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1. Introduction

The results of action research in the four “smarter” Living Labs (Deliverables D4.1, D4.2, D4.3, and D4.4)
allowed us to identify ten recurrent and critical constraints affecting successful inclusion in and upscaling of
living lab experiment, and to identify a number of ways to anticipate such constraints. These elements are
presented in Deliverable D5.1.

Based on such a material, guidelines for policy-makers and practitioners were developed as part of WP5. We
opted for organizing the policy and practitioner brief guidelines in the following three-fold material:

e avideo, mostly targeting policy-makers and potential living lab initiators, focusing on the reasons why
“smarter” living labs are needed and how they could be beneficial to urban development processes;

e a “fan-style” document, targeting both living lab initiators and any living lab practitioner, meant as a
promotional material to raise the attention on the key constraints affecting living lab processes (“light”
version of the guidelines);

e a series of information sheets, focusing on “how to” favour upscaling of inclusive Living Labs, mostly
targeting practitioners involved in launching and managing living labs (“extensive” version of the
guidelines).

Both the video and the “fan-style” document work as teasers to stimulate interested actors to access the
extensive version of the SmarterLabs guidelines document, that describes the constraints and the anticipation
strategies in more detail, and presents examples (“stories”) from the SmarterLabs experiments.

This document shortly introduces the different formats of the guidelines. These full version of the three
documents is available as Annex to this document..

2. Thevideo: why are smarter living labs needed?

The video introducing the need for activating “smarter” living labs aims at intriguing policy-makers and
potential living lab initiators and at raising their awareness about potential pitfalls in current approaches to
urban development, including those who are already working with the smart city concept and exploiting living
lab approaches. For this purpose, we opted for a short animation video (about 2 minutes long, with a 200
words script).

We opted for developing a story and to deal with a character, which nicely fits with the idea of the animation.
Also, we carefully aimed at overcoming gender stereotypes, such as male Mayors or civil servants. In total,
we developed four alternative proposals for the script, as documented in Table 1. Proposals 1 and 2 were
rejected since they focused on too specific examples of urban problems, which could largely restrict the
amount of interested people in the target audience. Proposal 3 was assessed as too close to an “academic”
point of view, and proposal 5 was assessed as too didactic: in both cases, they would have failed in raising the
interest of policy-makers and urban practitioners. Proposal 4, instead, was assessed as sufficiently general,
though focused on practical everyday problems by policy-makers and practitioners, and therefore was
selected for implementation in the video.

Table 1 Alternative scripts developed for the SmarterLabs video.

1 Story focusing on social exclusion
Laura is a young engineer, who has just been appointed councillor of a medium-sized city. She strives for
introducing smart innovations in her city!
She has just been contacted by a local company, offering a totally automated, smartphone-based payment
system for public transport. They would bear costs of the technological infrastructure, just asking for an
annual fee for service exploitation. She is so excited! Why not activating it as soon as possible, once for all
forgetting about those old-fashioned paper tickets?




Her civil servant Bob, however, is a bit scared. He is not into mobile technology — what would happen to
citizens in his conditions? He suggests to open up a discussion, involving other institutions, practitioners,
associations, and —especially— citizens. Together, they would look for a compromise to introduce
innovation, while not producing social exclusion.

Laura acknowledges Bob is right. So, the city launches a “living lab” process, inviting a group of well-known
local “opinion-leaders” to test and discuss the new ticketing system. After a few lab meetings, they propose
to roll-out the new system at the city level, maintaining the traditional one for a one-year long phasing-out
period. In the end, the new system is not that complex! People will definitely get used to it.

Therefore, the city deploys the new public transport ticketing and payment system. However, after one
year, the large majority of citizens is still relying on the old system. Fearing mass dismissals, the trade unions,
who had not been involved in the lab, in fact have widely boycotted the initiative.

Laura and Bob realize activating a living lab does not guarantee successful upscaling of innovation!

If you are planning to activate a living lab process, take a look at the SmarterLabs guidelines. You will get
suggestions on how to successfully anticipate possible constraints affecting the upscaling of your
innovation.

Story focusing on low institutional receptiveness

Jane is the Mayor of a medium-sized city, dealing with the revision of the Masterplan for local public
transport services. It is a hot topic, with highly conflictual visions and goals. Will she manage to make it
more sustainable?

Her civil servant Mike, definitely an expertin her field, has a clear vision of what needs to be done. However,
Jane is aware that top-down solutions risk of being unpopular, nowadays. Therefore, she decides to activate
a living lab to co-design future mobility scenarios for the region, and personally invites all the relevant
institutions.

The lab is a success! Jane counts more than twenty active participants to lab activities and is happy to see
some of her friends of environmental NGOs. On general visions, all lab participants agree; however, when
discussion goes into practical measures, differences between them arise.

Since the conflict between a bunch of NGO representatives and other participants seems difficult to be
solved, Jane proposes to vote between two alternatives. One is the project that Mike had worked on for
the previous months: it is very detailed, realistic, and well-documented. The other one is an idea that had
just emerged during lab meetings: it is a bit superficial, and still in its seeds — though particularly innovative
and sustainable.

Voting is overwhelmingly in favour of Mike proposal. Mike is very satisfied for the green light for his project!
However, his satisfaction does not last for long: a local referendum is launched to oppose the Masterplan,
and indeed citizens mostly vote against it. Mike’s project failed to consider a number of relevant aspects to
them. The project is therefore cancelled from the political agenda, and the whole Masterplan is stuck at the
starting blocks.

Jane realizes activating a living lab is not always sufficient for putting sustainable transitions into practice!
If you are planning to activate a living lab process, take a look at the SmarterLabs guidelines. You will get
suggestions on how to successfully anticipate possible constraints affecting the upscaling of sustainable
transitions.

Story addressing upscaling

The ‘Smart City Living Lab’ is an emerging approach in European cities.

Jane, the Mayor of a medium-sized city, has adopted it too. She tests new ways of addressing urban
problems with a diversity of stakeholders. But after enthusiasm around a range of Living Lab experiments
that she started, critics are asking her: what is actually the practical impact of them? Jane responds that
they have created innovative solutions, but admits that they often remain rather small.

Her city council had suggested to ‘roll-out innovations across the city’ after successful experiments at the
level of a building, street or small district. Jane has experienced, however, that in practice this process of
upscaling is rather difficult and often fails. Her council erroneously sees upscaling as just the wider adoption
of products over time. Unfortunately, this is what often happens.




The SmarterLabs project has developed an approach to effectively anticipate two major risks to successful,
widespread implementation of smart innovations. These two risks concern (1) unforeseen constraints to
large-scale change in socio-technical systems, and (2) exclusion of social groups not matching the required
‘smart citizen’ profile.
The SmarterLabs brochure discusses ten typical constraints on upscaling or inclusion, and also ten strategies
to anticipate on these.

4  Story addressing problems affecting living lab experiments (selected script)
Lisa is a civil servant in a medium-sized city, dealing with urban development. She has to re-design a
congested avenue to improve the quality of life in the neighbourhood. It is a hot topic, with no
straightforward solution and highly conflictual visions! She knows that nowadays a top-down decision risks
to be unpopular, however an agreement that makes everybody happy will be difficult to achieve.
She then hears about the Living Lab approach, a new way to address urban problems. Living Labs are spaces
where multiple actors work towards a shared understanding of a problem and experiment solutions in a
real-life context. This approach seems particularly relevant for her case: in a Living Lab she could engage all
relevant stakeholders, from public administration and politicians to business, academia, and citizens.
Together, they could address the many relations between environmental, social, technical, and economic
impacts of the project, and find innovative solutions.
She wants to try out this new approach. However, experimenting is risky and Living Labs do not always work
out as intended. Fortunately, she learns about the SmarterLabs guidelines, which help her to avoid common
pitfalls, such as results not being used outside the Lab or relevant stakeholders being excluded.
If, just like Lisa, you are interested in creating a Living Lab to address urban problems, take a look at the
SmarterLabs guidelines. They will help you to anticipate pitfalls and set up a successful Living Lab.

5 Didactic text
Living labs are an emerging approach, bringing together policymakers, businesses, researchers, and citizens
to develop and test smart solutions to urban problems, by directly operating in real-life settings.
Living labs provide possible solutions to urban problems in a protected environment, where their pros and
cons can be better explored from a variety of perspectives and tested in a real-world context, thus
enhancing a collective learning process and the emergence of innovative solutions.
Innovative solutions emerging from a living lab, however, might fail to produce a relevant impact, when
trying to upscale them at city level. A number of barriers can in fact preclude emergence and diffusion of
innovative practices (namely new ways of doing something) in a particular urban area, since these would
require changes in the larger and institutional context as well.
For example, the diffusion of a new app-based peer-to-peer ridesharing service, cannot be taken for
granted, even though groups of enthusiast hipsters spent nights in the lab in co-designing and testing the
related app features. Upscaling such a new mobility service would require tangible political support, as well
as involvement of all the affected actors, particularly those mostly bearing unintended negative effects,
such as taxi operators, in a common effort towards developing a suitable set of accompanying measures,
such as regulations, incentives, or taxation schemes.
By anticipating possible constraints on successful upscaling of innovation at the city level, and addressing
them from the start, “smarter” living labs can turn into effective tools to foster sustainability transitions.
If you are planning to activate a living lab process, take a look at the SmarterLabs guidelines! You will get
suggestions on how to successfully anticipate typical constraints emerged in case studies across Europe.

Besides the script test, the additional material reported in Table 2 was developed, to possibly accompany the
video, in the shape of a FAQ (Frequently Asked Questions) information sheet. Currently the video is only
available in English, though it can easily be translated in other languages, through the introduction of subtitles.

Table 2 Additional material developed to accompany the “Why” Smarterlabs video (FAQs to be offered in an
information sheet document).



What is a living lab?

A Living Lab is an open, real-life arena where citizens, academia, business and
representatives of the public sector meet to address local challenges and co-
create ideas, tools and technologies to solve them together in an iterative way.

Why should a city,
developer, practitioner
or citizen, activate a
lab?

What are the benefits?

Embedded in everyday life, multidisciplinary Living Labs make it possible to gain
a better insight into the complexity of social, economic and environmental issues
that surround society and urban areas in particular. At the same time, they allow
to experiment, test and evaluate possible solutions (testbeds), while maintaining
a multi-stakeholder perspective and remaining grounded to real-world needs
and expectations. This approach ultimately increases chances of public
acceptance of the innovation at stake, thus increasing also its social impact, large
scale adoption and success.

Become a change-
maker/

Be the change Lead
innovation/

Creating innovative
services

Make the difference! Be prepared to embrace concepts and strategies that are
cooperation-oriented and that empower others to drive change. To “become a
change-maker”/“Be the change”/“Lead innovation”/“Creating innovative
services” requires shared leadership, knowledge, skills and the relationships that
will enable you to anticipate societal changes, convey solutions and make
informed decisions. The “SmarterLabs” project guidelines in particular, will help
you address upscaling barriers of innovation processes lead by Living Lab
methodology that may stem from resistance to large-scale change in socio-
technical systems or from social exclusion.

The key to success

As social and environmental issues become ever more pressing, we all would like
to see our efforts impact and drive positive social change. However, attaining
such a goal implies achieving a large-scale adoption of the proposed innovation
solution. As such, anticipating possible upscaling barriers becomes ultimately the
main key to success. Indeed, as examined more in depth in the “SmarterLab”
project, by incorporating groups at risk of exclusion into the Living Lab process
and by anticipating possible resistance to change by specific stakeholders, the
chances of a successful uptake of the end result are enhanced, better scalable
and more robust in terms of value creation for the wider society.

The graphical

part of the

“why” video was developed by the Belgian Pixileon video-makers

(www.pixileon.com). The full video storyboard is reported in Annex 1.

The final

video has

been published on Youtube

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?time continue=1&v=XkDRgQf5QVo), it is available on the SmarterLabs
project website (https://smarterlabs.uni-graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/) and

itis now being disseminated through the communication channels of the project partners. The original version
is in English, though subtitles are being included in Italian and German (possibly also in French and Dutch).

3. The fan: the ‘light” version of the SmarterlLabs guidelines

This document aims at raising the interest of policy-makers and possible living lab initiators, such as NGOs,
groups of citizens, universities, private actors, or a combination of them. For this purpose, it was organized as
a very compact document, with limited use of texts. Instead, we opted for presenting the constraints to


http://www.pixileon.com/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=1&v=XkDRgQf5QVo
https://smarterlabs.uni-graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/

“smart” living lab processes through thought provoking cartoons, developed on purpose. The document is
organized as a fan, with 10 A6 cards, each of whom is dedicated to a single constraint, plus an additional cover.
The front of each card shows the name of constraint and the cartoon depicting it. The back of the card, instead,
shows the suggested ways to anticipate those constraints. Cards related to “social inclusion” constraints are
coloured in yellow, while those related to “upscaling” are coloured in blue. Texts in both the front and the
back are organized as bullet items, with short and direct sentences, to keep the document compact and make
it more appealing for the reader. Figure 1 provides an example of such cards, for constraint number 10 “The
Living Lab meets low institutional receptiveness”.

The cartoons were developed by the Austrian artist and illustrator Jorg Vogeltanz (www.vogeltanz.at), while
the graphical layout was developed by the Swiss Laboratory for Visual Culture (www.supsi.ch/Icv) at SUPSI.

Such a document was printed and distributed at the final SmarterLabs conference in Utrecht and will be
available for further distribution in other local events. It is also available on the SmarterLabs project website
(https://smarterlabs.uni-graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/) and entirely reported
in Annex 2. The document will be translated into German, French, Italian Dutch, and Spanish.

Upscaling

The Living Lab meets
# 1 0 low institutional w]y
receptiveness

= Seekfor early inclusion of policy-makers and local
institutions
Local governments and other actors involved in
the Living Lab process might be unfamiliar with,
or open to, co-creation approaches, favoring

+ Provided that Living Lab organizers show genuine
commitment and give voice, role and responsibility to
diverse groups of citizens, civil society organizations

instead expert-driven way of thinking and agree- and experts, institutions might start appreciating

ment with powerful lobbies. If so, institutions the approach and its benefit

may not have real commitment to implement

Living Lab outcomes. +  Carry out multiple successful pilot processes

+ Build on existing practices and procedures of repre-
sentative democracy to promote dialogue between
stakeholders

#10

Figure 1 Excerpt from the fan — light version of the guidelines — Constraint number 10 “The Living Lab meets
low institutional receptiveness”.

4. The information sheets: the full SmarterLabs guidelines

The information sheets are the most detailed output of the SmarterLabs project: they present constraints to
development of inclusive living labs, suggest ways to anticipate them and present stories from the
SmarterLabs cities, to provide practitioners with practical examples and suggestions for “smarter” living lab
processes (stories from “Smarter Labs”). Such examples are all taken from the experience within the
SmarterLabs living labs; as such, instead of limiting to present examples of success, in some cases such stories


http://www.vogeltanz.at/
http://www.supsi.ch/lcv
https://smarterlabs.uni-graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/

also present failures, in the belief that, properly commented and put into perspective, failure can teach as
much as success.

Since practitioners launching and managing living labs are the target of such a document, the full SmarterLabs
guidelines are designed to be compact and easy to read, as well as graphically appealing:

e one sheet briefly introduces key concepts regarding living labs, smart cities, and related risks;
e one sheet summarizes the identified constraints and ways to anticipate them, through a table;
e two sheets introduces the “smarter” living labs in our four cities;

¢ ten sheets each discuss the identified constraints and anticipation strategies;

e one sheet provides a glossary.

Overall, it is a thirty-page document, although each page can be read independently: interested practitioners
can either read the full document from the beginning to the end, or they can just browse through it and
identify the information sheets that are most relevant to their own context, problem, or experience. Texts are
simple and concise. The cartoons already introduced for the light version of the guidelines are used as well, to
help the readers focus on the topic of the sheet, and invite them to read through. As shown in Figure 2, the
front of each of the ten constraint sheets shows the problem and general suggestions to overcome it (through
a cartoon and texts), and the back shows stories from smarter labs. The cartoons were developed by the
Austrian artist and illustrator Jorg Vogeltanz (www.vogeltanz.at), while the graphical layout was developed by
the Swiss Laboratory for Visual Culture (www.supsi.ch/lcv) at SUPSI. The document was printed and
distributed at the final SmarterLabs conference in Utrecht and will be available for further distribution in other
local events. It is also available on the SmarterLabs project website (https://smarterlabs.uni-
graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/) and entirely reported in Annex 3.
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Figure 2 Excerpt from the full SmarterLabs guidelines — Constraint number 10 “The Living Lab meets low
institutional receptiveness”.
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Annex 1

“Why are smarter living labs needed?”— Video storyboard
The SmarterLabs video is available at

https://smarterlabs.uni-graz.at/en/publications-results/smarterlabs-guidelines-video/
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Ten constraints on
upscaling and
social inclusion in
urban Living Lab
experiments and ways
to anticipate them

The “Urban Living Lab” is an emerging approach in European cities. Ur-
ban Living Lab projects or experiments are devised to design, test and
learn from an innovative socio-technical practice (i.e. “a new way of do-
ing something”) in real-time and in urban contexts with a diversity of
stakeholders. Living Lab refers to the institutional environment for open
innovation that supports these projects. It may be organized in a variety
of ways (long-term or short-term, independent from or embedded in the
municipal organization, provider-driven or user-driven).

The current approach of Living Labs focuses on small-scale perfor-
mance tests and technology-user interactions, mostly neglecting the
larger social-institutional context. Therefore, successful implemen-
tation of new practices in the reality of a Living Lab does not warrant
broader adoption outside the Lab (i.e. “upscaling”), required to reach
their full innovative e ect.

Another limitation is its focus on “smart citizens” as users and part-
ners, namely citizens with both the cognitive and material resources
to consume and co-produce the smart services. Citizens lacking these
resources will normally not be included as co-creators in Living Labs, nor
are they likely to be able to make use of the smart services once these
are implemented on a largerscale. The consequences may not only be
poorer design of smart technologies or their limited adoption and use,
but also social exclusion, i.e. deprivation of part of the population from
new services.

The SmarterlLabs project has developed practical waysto e ectively an-
ticipate these two limitations in the Living lab approach. The next pages
each discuss a typical constraint on upscaling or social inclusion and
0 erways to anticipate them.

Note that social exclusion is a key constraint a ecting upscaling it-
self. For the sake of simplicity, we keep them separate here. However,
please keep in mind that addressing constraints on social inclusion is a
pre-conditionto e ective upscaling.



Typical constraints in Living Lab experiments

Citizens lack financial, intellectual and time resources to
participate in the Living Lab

To participate meaningfully, citizens need time, energy and
commitment, a certain level of understanding of the issue at
stake or of the technology in use, and sometimes also specif-
ic economic and intellectual resources or skills. Certain social
groups may therefore tend not to participate in Living Lab ini-
tiatives.

Relevant stakeholders remain out of the Living Lab

Certain groups might not be interested in joining Living Lab ac-
tivities, since they do not share the urgency to discuss the is-
sues at stake and take action, or even have conflicting attitudes
or goals. The Living Lab may thus become a low conflict circle
of people sharing priorities, attitudes and goals, while the large
majority of citizens would ignore it.

Groups and impacts outside the Living Lab context are over-
looked

The Living Lab project may lack or be poor of representatives
from the larger urban context, though might they be impacted
by the project. Likewise, e ects beyond the Living Lab bounda-
ries may be neglected (e.g. decrease of cars in one district shifts
tra ctoanother).

Existing power structures are reproduced inside the Living Lab
The Living Lab setup and applied methods may not guarantee
that any group or participant has equal opportunities for partici-
pating in the discussion, so that every voice is heard and serious-
ly taken into account. For example, the Mayor, technical experts,
or simply male Living Lab participants, may be given more weight
than other participants.

Ways to anticipate these constraints

Apply stakeholder and requirement analysis tools (in relation to
desired outcomes of the Living Lab) to identify types of exclu-
sion, their motivations and coping strategies

Include all Living Lab participants in such a reflection (not only the
“institutional” initiators), across the Living Lab stages
Strategically design Living Lab micro-practices, such as inform-
ative and educational material, choice of venue and schedule of
meetings, language, provision of technological support to reduce
digital divide

Stakeholder analysis allows to identify the relevant target groups
and the reasons why they might/might not be interested to join
Living Lab activities

This suggests how to frame Living Lab activities in public com-
munication campaigns aimed at recruiting participants and to
identify the specific actions needed to also raise the interest of
less intrinsically motivated target groups

Explicitly consider the project’s indirect and cross-scale e ects
in the broader urban context, by reflecting on the multiple scales
relevant to the Living Lab and on the actors that might be includ-
ed/excluded at each scale

Adopt adequate logistic arrangements and outreach strategies
to help minimize exclusion, such as convening Living Lab meet-
ingsatdi erentlocations and being open to reframe meetings to
achieve a shared vision and increase motivation

Regularly perform a stakeholder group dynamics analysis, in
order to understand group structure and leadership relations
among group members

Particularly, identify any dominant position among Living Lab
participants, due to already existing institutional roles outside
the Living Lab (political responsibility, lobbying activity)

Design a communication and management strategy to address
all identified target groups, keep flexibility, favor development of
activities along di erent tracks, allowing each group to adapt to
their speed of progress



Upscaling

Typical constraints in Living Lab experiments

Ways to anticipate these constraints

#5

The Living Lab’s potential for learning is underexploited

If the lessons o ered by Living Lab activities are not explicitly
monitored, understanding of the innovation process, of its im-
plications and its consequences, may be low. In this case, only
limited transfer of learning is possible, thus precluding the dif-
fusion of innovation across spatial scales.

Develop a comprehensive learning strategy aimed at capturing and
monitoring knowledge creation in the Living Lab (collective knowl-
edge co-production) and transferring it to all relevant actors outside
the Living Lab

Knowledge exchange can be favored by people-to-people real-life
interactions (i.e. physical meetings), which make learning more re-
warding and comprehensive to all and also ensure tacit knowledge
to emerge

#6

The Living Lab is disconnected from broader societal debate
The Living Lab experiment may lack coordination with the so-
cial, economic, cultural and political conjuncture. In such a
case, the policy climate may not support the adoption of the
innovation pursued in the Living Lab. The broader public may
either not share the Living Lab’s goals and outcomes or find
them irrelevant.

Design and manage Living Lab activities with great care for the local
conjuncture: consider broader socio-economic, cultural and politi-
cal aspects, ensure links with the existing public debate, with what
a community considers to be its priorities, and what stakeholders
consider to be feasible

Maintain a certain flexibility throughout the Living Lab, be ready
to adapt to changing conditions in the outside social and political
agenda. Ensure that both Living Lab objectives and its framing can
be adjusted and continuously re-defined by all actors

Place citizens at the core of the process and actively coordinate with
other societal developments and initiatives related to the content of
the Living Lab

#

The Living Lab consensus is not reflected in policy and society
Even if the topic addressed by the Living lab is a proiority of the
social and political agenda, persistence of conflicts on specific
topics may preclude reaching agreements, either inside or out-
side the Living Lab. The outcomes of the Living Lab may there-
fore lack wide consensus, support and political majority.

Open to participation as much and as early as possible and reg-
ularly update the stakeholder analysis whenever external con-
ditions change, in order to avoid the exclusion of any relevant
stakeholder group

Favor emergence of any conflicting goals within Living Lab partic-
ipants and between Living Lab participants and possible external
stakeholder groups not actively engaged, and manage conflicting
goals by multi-criteria decision-making techniques

Always emphasize and give weight to potential community-lev-
el benefits of the options under discussion, against personal or
partisan benefits. To this purpose, exploit already existing net-
works and coalitions and seek for new and unexpected allianc-
es between groups of stakeholders, trying to build relationships
with successful initiatives already developed by other actors

#8

Stakeholders and institutions are highly fragmented
Fragmented institutional arrangements between and within
institutions (“silo compartments™) may preclude clear distribu-
tion of responsibilities among the actors involved in Living Lab
activities and e ective cooperation between them.

Foster transparency and collaboration between administrative
units, organizations and stakeholders, right from the beginning
of the Living Lab process

Create occasions for them to interact and become familiar with
the process, discussion topics and proposals emerging within
the Living Lab

#9

The urban assemblage is sticky and locked-in

Technical, infrastructural, legal or financial aspects, such as
long-term contracts or legal lock-ins, may cause obduracy of
the urban assemblage, thus precluding possibilities for practi-
cal implementation of the outcomes of the Living Lab.

Activate a dialogue with relevant actors as soon as possible: by
developing future visions with stakeholders and crucial deci-
sion-makers, the potential of more structural changes can be
highlighted

Local actors might be empowered by teaming up with supra-urban
actors, such as municipalities with provinces or local NGOs with their
national counterpart (scale jumping)

#10

The Living Lab meets low institutional receptiveness

Local governments and other actors involved in the Living Lab
process might be unfamiliar with, or open to, co-creation ap-
proaches, favoring instead expert-driven way of thinking and
agreement with powerful lobbies. If so, institutions may not
have real commitment to implement Living Lab outcomes.

Seek for early inclusion of policy-makers and local institutions
Provided that Living Lab organizers show genuine commitment
and give voice, role and responsibility to diverse groups of citi-
zens, civil society organizations and experts, institutions might
start appreciating the approach and its benefit

Carry out multiple successful pilot processes

Build on existing practices and procedures of representative de-
mocracy to promote dialogue between stakeholders



Bellinzona: Bellidea

ALiving Lab to co-design a smartphone app
promoting sustainable individual mobility patterns

GOALS

For the past years, the City of Bellinzona (Southern Switzerland) has
been devoting considerable e orts to reduce individual car use, espe-
cially by creating new cycling infrastructures and improving bus/train
inter-changes. Although necessary to promote a change in the domi-
nant mobility patterns, such interventions were not su cient to make
a relevant change. Therefore, city managers were interested in also ex-
ploring the e ectiveness of cognitive-motivational tools, in particular
by relying on smartphone-based approaches. Smartphone apps are in
fact ideal devices for a city to deliver persuasive messages supporting
the transition from car-dependency: while providing citizens with per-
suasive feedback, they also allow city managers to get real life data on
the citizens’ mobility patterns, to inform scenario building and future
policy-making. The City of Bellinzona therefore opted for developing a
mobile app. To favor its large di usion and sustain its use over time, they
teamed up with the local University of Applied Sciences (SUPSI) and a
Non Governmental Organisations advocating bicycle use (Provelo Ticino)
and launched a Living Lab to co-design app features with any interested
citizens.

ACTIVITIES

Citizens of Bellinzona were invited to join the Bellidea Living Lab, to
co-design a mobile app to promote sustainable mobility patterns among
their peers. One year later, the resulting app was launched to the whole
population. Overall, forty-six citizens answered the public invitation to
join the Living Lab, and fifteen of them were regularly active in the seven
monthly meetings performed. Activities in the Bellidea Living Lab were
organized in three phases:

e in Phase 1 - App co-design, Living Lab participants co-designed
the Bellidea app; once available, the app was launched to the
whole population;

e inPhase 2 - Scenario building, Living Lab participants were invit-
ed to reflect on the specific barriers and opportunities towards
sustainable mobility they experienced while testing the Bellidea
app. As an outcome of such a collective brainstorming, a “Char-
ter of principles for sustainable mobility in Bellinzona” was de-
veloped, as a reference for future policy-making and land and
mobility planning activities;

e inPhase 3 - Evaluation, a comprehensive assessment of Bellidea
and its outcome was performed.

UPSCALING
Three types of upscaling were identified for the Bellidea Living Lab:

1. in the short-term, the Bellidea app is launched to the population,
and a large number of citizens started interacting with it, for a suf-
ficiently long period of time;

2. in the short-term, scope and complexity of the issues under dis-
cussion in the Living Lab are broadened to address future mobility
scenarios and include the relevant stakeholders;

3. inthe medium-term, the set of participatory governance practices
and tools experimented in the Living Lab are institutionalized and
replicated in other local decision-making processes.
