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Part 1……………………………….. Critically evaluate the following statement ‘The benefits of hosting the Olympics in London in 2012 justified the money invested to deliver the event.’
The concept of sustainability and legacy formed by ‘The International Olympic Committee’ (IOC) became significant for the 2012 Olympic games in London which made the hosts “implement and undertake social, economic and environmental measures. Climate change, healthy living style, regeneration of East London, biodiversity, and inclusion, encouraging people to think and support the idea of sustainable life and planet were the themes of the games”. The 2012 Olympic project was the boldest up until that point, “this mega project had to deal with sustainability legacy in constructing and creating Olympic sports venues (Silvius, 2012 et al cited in Kaysi, 2013)”.
One such project was that of volunteer ambassadors and a sustainable tourist legacy, Nichols, Ralston and Holmes (2017) state “However, the delivery of a sustainable tourism legacy was substantially constrained by: little advice on how to establish such a legacy; responsible staff being redeployed in other areas, thus losing their knowledge and experience; and the lack of ongoing funding, which was exacerbated by local government expenditure cuts”. A main aim of any mega sports event would be to stimulate major participation but according to Weed et al., (2015) “Having set very clear targets to increase participation through the Olympic and Paralympic Games, but with no clear strategy about how to harness the Games to do so, the inevitable outcome was that progress towards the sport participation target was limited”. A similar view is reflected by Milton, Bauman and Cavill (2018) “Rather than dwelling on the ‘failure’ of the Olympics to achieve a shift in population prevalence of physical activity, efforts should focus on the policy congruence that has emanated since the Games, and how to maximise partnership working to achieve a sustained shift in population physical activity”. One of the major themes of London 2012 was to be the regeneration of a run-down part of inner-city East London which had been mostly a wasteland up until then, Davis and Thornley (2010) state “Throughout London’s history, the ‘East End’ has contained the poorest neighbourhoods and has a long association with the low paid and casual dockland employment. Over the years there have therefore been many plans and policies to redress this imbalance”. A legacy of regeneration was to be the main focus of  London 2012 “A central pillar of Games planning and delivery was the regeneration legacy of a select pocket of East London, a process already underway prior to the Games as part of the Thames Gateway, Lower Lea Valley Framework, the Westfield Stratford City, and the Crossrail infrastructure projects. The area of the Olympic Park was described in Olympic Delivery Agency documentation prior to the London 2012 Olympic Games as a site of noxious industries, a perennial dumping ground for waste products, and, a haven for artists and traveler communities (Gold & Gold, 2008 cited in Silk, 2014)”. The London Olympics enabled dramatic changes in the transport facilities and accessibility to the area, which has, in turn, made the area attractive for investment and development (Thornley, 2012, p. 209). Regeneration seems to be London 2012 greatest legacy “This has contributed to the development of massive shopping centres such as the Westfield mall providing employment to nearly 15,000 people (Volterra, 2011 cited in ). A detailed study of the Impacts of the Olympics, conducted by the University of East London on behalf of the IOC, indicates an improvement in Poverty and social exclusion parameters, decrease in crime levels and an improvement in community facilities - particularly, sport facilities (University of East London, 2015 cited in Kayvan (no date)”.
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