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Abstract  
In the paper we describe a holistic approach to the assessment of governance and policy decision-
making in the context of smart and sustainable cities. The model we defined in a previous paper, 
overcomes the limitations of most of the existing approaches to measure smart cities that are limited 
to consider only certain aspects of cities' 'smartness'. One of the innovative elements of the 
proposed framework is its capacity to address the smart city’s capacity to benefit from the active 
participation of citizens in assessing the Public Value of policy decisions and their sustainability 
over time. In the paper we test the applicability of our framework by using it to analyse a set of 25 
case studies concerning citizens’ participation in smart city initiatives we identified through a 
search within the smart city literature. The results of this exercise show that our holistic framework 
effectively covers all the relevant aspects of citizens’ participation in smart cities initiatives; 
moreover our analysis of real cases shows how a holistic approach can give some new insights on 
the assessment of the smart cities capacity of delivering a Public Value by involving citizens in the 
value generation process.   
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1. The smart city concept  
 
Smart cities concept has been already widely explored in the recent years by both scientific 
community and practitioners. The literature on smart cities is continuously growing, as witnessed 
by the many literature surveys that have been published in the past few years (e.g. Nam & Pardo, 
2011a; Meijer & Rodríguez Bolívar, 2013; ITU, 2014; Sinkiene, et al., 2014; Deakin, 2014; 
Mosannenzadeh & Vettoriato, 2014; Albino et al., 2015). However, we have witnessed a lot of false 
claims of smart cities as ICT-enabled cities and in the rush to digitize everything we forget to 
distinguish between ICT-enabled and smart governance of ICTs (what we define as ICT-enabled 
city governance) with the risk of driving fast towards a planned future full of ICTs and ICT-enabled 
services, without the appropriate instruments for controlling if we are going into the right direction. 
Following this trend toward digitalization and optimization, cities are advancing, although at very 
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unequal pace but adopting similar options and approaches in search of alignment and benchmarking 
allowing them to be categorized as 'smart', no matter what it means. However, in assessing the 
‘smartness’ of cities, it is always a risk that any initiative that defines itself as being in some way 
smart could allow any city to be included in the ‘smart cities club’. To avoid this risk, we need to 
know how actually measure and evaluate whether a city is 'smart' and what are the dimensions to be 
considered for defining the smartness of a city. 
All the smart city frameworks that have been suggested in literature acknowledge that smart cities 
are multi-dimensional systems and even the frameworks more focused on a particular dimension do 
not fail to acknowledge the importance of the other dimensions as well (Meijer & Rodríguez 
Bolívar, 2013). Table 1 below summarizes what are commonly assumed as the fundamental 
components/dimensions of the smart city concept as defined within the relevant literature. 
 

Smart city 
components/dimensions 

Examples 

ICT, Communication, 
Intelligence, Information 

Hoon Lee et al., 2013; Washburn et al., 2010; Giffinger et al., 
2007; Dirks & Keeling, 2009; ITU, 2014b; Caragliu et al., 2009 

Governance, 
Management & 
Administration 

Meijer & Rodríguez Bolívar, 2013; Chourabi et al. 2012; 
Lombardi et al., 2011; Caragliu et al., 2009; Nam & Pardo, 
2011a,b; Batty et al., 2012; Scholl & Scholl, 2014 

Quality of Life & 
Lifestyle 

Lombardi et al., 2011; Giffinger et al., 2007; Caragliu et al., 2009; 
Batty et al., 2012; Ballas, 2013; Neirotti et al., 2014; Shapiro, 2006 

Infrastructure and 
Services 

Washburn et al., 2010; Batty et al. 2010; Nam & Pardo, 2011a,b; 
Dirks & Keeling, 2009; Lombardi et al., 2011 

People, Citizens, Society Lombardi et al., 2011; Giffinger et al., 2007; Chourabi et al. 2112; 
Shapiro, 2006; Hoon Lee et al., 2013, 

Environment and 
Sustainability 

Giffinger et al., 2007; Lombardi et al., 2011; Nam & Pardo, 
2011a,b; Roseland, 1997; Kourtit et al. 2013; Bătăgan, 2011  

Economy and Financials Caragliu et al., 2009; Ballas, 2013; Bătăgan, 2011; Lazaroiu and 
Roscia, 2012 

Mobility Neirotti et al., 2014; Lombardi et al., 2011; Giffinger et al., 2007; 
Caragliu et al., 2009; Dirks and Keeling, 2009; Washburn et al., 
2010 

 
Table 1 – Smart city components/dimensions 

 
Several research and policy/practice-oriented approaches to measuring and benchmarking smart 
cities have been advanced in the past years, with interesting results and practical implications for 
both research and policy. Despite their scientific soundness, most of these approaches are quite 
sectorial in the scope and too oriented towards the evaluation of ICT as enabling factor for 
‘smartering’ urban areas, without considering the ICT-enabled smart governance of cities and the 
real capability of smart cities to deliver a value to the urban stakeholders. 
In our opinion, to overcome the limits of the traditional sectorial benchmarking and assessment 
models a more holistic approach to performance assessment of the smart cities governance for 
public value creation is needed (Castelnovo et al., 2015; La Rocca, 2014; Staffans & Horelli, 2014). 
This allows addressing the multifaceted, interrelated and dynamic nature of the smart city 
governance. In particular, it affirms the central role of citizens both in the decision making process 
(in terms of co-design and co-decision) and in the implementation of smart city initiatives, giving  
them the ultimate decision in the adoption of the city’s services and the creation and management of 
public value out of them (in terms of value co-creation and co-evaluation). This leads to a view of 
smart cities as organic ecosystems in which end-users and other relevant urban stakeholders are 



3 
 

collaboratively involved in the sustainability cycle stages, namely co-design, co-decision, co-
production and co-evaluation. 
Citizens’ engagement is a fundamental cornerstone of smart city’s governance. For Chourabi et al. 
(2012) addressing the topic of people and communities as part of smart cities is critical, although 
traditionally this topic has been neglected. The social infrastructure, such as intellectual and social 
capital, is an indispensable endowment to smart cities (Albino et al., 2015) since it contributes to 
create a climate suitable for an emerging creative class that is a fundamental asset for smart cities. 
Creativity and social innovation are considered as key drivers to smart cities, and thus people, 
education, learning and knowledge have central importance to smart cities (Nam & Pardo, 2011b; 
TEPSIE, 2015). From this point of view, if making people smarter can be considered as one of the 
objectives of smart city initiatives at the same time smart people represents a fundamental asset for 
smart cities as one of the most relevant resource smart cities initiatives can rely on to make cities 
smarter. In fact, besides contributing to the city competitiveness, which is an engine for economic 
growth, smart, educated and informed people can become active users and engage with the smart 
city initiatives to the extent that they can influence the effort to be a success or a failure, both by 
adopting and using the (smart) services made available to them and by participating in the 
governance and the management of the city (Chourabi et al., 2012). 
There is a convergence of opinion among scholars, experts and leaders that traditional methods for 
governing complex interplay of technological knowledge, political constraints, and values conflicts 
underpinning value creation and management are no longer sufficient for the current demands 
around public decision making and new form of public participation are both valuable and 
necessary. Participatory governance and citizens involvement are key concepts in many smart city 
frameworks (Giffinger et al., 2007; Caragliu et  al., 2009; Misuraca et al., 2011; Lombardi et al., 
2011; Nam & Pardo, 2011b; Chourabi et al., 2012; Meijer & Rodríguez Bolívar, 2015; Albino et al. 
2015), and even researchers that do not give governance such a central role in smart cities at least 
include it as one of the dimensions that should be targeted by smart city initiatives.  
Collaborative governance entails a transformation of governance, but only for what concerns how 
governance is exerted, i.e. through collective decision making processes that include both public 
and private actors and that, in the case of smart cities, are enabled by ICTs (Misuraca et al., 2011). 
In the context of smart city governance, this includes the definition and implementation of the 
policies aimed at making cities smarter, which requires sharing visions and strategies with the 
relevant stakeholders (Nam & Pardo, 2011b). It also includes the management of the 
implementation of smart city initiatives targeted to making smarter the various city 
dimensions/components listed in Table 1 above (Chourabi et al. 2012). Finally, it includes the 
management of the city infrastructures, which also comprises ICT infrastructures and systems that 
are enabling factors for the development of smart cities and that need to be governed; the 
management of the resources necessary for the development of smart cities, including the financial 
resources that are decisive for the prosperity and sustainability of smart cities over time (Kourtit et 
al., 2013); the management of the human assets (Lombardi et  al., 2011) and of other immaterial 
capitals (social and relational capital, intellectual capital and innovation, knowledge and 
information) that are decisive for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (Batangan, 2011). 
These concepts are also deeply rooted in the more recent holistic approach to ‘impact investing’ 
(Bugg-Levine & Emerson, 2011; Rodin & Brandenburg, 2014) that underlines how a performing 
organization - as smart city should be– has to deal with the ‘blended value’ management process, 
that reconciles at the same time the optimal management of resources (including ICTs), the 
economical sustainability and the social equity for its members.  
All these governance dimensions are integrated in the holistic framework for the assessment of 
smart city governance introduced in (Castelnovo et al., 2015) and described in the section 2 below.  
In this paper, the framework will be applied to the analysis of some well-known examples of smart 
city initiatives selected through a survey of the relevant literature. To this end, section 3 describes 
the method of the survey we performed  and the results we obtained. In section 4 the assessment 
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framework is applied to map 25 case studies on citizens’ participation in smart city initiatives. 
Finally, in section 5 we draw some conclusions from the analysis performed in section 4 and 
indicate some possible future directions for our research. 
 
 
 
2.  A holistic approach to the assessment of smart city governance  
 
A Public Value-based approach to smart cities’ assessment allows addressing the multifaceted, 
interrelated and dynamic structure of the smart city governance, and to capture the evolutionary 
nature of the smart city ecosystem (Baccarne, Mechant  & Schuurman, 2014), where the 
performance results would be used to drive resources allocations and to revise strategies ensuring 
continuous improvements in Public Value generation (Epstein & Yuthas, 2014). In this iterative 
process, several components should be considered that exert an influence on value creation and that 
represent the building blocks of a holistic approach to the assessment of smart city governance. 
These key elements and their interrelations are represented in figure 1 below (Castelnovo et al., 
2015). 
 

 

Figure 1 – Key elements of a smart city’s governance assessment framework 
 
Citizens needs and institutional settings drive the decision making process that underpins the – 
optimal - allocation of resources used to provide Public Value services. Their degree of adoption by 
the beneficiaries defines the capability of the city governance to both generate Public Value – 
measured in relation to the achieved outcomes and impacts – and influence the stakeholders 
(including citizens) perception of the Public Value associated to the provided services and then the 
level of trust in government (Van Ryzin, 2009; Feeney & Welch, 2012). This latter dimension has 
the capabilities to influence the multi-stakeholders participation in decision making processes, 
which can influence both the decision making process itself, and the service adoption (Feeney & 
Welch, 2012; Savoldelli et al. 2014a; Cosgrave, Tryfonas & Crick, 2014). Finally, the degree of 
Public Value generated by the provided services influence the citizens’ needs creating a continuous 
improvement process underpinning smart city governance coherent with the changing needs of the 
citizenry, the availability of resources and the overall smart city’s strategic vision.  
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Based on these observations, the holistic approach described in (Castelnovo et al.,  2015) considers 
the city as an environment whose capability to survive and grow depends on a clear strategic vision 
of its stakeholders and policy makers, the engagement of the relevant urban actors (community of 
individuals), and the efficient and effective organizations of its Public Value generation and 
management processes. Castelnovo et al. (2015) describe five dimensions that should be considered 
in a holistic  framework, namely:  
 

 Community building and management, which aims at assessing the urban stakeholders’ 
engagement in the smart city’s governance and in the decision-making processes. This 
dimension also considers the strengths of the city’s networks of relations with other urban 
communities and relevant stakeholders, both inside the urban context and outside of it.  

 Vision and strategy formulation, which aims at assessing the smart city’s capability of 
using strategic planning and implementing monitoring and evaluation techniques to generate 
evidence to inform future strategic plans. 

 Public Value generation, which aims at measuring the outcomes and/or the long-term 
impacts of the implemented initiatives. This usually includes more general social objectives 
that interventions address, such as: economic growth, employment, social inclusion and 
wellbeing.  

 Assets management, which aims at assessing the generation of knowledge to benchmark 
the city’s performances and provide an evidence base for the enhancement of current 
interventions and the development of future plans.  

 Economic and financial sustainability, which aims at assessing the smart city’s long-term 
sustainability and its ability to attract investments and manage changes. This dimension also 
focuses on the availability of economic and financial resources and evaluates their efficient 
and effective use.  
 

Figure 2 below gives a graphical representation of the components of the framework and their 
interactions. 
Assuming it as central to the framework, the interactions between the other four dimensions, 
mediated by the ‘Community building and management’ dimension, determine four perspectives 
from which smart city’s governance can be assessed (represented by the inner circles in Figure 2): 
 

 Perspective 1, which represents the smart city’s capability to create and maintain a proper 
identity over time: 
Public Value generation  Community building and management  Vision and strategy 
formulation: 

 Perspective 2, which provides evidence on the long-term sustainability of the smart city: 
Vision and strategy formulation  Community building and management  Assets 
management: 

 Perspective 3, which addresses the service delivery capability of the smart city and its 
operational efficiency: 
Assets management  Community building and management   Financial and economic 
sustainability 

 Perspective 4, which contributes to the short-mid-term sustainability of the smart cities:  
Public Value generation  Community building and management  Financial and 
economic sustainability 

 
By considering the four perspectives, four clusters of variables can be defined to be measured in the 
assessment of smart cities governance. Table 2 below exemplifies what the variables could be for 
each of the clusters. 
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Figure 2 – The logic structure of the proposed smart city’s governance holistic assessment 
framework 
 

 
Assessment perspectives Examples of variables 
Perspective 1 - Public 
Value generation  
Community building and 
management  Vision and 
strategy formulation 
 

 stakeholders' involvement in the strategic processes of the 
smart city’s governance 

 engagement of citizens in the smart city’s policy and 
strategy development 

 capability of developing and managing strategic planning 
processes and evaluation technique 

 Public Value creation and socio-economic impacts 
Perspective 2 - Vision and 
strategy formulation  
Community building and 
management  Assets 
management 
 

 degree of service management processes integration 
 degree of technological and organizational integration of 

the smart city infrastructures 
 use of change management and process 

reorganization/reengineering techniques.  

Perspective 3 - Assets 
management  
Community building and 
management   Financial 
and economic sustainability 
 

 cost-efficiency of the service provided 
 knowledge management capability 
 use of resource planning management systems 
 use of activity base costing systems 

Perspective 4 - Public 
Value generation  
Community building and 
management  Financial 
and economic sustainability 
 

 services and product innovation capabilities 
 evidences of cost-effectiveness of the services provided 
 user satisfaction measures 
 services adoptions measures 

 
Table 2 – Smart city governance assessment perspectives 
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3.  Objectives of the paper and method 
 

The holistic framework for the assessment of smart city collaborative governance described in 
section 2 above has been defined based on an extensive review of the smart city literature from 
which we identified the building blocks that have been integrated within the framework (Castelnovo 
et al., 2015).  As argue in section 2, by considering the interactions between those building blocks it 
is possible to identify different perspectives through which to assess the governance of smart cities 
and smart city initiatives. In this paper, we are interested in testing the applicability and the 
usefulness of our framework to study citizens’ participation in smart city initiatives as value co-
producers. The aim of this work is twofold. On the one hand, we are interested in verifying whether 
the ‘assessment perspectives’ defined by the framework are effectively able to cover all the relevant 
aspects of the governance of smart cities and smart city initiatives. On the other hand, we want to 
verify whether the use of the framework to map real case studies can give new insights on the 
collaborative governance of smart cities. 
To identify a set of real cases of citizens’ participation in smart city initiatives to which to apply our 
framework we performed a further review of the relevant literature. To this end, we performed a 
full text search on Google Scholar by using some combinations of keywords that we assumed to 
characterize the phenomenon we wanted to study. The keywords defined three criteria we used in 
our search. The first criterion has been used to define the phenomenon we were interested in, that is 
different forms of citizens (and communities) involvement in smart cities initiatives. The second 
criterion has been used to reduce the focus of the search to smart city related concepts. Finally, the 
third criterion has been introduced to exclude from our search papers that discuss citizen’s 
participation only from a theoretical point of view. Figure 3 represents the combinations of 
keywords we used in our literature search, whereas the steps of the search and the results we 
obtained are summarized in Figure 4 below. 
 

 
 

Figure 3 – Criteria used in the literature search 
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Figure 4 – Results of the literature search 

 
 
As shown in Figure 4, the search gave a total of 2230 items as a result, including items occurring in 
papers published in journals (703), conference proceedings (344), grey literature (304), chapters in 
book (479), master and PhD students’ thesis (247) and pre-print and unpublished papers (153). We 
further limited our research by considering only papers published in journals, postponing a 
complete analysis of the other sources to a different paper we have already planned. Having 
eliminated broken links and not considering different links pointing to the same paper, we identified 
a corpus of 184 papers published in journals on which to base our analysis. By analyzing this 
corpus, we select a set of 25 case studies to be used to test the applicability and usefulness of our 
holistic framework. The cases were selected as the clearest demonstrations of citizens engagement 
in smart city governence. 
 

 
4.  Analysis of the case studies and their degree of coverage of the holistic assessment 
framework 
 
The following table provides in compact fashion the map of the selected cases in relation to the four 
perspective of the holistic framework presented in section 3, and the typologies of the services 
addressed. 

 
 Prospective 1 Prospective 2 Prospective 3 Prospective 4 Total 

cases 
Urban 
planning 

6 4  2 12 

Mobility 2  1 2 5 
Various 
Urban 
services 

11 7 2 6 26 
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management 
Social services 
development 
(Inclusion, 
security, etc.) 

2 1 1 1 5 

Environment 
protection 

1   1 2 

Sustainable 
development 

4 1 1 4 10 

Total cases 26 13 5 16 60 
 

Table 4 – Degree of fulfillments of the holistic framework of the case studies identified in relation 
to the services addressed 

 
The lessons learned by the mapping activities are as follows: 

 scientific literature addressing citizen engagement in smart city governance covers all the 
four perspectives constituting the holistic framework, confirming haw the proposed 
framework is robust enough to capture all the different ways in which citizens are involved 
in the Smart City decision making processes. 

 Perspective 1 is the most addressed with 26 cases on 60 identified. This also confirms the 
validity of the framework since this perspective represents the easiest way to engage the 
citizens in the Smart Cities governance process. In fact perspective 1 is more related to the 
strategic process where the engagement of citizenry is more related to consultation 
processes to define the strategic vision of the city policies and then to define added value 
services generating Public Value. 

 Perspective 4 is the second in order of importance with about 30% of the cases (16 on 60 
cases). Also this perspective addresses the strategic aspect related to Public Value 
generation, however in this case the case studies are more related to the multi-stakeholders 
engagement in co-design, co-develop and co-manage added value services demonstrating 
financial and economic sustainability.  

 ‘Sustainable development’ and ‘urban services management’ are the type of services more 
frequently addressed by the two above perspectives. The third one is related to ‘social 
inclusion services’. This element allow us to justify how the more complex services require 
a more comprehensive evaluation framework as the one that we propose. 

 Perspective 2 is third in the rank with about 20% of the cases (13 on 60 cases), and ‘urban 
services management’ and ‘urban planning’ are the most addressed type of services. This is 
an important findings since this perspective is looking for the participation of the citizens for 
developing strategic vision and assets management for long term sustainability of the 
service generated mainly following a co-production approach. 

 Finally, the less addressed perspective with only about 10% of the cases is perspective 3 that 
aims at addressing efficiency of the Smart City services. It seems that this perspective is 
more related to internal transformation of public administration that has to find the right 
pathways to increase its operational performances, rather then to wait for a significant 
contribution of citizens in achieving these goals. Only in case of complex services such as 
those related to ‘sustainable development’ and ‘urban services management’ some of the 
cases include also this perspective and part of the overall citizen engagement processes for 
Smart City governance. 
 

The analysis conducted on the scientific literature it seems also confirmed by the ‘grey’ papers we 
have analyzed as the one of RAND EUROPE (2014) where the best practices identified in the 
report and related to the cities of Barcelona, Amsterdam, Helsinki, Copenhagen and Manchester, 
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show how the success factors of the smart city governance are: ‘a clear vision, the participation of 
relevant actors (people), and the efficient and effective organization of its processes. 

 
5. Conclusions and future research directions  
In this paper, we presented and tested a holistic approach to assess the ‘smartness’ of cities, paying 
particular attention to city governance and the management of the policy decision-making process.  
We believe that the approach we suggested overcomes the traditional sectorial benchmarking and 
assessment models, and contributes to expanding and completing the general frameworks we found 
in the literature. The most innovative element of the proposed framework is the central role given to 
the citizen engagement process. In our approach, citizen engagement is not considered simply as a 
way to stimulate citizen participation in the public debate but as a process of social innovation 
which aims to allow citizens to co-produce Public Value. It increases the adoption and the 
sustainability of public services, in line with the changing needs of the citizenry, the availability of 
resources and the smart city’s strategic vision. 
Our holistic assessment framework comprises five key evaluation dimensions to measure the 
performance of smart city governance in pursuing sustainable and participatory Public Value 
generation. The intersections of the five dimensions of the framework (as described in Figure 2) 
define four perspectives from which to assess smart city governance. The aim of the paper was to 
verify whether the ‘assessment perspectives’ defined by the framework allow to capture all the 
aspects relevant for the assessment of citizens’ participation in smart city initiatives. To this end, 
building on a review of the relevant smart city literature, we identified 25 case studies concerning 
citizen’s participation in smart city initiatives and applied our holistic framework on the analysis of 
those case studies. The results of this exercise showed that our holistic framework effectively 
covers all the relevant aspects of citizens’ participation in smart cities initiatives; moreover our 
analysis of real cases showed how a holistic approach can give some new insights on the 
assessment of the smart cities capacity of delivering a Public Value by involving citizens in the 
value generation process.  
In particular the case study analysis confirm that:  
 

 scientific literature addressing citizen engagement in smart city governance covers all the 
four perspectives constituting the holistic framework. 

 Perspective 1 is the most addressed with 26 cases on 60 identified. This also confirms the 
validity of the framework since this perspective represents the easiest way to engage the 
citizens in the Smart Cities governance process.  

 Perspective 4 is the second in order of importance with about 30% of the cases (16 on 60 
cases).  

 ‘Sustainable development’ and ‘urban services management’ are the type of services more 
frequently addressed by the two above perspectives.  

 Perspective 2 is third in the rank with about 20% of the cases (13 on 60 cases), and ‘urban 
services management’ and ‘urban planning’ are the most addressed type of services. This is 
an important findings since this perspective is looking for the participation of the citizens for 
developing strategic vision and assets management for long term sustainability of the 
service generated mainly following a co-production approach. 

 Finally, perspective 3 is only covered by 10% of the cases, showing how this perspective is 
more related to internal transformation of public administration, rather looking for 
significant contribution of citizens in achieving these goals.  

 These findings seems also confirmed by the ‘grey’ literature we analyzed.  
 

At the moment, however, our proposed framework only defines the key “building blocks” to be 
used in the assessment process; indicators and metrics are not fully addressed yet. While we 
acknowledge this is an important limitation of our current work it also represents an opportunity to 
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steer future research which aims to reach consensus on smart city governance measurement 
processes and, possibly, to standardize them for practical use in smart city contexts. An interesting 
perspective emerging from this research is the further definition of measurement indicators, metrics 
and tools for citizen engagement and social innovation for smart city governance and Public Value 
generation. 
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Annex to section 4 
 

 Prospective 1 Prospective 2 Prospective 3 Prospective 4 
Sadoway & 
Shekhar (2014)  

 (Transparent 
Chennai – India 

– urban 
planning) 

 (Transparent 
Chennai – India 

– urban 
planning) 

  

Mandarano et al. 
(2010) 

 (various cases 
of urban 
planning 
policies) 

   

Walravens 
(2013) 

(Fix my street & 
London Bike up 
– Landon, UK – 
urban planning 
management, 

mobility) 

 (London Bike 
up – Landon, 

UK - mobility) 

(Fix my street & 
London Bike up 
– Landon, UK - 
urban planning 
management, 

mobility) 
Goel et al. 
(2012) 
 

 (Haryana 
Urban 
Development 
Authority, India 
– urban 
planning) 
 

 (Haryana 
Urban 
Development 
Authority, India 
– urban 
planning) 
 

  

Der Graaf & 
Veeckman 
(2014) 

(Ghent, BE – 
urban planning) 

(Ghent, BE – 
urban planning) 

  

Muggah & Diniz 
(2013) 

(Monterrey, 
MEX – social 
inclusion and 

crime reduction)  

(Monterrey, 
MEX – social 
inclusion and 

crime reduction) 

  

 

P Mechant, I 
Stevens, T 
Evens… - 
International 
Journal of …, 
2012 - 
Inderscience 
 

(Ghent, BE – 
mobility, urban 

planning, 
environment) 

  Ghent, BE – 
mobility, urban 

planning, 
environment) 

Bagui & 
Bytheway 
(2013) 
 

(Cape Town, 
SA – several 

social services) 

  (Cape Town, 
SA – several 

social services) 

Joseph & 
Krishnaswamy 
(2010) 

(local 
communities of 

British 
Comumbia, 

CAN – 
sustainability 

processes) 

(local 
communities of 

British 
Comumbia, 

CAN – 
sustainability 

processes) 

(local 
communities of 

British 
Comumbia, 

CAN – 
sustainability 

processes) 

(local 
communities of 

British 
Comumbia, 

CAN – 
sustainability 

processes) 
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Forlano, & 
Mathew (2014)  

(Chicago, New 
York, Boston, 
USA – urban 

services 
management 
processes) 

(Chicago, New 
York, Boston, 
USA – urban 

services 
management 
processes) 

 (Chicago, New 
York, Boston, 
USA – urban 

services 
management 
processes) 

Roy (2014) (several 
Canadian cities, 

CAN - urban 
services 

management 
processes) 

  (several 
Canadian cities 
- urban services 

management 
processes) 

Las Casas et al. 
(2014) 
 

(Agri valley, 
Basilicata 

region, Italy – 
territorial 

development) 

  (Agri valley, 
Basilicata 

region, Italy – 
territorial 

development) 
Edge, & 
McAllister 
(2009) 
 

(Riding 
Mountain and 
Long Point, 

CAN – 
territorial 

development) 

  (Riding 
Mountain and 
Long Point, 

CAN – 
territorial 

development) 
Bencardino & 
Greco (2014) 

(Several Italian 
cities, IT – 

social 
innovation in 

urban 
development) 

  (Several Italian 
cities, IT – 

social 
innovation in 

urban 
development) 

Nam & Pardo 
(2014) 

  (Philadelphia, 
USA – social 

services) 

 

Veeckman & 
van der Graaf 
(2015) 

(Ghent, BE, 
Issy-les-

Moulineaux, 
FR, Manchester, 
UK & Athens, 

Greece – 
serveral urban 

services)  

(Ghent, BE, 
Issy-les-

Moulineaux, 
FR, Manchester, 
UK & Athens, 

Greece – 
serveral urban 

services) 

(Ghent, BE, 
Issy-les-

Moulineaux, 
FR, 

Manchester, UK 
& Athens, 
Greece – 

serveral urban 
services) 

(Ghent, BE, 
Issy-les-

Moulineaux, 
FR, Manchester, 
UK & Athens, 

Greece – 
serveral urban 

services) 

Hoon Lee et al. 
(2014) 
 

(Seul, South 
KOR and San 

Francisco, 
USA) 

  (Seul, South 
KOR and San 

Francisco, 
USA) 

Baccarne, et al. 
(2014) 
 

(Gent, BE – 
several urban 

services) 

   

Rabare et al. 
(2014) 
 

(Kisumu, 
Kenya) 
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Lombardi et al. 
(2011) 

(Cities from 
North Sea 

Region, Europe 
– several urban 

services) 

   

Alawadhi et al. 
(2012). 

(Philadelphia, 
Siattle, USA, 

Quebeck, CAN, 
Mexico City, 

MEX - several 
urban services) 

(Philadelphia, 
Siattle, USA, 

Quebeck, CAN, 
Mexico City, 

MEX - several 
urban services) 

  

Coe et al. 
(2001). 

(Ottawa, CAN – 
several urban 
services) 

(Ottawa, CAN – 
several urban 
services) 

  

Hendriks & 
Tops (2005) 

(The Hague, NL 
- several urban 
services) 
 

(The Hague, NL 
- several urban 
services) 
 

 (The Hague, NL 
- several urban 
services) 
 

Tinati et al. 
(2012) 

 (London, UK – 
several urban 

services) 

(London, UK – 
several urban 

services) 

 

Crawford, & 
Walters (2013) 

(Boston, USA - 
new urban 
mechanics 
initiative – 

several urban 
services) 

(Boston, USA - 
new urban 
mechanics 
initiative – 

several urban 
services) 

 (Boston, USA - 
new urban 
mechanics 
initiative – 

several urban 
services) 

 
Table 5 – Degree of fulfillments of the holistic framework of the case studies identified 

 


