced to the public as event infrastruc-
tures typically lack place-specific attachments and user experiences.
Conversely, familiar venues are historically central and renowned urban
places that almost every local dweller can pin on a map, in addition to
being event areas. Compared with new spaces, the familiar ones may
come with subjective meanings and memories that color one’s experi-
ence, including their feeling of safety. The completely new spaces are
more akin to blank canvases, void of related conceptions. Due to their
unfamiliarity, their potential risks are largely unknown.

Familiar Venues: Central Square and Tampere Stadium

* Tampere Central Square is a typical downtown venue similar to other
marketplaces and squares, which primarily serve as public spaces in
their everyday use. The square can be utilized for different event pur-
poses, and thus, the open space can be partly turned into closed or
restricted areas. The square holds historical and symbolic value and
hence possesses potential as a venue for action with societal or political
motives. The increased visible drug use, particularly in an adjacent
park, diminishes the square’s attractiveness, with many residents find-
ing it unsafe (City of Tampere, 2021). Local event actors would appre-
ciate a more active presence of social workers and law enforcement in
the area. Urban design solutions and street furniture that attract more
locals and visitors could promote greater organic social control in the
area (cf. “eyes on the street,” Jacobs, 1961).
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 Tampere Stadium in the downtown is a traditional venue for sporting
events and concerts. It is a massive stadium structure built in the 1960s
for special purposes and, especially during events, it becomes a geno-
typic confined urban space. Major events at the stadium attract thou-
sands of people outside the venue. From the safety perspective, the
venue’s location in the urban core, on a narrow cape and in proximity
to the lakefront, is regarded as its key spatial disadvantage. At a mass
event in particular, the sheer concentration of people in a limited space
significantly increases the likelihood of crowding and congestion,
which poses a significant risk due to the dynamics of large crowds.

New Venues: Sarkanniemi Event Beach
and Nokia Arena

¢ Sirkdnniemi Event Beach is a park, an open space that was perceived
as vulnerable to changing weather conditions by virtue of its location
on a narrow strip of land between the Lakeshore Route (National
HW12) and Lake Nisijarvi. The venue is largely unknown to the
locals, and the routes leading to it are not particularly navigable. No
prior user experience exists of the location as an event area nor as a
venue for potential emergency operations. The following primary
security questions were raised: How can highway traffic security equip-
ment be managed to improve awareness of the Event Beach area’s cir-
cumstances in the event/ahead of any potential emergency such as
mass panic or extreme weather? How can the silos between traffic,
police, rescue, and other agencies be overcome when determining the
utilization of the traffic camera data flow?

¢ Tampere Deck and Nokia Arena are exceptional, even on an interna-
tional scale, to such an extent that they required the development of
completely new and customized area management models, rather than
off-the-shelf methods for running this type of event area. This situa-
tion is novel for neighboring residents and authorities alike. The area
illustrates the peak of the event era, restructuring both the cityscape
and the downtown functions. All stakeholders involved in the scenario
agreed that the growing city and its evolving event areas require the
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actors responsible for event safety to prepare and train for new types of
situations. Major events turn the Arena surroundings into closed secu-
rity rings, and even the residents of the apartment buildings adjacent
to the Arena may find their movements restricted.

What we discovered during this sense-making process was that
although recurrent cooperation between the stakeholders existed, new
ideas and tools were appreciated and required to solve existing challenges.
For example, authorities would benefit from a common situation aware-
ness and clearly communicated responsibilities, especially during events
(ct. Karppi et al. in this volume).

The co-creation process brought to the fore the significance of a shared
understanding of spatial settings and physical or institutional boundaries
and interfaces. To identify the wider impacts, the events, their venues,
and the surrounding urban spaces should be viewed (and planned) as a
continuum. In a majority of observed cases, controlling crowds and man-
aging people flows were deemed challenging in a finite space with com-
peting uses. This calls for careful foresight and security planning.
Cooperation between different stakeholders is required not only in man-
aging temporary traffic arrangements but also for ensuring that no “gray
areas” arise, where the mutual division of responsibilities between actors
is at risk of remaining unclear.

As one participating event organizer put it, COVID-19 highlighted
new security threats that require a new understanding of sustainably
managed events and communication about them, thus creating a basis
for a new safety culture. Sensitivity to the local context is necessary in
security planning to ensure that the security measures and implemented
technologies are in alignment with the scale, context, and nature of the
event. In the next section, we continue to explore the challenges and pos-
sible solutions for planning sustainable and safe urban events from the
viewpoint of those affected by the different socio-technical event arrange-
ments, either as spectators or as locals living in the neighboring districts.
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Trapped Inside the Event Security Ring?

In addition to the co-creation sessions with security and law-enforcement
authorities and event-related stakeholders, participatory events with a
focus on urban security were held with local residents and businesses.
These gatherings discussed the city’s transformation and related security
concerns. As the newest and most central district, the Tampere Deck area
had sparked extensive public local media discussion. The newly built area
is a dense hub of various activities and forms of mobility.

Nokia Arena is an example of a global-scale experience venue. Its event
arrangements affect the accessibility, availability, and usability of the sur-
rounding urban space. In particular, the measures to securitize or, in
practical terms, safeguard sporting mega-events limit the movement of
people, including both event guests and local residents. The physical
objects and artifacts for facilitating this securitization include safety
fences, other barriers, and exclusion zones. Our interviews and work-
shops revealed that the Arena’s neighboring residents are worried about
disturbances during the events and their daily lives getting affected. The
residents rightly felt that they should have equal rights to an ordinary life
just like other urban dwellers—referring to unblocked streets and
unharmed access to their properties. They required the guarantee of safety
and undisturbed residential living for the neighborhood’s various actors
(church, businesses, residents) even during the Arena’s events. Frequent
negative side-effects that they highlighted include crowded streets and
disturbances around the Arena. The resulting disorder was perceived as a
threat to the urban district’s overall safety and orderliness.

Underlying all these problems, the informants were keen to emphasize
a perceived lack of timely communication between the neighborhood
actors and the City Hall planning officials. Inadequate information or
failure to grasp the intelligence it conveys is a breeding ground for con-
flicts and incidents that emerge at the boundaries of different systems (cf.
Adams & Aizawa, 2010). Not being aware of the changes taking place, or
things occurring without communication, engenders uncertainty. Lack
of communication between the authorities, the venue operator, and the
neighboring real-estate owners, housing companies, and other actors has
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fostered frustration among Tampere’s residents. However, incidents have
also been observed where the nuisance has been partly mitigated by
denoting, closing, and defensing spaces with fences and gates (cf.
Newman, 1996). Thus, protecting private property in the event venues’
immediate vicinity by resorting to first-generation CPTED target hard-
ening is still a visibly adopted practice in a city that strives to be a van-
guard of smart safety and security.

The safety of residents is not the only responsibility of public officials,
and the question of who communicates with whom regarding matters of
safety and security is immensely complex. The role of security staff at the
interface of event venue, its forefield, and the surrounding urban space
has been found pivotal for protecting not only the venue and the event
but also the event-related experience of the event guests and even the
greater public (Gordon et al., 2016). Furthermore, visitors to the city
play a multifaceted role in an event city’s security complex. With regard
to local economy, the role of visitors, tourists, and eventgoers is increas-
ingly critical due to the growing experience economy and proliferation of
event-related services. Moreover, event guests constitute another stake-
holder group that can compromise or maintain events' safety and secu-
rity. We were interested in their experiences related to event security and
the utilization of technology within the innermost venue security ring—
the entrails of the event arena itself.

An extensive visitor survey was conducted at the first ice hockey
matches held at the Nokia Arena between December 3 and 28, 2021
(Vainio et al., 2023). Based on nearly 900 responses, it was concluded
that the Arena broadly met the event guests’ expectations, and it was
believed to function well for ice hockey purposes. Accessing the Arena
was deemed easy; however, while inside the arena, the corridors seemed
to get easily crowded in a sold-out game. Professionally solid security
checks and well-functioning maintenance of order were viewed as critical
elements for ensuring event security and good event experience. Alcohol
use by some event guests emerged as a notable source of concern and, to
some extent, a more visible presence of security staff would have been
welcome.

Findings from the survey highlighted the significance of striking a deli-
cate balance between the visible and hidden features of safety-producing
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systems. For example, what excites and creates an enjoyable atmosphere
for some can trigger insecurity in others; these differing needs must be
recognized, preferably in advance. Different groups of people may also
have conflicting needs, necessitating organizers to seek compromises.
Visitors might enjoy the spectacle brought by the event at hand; however,
for the next-door neighbors to the event arena, special traffic arrange-
ments, crowding, and other discontents related to event spectacles
encountered on a daily or weekly basis might be factors causing major
stress or discomfort that affects their perceived quality of life. In sum,
boundaries between spaces of different scales from personal properties to
city blocks need to be respected and maintained for a positive event expe-
rience. Doing so would serve the interests of individual eventgoers,
neighbors to the event arena, and the entire city that wishes to build and
strengthen its reputation as a venue of vibrant and livable urbanity.

What is noteworthy here is that both visible and invisible as well as
physical and technological solutions are required for securing these spaces
and denoting their boundaries. Similar to event venues, contemporary
cities are amalgamations of smart technologies and equally smart capaci-
ties to utilize them (Karppi & Vakkuri, 2020). Furthermore, cities also
provide opportunities for achieving a broader understanding of what can
be readily included in this smartness and what warrants exclusion
(McFarlane & Séderstrom, 2017). Thus, the planning, construction, and
utilization of smart event venues constitute an indispensable component
of developing and designing smart cities that surround them. But that’s
not all. These venues operate at the interface between people and tech-
nologies, serving a mixture of temporary and permanent uses. Downtown
spaces such as the Tampere Deck with the Nokia Arena portray urbanity
in a supercharged form, encompassing social, spatial, temporal, cultural,
financial, and, of course, political dimensions.
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Conclusions: Planning for Situational
Readiness and Smooth Experiences

Achieving a people-centered or a “beyond second-generation CPTED-
secure city” requires both (1) multi-stakeholder and inclusive urban plan-
ning and (2) development of adequate readiness to operate effectively in
varied situations such as events and other environments. Rather than pri-
oritizing either generic capabilities for secure urban design or situational
readiness to respond to security threats, the approach should encompass
both aspects.

Since, in many cases, event arrangements affect the usability of the
urban space that surround the event areas, planning of event environ-
ments must be integrated as an increasingly significant and meaningful
component of planning usable and accessible urban spaces. Ultimately,
an event city should be constructed as a part of a wider urban develop-
ment strategy that has sustainability at its core. Forms of cooperation that
are sensitive to the local context and contextually specific are needed at
the interfaces between event areas and public spaces where responsibility
of security is transferred between the city, security authorities, and event
operators. Moreover, these responsibilities must be clearly defined,
designed, and drilled to address key incident scenarios.

The possibilities for spontaneous use of urban spaces by locals and
visitors—a characteristic feature of a vibrant urban space—should not be
overly compromised for the sake of profitable mega-events. This matter
can be approached both from a design perspective and from the view-
point of promoting urban culture by asking, for example, how
community-based safety in public spaces can be improved through plan-
ning, or how people can be supported in spontaneous deployment of
urban spaces as event grounds.

Public authorities and regulation (e.g., GDPR) play a critical role in
security designing and selection of security technologies; however, they
cannot automatically guarantee these interventions’ social acceptability.
How can residents’ experiences of a good and safe living environment be
better ensured in the planning of a safe city? As discussed here, producing
residential security primarily involves actions that enhance overall
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livability and foster a sense of community rather than integrating “hard”
security measures. This sort of security thinking is based on the ideals of
an open and deliberative society, and it requires identification of and
communication with the providers and agents of safe city and safe events,
including regular townspeople and eventgoers.

We sign off with three postulates for facilitating the pursuit of safe and
secure urbanity in an event city.

First, Urban and Event Security Are Different Things Eventgoers and
urban dwellers experience security-related matters differently: Their situ-
ational vantage points (event arena vs. public space) differ as frames for
social action. Second, Organizing Secure Events and Building Safe Cities
Is a Collective Endeavor The roles and perspectives of safety and security
agencies, event organizers and venue operators, and eventgoers and urban
dwellers need to be properly acknowledged in security governance. Third,
Shared Situational Readiness Requires Seamless Communication Security
stakeholders need appropriate tools and channels to jointly work toward
achieving a shared understanding of eventual security incidences and
situations. Acknowledgments Authors of this chapter have been par-
tially supported through the Research Council of Finland, Grant
#354867.
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