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Abstract

Rapid urbanization poses significant challenges, making the development of smart
cities a strategic imperative to foster sustainable economic growth and enhance urban
competitiveness. Measurement and evaluation tools are useful ways to set goals and
monitor the cities’ progress toward smartness. There are few studies that examine
the results achieved in the Italian context. This study introduces a robust multidi-
mensional framework for evaluating the smartness of Italian cities, by providing the
user with a step-by-step approach. The framework is composed of five stages: (i) a
comprehensive literature review to develop a holistic understanding of smart cities
and identify the criteria of the Multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) process; (ii)
the selection of indicators that serve as sub-criteria within the MCDM framework;
(iii) weight assignment to each indicator by convening a panel of stakeholders and
using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP); (iv) normalization, assessment, and
aggregation of results, producing final scores to rank cities based on their smartness
levels, using the Technique for Order of Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution
(TOPSIS) method; (v) sensitivity analysis to confirm the stability and validity of the
obtained results. Indicator data are collected from the 21 Italian regional capital cities.
Application of the framework has returned meaningful results, highlighting signifi-
cant disparities between the sampled cities. The model provides policy makers, urban
planners and researchers with a comprehensive and scalable tool to measure urban
intelligence, identifying strengths and potential areas for urban improvement. This
study is a key contribution to the ongoing efforts to transform urban environments
into smarter, more efficient spaces that improve the well-being of citizens.
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1 Introduction

Although cities occupy only about 3% of the Earth’s land, they are home to a rapidly
growing proportion of the world’s population, projected to reach 68% by 2050 (United
Nations, 2019). This urban expansion brings significant economic challenges as cities
are responsible for approximately 72% of global greenhouse gas emissions and are
major consumers of the world’s resources (European Commission, 2020). Indeed, the
rapid urbanization growth has generated many challenges (i.e., overcrowding, degra-
dation, pollution, energy shortage, traffic, land loss, social inequality, crime, healthcare
issues, etc.) (Kabir et al. 2018; Kummitha and Crutzen 2017; Biagi and Meleddu 2024)
due to the high density of the population, intensity of human activities, and inefficiency
of the built environment (Bibri and Krogstie 2017). The “urban diseases’ hinder cities’
development, making them disordered and unorganized (Johnson 2008). In the search
for solutions to these challenges, the smart city emerged as a new paradigm in the
early 1990s, driven by technological advancements and the principles of sustainabil-
ity (Gibson et al. 1992). The scientific literature has defined the smart city in several
ways (Mora et al. 2017; Chourabi et al. 2012). Recent decades have seen a shift in
the smart city paradigm: from a technology-driven focus on enhancing urban infras-
tructure efficiency to a broader approach that emphasizes the importance of people
and soft infrastructures (Ahvenniemi et al. 2017; Stratigea et al. 2015). The smart
city has acquired wide recognition thanks to extensive marketing promotion, political
support and a large number of smartness initiatives embraced by many cities around
the world (Masik et al. 2021). In this sense, policymakers are orchestrating joint
efforts to encourage smart cities and related policies have drawn considerable interest
and funding (Walravens and Ballon 2013). However, several barriers may hinder the
successful implementation of smart city initiatives (Nam and Pardo 2011; Ruhlandt
2018). One of the main challenges is the lack of effective measurement and evaluation
tools that can quantify and communicate cities’ progress towards smartness (Dameri
2017). These tools are essential to set clear objectives and monitor the effectiveness of
implemented policies, facilitating the demonstration of the added value of smart city
initiatives to citizens and authorities (Caird et al. 2016). Without accurate evaluation,
it is difficult to avoid the failure of initiatives and to optimize resource allocation.
Evaluation tools provide crucial data for the design of targeted policies that effec-
tively respond to specific urban challenges. By identifying a city’s areas of weakness
and strength, decision makers can allocate resources more effectively and introduce
interventions that directly address the most pressing problems (Giffinger et al. 2010).
This data-driven approach promotes more informed decision-making and can lead
to the creation of more resilient and adaptable urban environments that better meet
the needs of their communities. Urban rankings emerge as useful tools to compara-
tively assess the attractiveness of cities, stimulating competitiveness and continuous
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improvement through the documentation of successes and areas of weakness (Komni-
nos et al. 2019). Despite the growing interest in smart cities, research on measuring and
evaluating their outcomes remains limited, indicating a field still in development but
with significant potential for the future (Sharifi 2019). Previous research on smart city
evaluations has shown that existing frameworks often fall short, providing incomplete
information that is usually focused on specific urban dimensions or geographic con-
texts. Moreover, the indicators commonly used are not scalable or replicable, and there
is a notable lack of accessible, necessary data. This has left a significant gap in holis-
tic assessments of smart city initiatives, particularly among Italian cities. To address
these shortcomings, this study proposes a new scalable model to assess the smartness
of cities using a systemic approach validated in Italian regional capitals. The model is
designed with two primary objectives: (i) to provide policy makers with a versatile tool
that is tailored for strategic discussions and can be adapted to various urban scales and
complexities; (ii) to evaluate the urban smartness of Italian cities by using an extended
definition. The assessment framework was developed with Multi-Criteria Decision-
Making (MCDM) methods through a structured five-phase process. The first phase
involved an extensive literature review to establish a comprehensive understanding
of what constitutes a smart city. This foundational work helped identify the criteria
needed for the MCDM process. In the second phase, specific indicators were chosen
as sub-criteria within the MCDM framework. The third phase focused on assigning
weights to each indicator, which were obtained through consultations with a group of
stakeholders using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP). During the fourth phase,
the process of normalization, evaluation and aggregation of the results was performed
using the TOPSIS method. This method produced final scores that effectively ranked
cities based on their overall intelligence levels. The fifth and final stage included a
sensitivity analysis to ensure the stability and validity of the results. The indicator data
for this in-depth analysis were carefully collected from all 21 Italian regional capitals,
including the autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano. The remainder of the
paper is structured as follows. Section 1 presents the background on the smart city,
while Sect. 2 reviews previous literature on the evaluation tools. Section 3 describes
the research methodologies adopted. Sections 4 and 5 present and discuss the analysis
results. Finally, Sect. 6 concludes, highlighting research implications, limitations and
directions for future studies.

2 Literature Review: Definitions and Metrics for Smart Cities

The scientific literature does not provide a unanimous consensus regarding the smart
city idea or of what actions should be put in place to make cities smarter places (Hol-
lands 2020; Majd et al. 2025). There are several definitions of smart cities to be found
in literature and they differ greatly due to the multiple entities involved and the many
functions they perform (Mora et al. 2017). Two main research trends can be identi-
fied. According to the first, technology is the major driver in the urban transformation
process, enabling the creation of a smart city (Harrison and Donnely, 2011). Sev-
eral technologies (e.g., Cloud and Edge computing, Cyber-Physical Systems, Sensory
devices and Internet of Things, Big Data, Artificial Intelligence, Machine and Deep
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learning, Wireless Sensor Networks, Blockchain, G technology, etc.) are incorporated
to help with the establishment of an effective connected network of devices and enti-
ties within a smart city (Ahad et al. 2020). These technologies are used to maximize
the efficiency of hard urban infrastructure, including transportation, communications,
waste, energy and water. However, the univocal focus on the technological aspects is
often criticized by those who argue that technology alone cannot “save” cities from
urbanization challenges (Chatterton 2019; Yang et al. 2024). The second more exten-
sive research trend is based on a people-centered perspective and recognizes the key
role of soft infrastructure (e.g., citizen engagement, data, social innovation, knowl-
edge economy, etc.) (Giffinger et al. 2007a, b; Yu et al. 2024). Following this trend, a
city is smart if investments in traditional and modern infrastructures (ICT) and human
and social capital promote sustainable development and a higher quality of life, by
adopting participatory governance approaches (Caragliu et al. 2013). Indeed, smart
city initiatives aim to optimize existing infrastructure, provide more efficient services
to citizens, increase collaboration among different actors and encourage innovative
business models in both private and public sectors (Marsal-Llacuna et al. 2015).

Smart city initiatives require political support and are a key focus in global pol-
icy aimed at boosting urban prosperity, innovation and competitiveness. The United
Nations supports these strategies through its Sustainable Development Goal 11 and
the New Urban Agenda, promoting the use of ICT to create sustainable, inclusive
urban environments (Barbieri et al. 2025; Sharifi et al. 2024). The European Union
integrates smart city concepts to encourage economic growth, environmental sustain-
ability and social equity, leveraging technology and social capital to enhance local
governance and community ties, as highlighted in the European Green Deal (Aku-
raju et al. 2020; Angelidou 2016; European Commission, 2020). Projects such as the
Covenant of Mayors, Smart Cities Marketplace, Scalable Cities, CIVITAS, URBACT
and the Green Digital Charter are supported by extensive funding opportunities and
frameworks provided by platforms like the European Innovation Partnership on Smart
Cities and Communities (EIP-SCC). However, smart city initiatives can falter without
alignment with the city’s strategic needs and good governance practices. A successful
smart city strategy must leverage the area’s specific strengths and weaknesses, empha-
sizing coordinated initiatives that combine technological solutions with holistic, both
top-down and bottom-up, approaches to urban development (Angelidou 2014; Meijer
and Bolivar, 2016; Mora et al. 2019). Moreover, the true value of these initiatives
should be measured based on their direct and indirect benefits to the urban population
(Meijer 2015; Neuroni et al. 2019; Barrutia et al. 2022). However, the implementation
of smart city projects often encounters obstacles such as risk aversion, inadequate
economic incentives, and conflicting stakeholder interests, which can result in high
costs and limited success (Sgrensen and Torfing 2011; De Vries et al. 2016; Crosby
et al. 2017; Cabral et al. 2019; Nam and Pardo 2011; Ruhlandt 2018). To mitigate
these risks, it is crucial to employ robust measurement and evaluation tools to monitor
and guide the city’s progress towards its smart city goals.

Several previous scientific and institutional studies that introduce indicator frame-
works for the evaluation and ranking of smart cities are available. In many cases, they
mainly focus on specific smart city themes, e.g., environmental sustainability (Girardi
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and Temporelli 2017; Abu-Rayash and Dincer 2025), energy provision (Papastama-
tiou et al. 2017), transportation systems (Debnath et al. 2014), public safety (De Marco
2015), housing conditions (Susanti et al. 2016) and technological solutions (Hodson
et al. 2023; Diaz-Sarachaga 2025). Moreover, some studies have shown that indica-
tors are often not representative of all smart city’s dimensions (Huovila et al. 2019;
Ahvenniemi et al. 2017). In addition, existing approaches have been criticized for
focusing more on implementation processes and investment metrics than on outcomes
and impacts of smart city programs (Caird and Hallett 2019).

Other studies attempt to propose extensive smart city evaluation frameworks but
apply them to geographic contexts that are too specific (e.g., Chinese cities) (Shen
etal., 2018) or too general (e.g., cities around the world) (Cohen 2014). In such cases,
the indicators used may not be suitable for the European context or not comparable
because of the different social, economic, natural and institutional environments in
which they are applied. Based on features of the European context, Giffinger et al.
(2007a, b) provided a complete set of guidelines to assess and rank European cities
under six dimensions, i.e., smart economy, smart people, smart governance, smart
mobility, smart environment and smart living. However, this model was applied to
indicators referring to different and very dated periods. More recently, the need for
uniform intelligence monitoring in European cities has also led to EU initiatives, such
as CITYkeys (Bosch et al. 2017), which evaluate smart cities across five dimensions,
namely people, planet, prosperity, governance and propagation. In Italy, two major
smart city ranking projects are implemented annually: ICity Rank, promoted by ICity
Lab of Forum PA and ANCI (National Association of Italian Municipalities), and
Smart City Index, promoted by Ernst & Young. In the latest edition, ICity Rank
focuses on the digital transition of Italian provincial capital cities (ForumPA 2023),
while Smart City Index emphasizes the human smart city approach (Ernst & Young,
2022). Therefore, both seem to lack a holistic assessment of the smart city concept.
Some scholars have also engaged in defining theoretical comprehensive assessment
tools specifically for Italian cities. For instance, Lombardi et al. (2011) proposed a
triple-helix network model to classify smart city performance in five urban dimensions
(governance, economy, human capital, living and environment), while Dall’O’ et al.
(2017) provided a set of indicators consistent with the ISO 37,120 standard among
six dimensions (economy, environment, energy, governance, living, mobility, people).
However, the former has not yet been applied to any urban context, while the latter has
only been applied to three small and medium-sized cities in northern Italy. Existing
frameworks find poor application in the practice of Italian cities due to the limited
scalability and replicability of the indicators, and also often struggle due to the scarce
quantity of updated data on an urban scale. As a result, there is little evidence of
studies that assess the smartness of Italian cities comprehensively on a national basis,
allowing for appropriate policymaking based on emerging territorial gaps and specific
characteristics of the national context. Finally, many assessment frameworks adopt
methodologies that assign equal importance to all indicators and do not consider the
use of sensitivity techniques, which are necessary to anticipate future changes and
manage uncertainties caused by the evolutionary dynamics of urban systems (Marsal-
Llacuna et al. 2015).
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In summary, previous studies have several evident limitations: (i) they fail to com-
prehensively assess smart city performance across different urban sizes and indicator
types (input, process, output, outcome, impacts); (ii) they carried out practical appli-
cations of theoretical models in geographic contexts which are often either too limited
or too vast; (iii) they use indicators that often lack available, scalable and replicable
data; (iv) they apply scientific methodologies that do not adequately differentiate the
importance of various indicators; (v) they do not provide a thorough and nationally-
focused assessment of smartness in Italian cities. This study addresses these gaps by
offering a refined approach that enhances data scalability, indicator relevance and the
scope of application.

3 Methodological Design

This section proposes a methodological model to measure the smartness level of
cities, capable of incorporating the systemic effects of technological development
on the environmental, social, and economic dimensions. As illustrated in Fig. 1, the
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Fig. 1 Methodological design
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framework follows a structured process consisting of five sequential phases.

The first phase focuses on conducting a thorough review of the existing literature
to establish a strong theoretical foundation for understanding smart cities. During this
stage, the main criteria for the Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) process are
carefully selected. These criteria reflect the essential dimensions of a smart city, such
as technological innovation, environmental sustainability, economic development and
quality of life. The selection is based on their consistent appearance in the literature and
their acknowledged significance in shaping the concept of urban smartness (Sect. 3.1).

Based on the theoretical model, the second phase involves the careful selection
of indicators that act as sub-criteria within the MCDM framework. These indicators
are explicitly chosen to measure the specific criteria identified in the previous phase,
ensuring a precise evaluation of each dimension. Importantly, the indicators are derived
from secondary data sources, extracted from various databases, which are thoroughly
documented in Sect. 3.2. By aligning the indicators with global objectives, such as the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, and following international standards like
ISO 37,120, we ensure that the selected indicators are both contextually appropriate
and globally standardized. This approach allows for consistent and reliable compar-
isons across different urban contexts, enhancing the robustness and validity of the
analysis (Sect. 3.3).

The third phase involves assigning weights to the selected indicators using the Ana-
Iytical Hierarchy Process (AHP). In this step, a panel of experts conducts pairwise
comparisons to assess the relative importance of each indicator. AHP translates these
qualitative judgments into quantitative values, assigning weights that reflect the sig-
nificance of each indicator in evaluating smart city performance. This process ensures
a structured and objective determination of weights, grounded in expert knowledge
(Sect. 3.3).

In the fourth phase, the TOPSIS method is applied to evaluate and rank the cities
based on their smartness scores. Unlike a single composite indicator that might obscure
how each dimension contributes to overall performance, TOPSIS allows us to keep
these dimensions distinct. This makes it possible to assess, for example, how envi-
ronmental sustainability, mobility, technological innovation or social inclusion each
contribute individually to the smartness of a city. Specifically, TOPSIS ranks cities
according to their proximity to a defined ideal, considering both positive (maximiza-
tion) and negative (minimization) factors, thus providing a balanced and detailed view
of performance across all dimensions (Sect. 3.4).

The final phase conducts a sensitivity analysis to verify the robustness and stability
of the results. This analysis examines how changes in indicator weights or input data
might affect the final rankings of cities (Sect. 3.5).

In summary, the proposed model follows a logical, step-by-step approach: (i) it
establishes a theoretical basis, (ii) selects relevant indicators, (iii) assigns weights
through a systematic process, (iv) evaluates city performance using a robust ranking
method and (v) validates the results through sensitivity analysis.
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3.1 Theoretical Framework

The analysis of literature on the smart city theme serves as a starting point for defining a
systematic approach that allows for the measurement of urban smartness, considering
its broader definition. For this purpose, Giffinger’s model (2007) has been selected.
This model views smart cities as ecosystems of stakeholders engaged in a process of
sustainable transition and improvement of the quality of life within a given territory
(urban or not), utilizing digital technologies to facilitate related actions. It is widely
recognized and adopted globally by both academics and practitioners, and suggests
a categorization of Smart City application fields into six domains: Smart Economy,
Smart Mobility, Smart Governance, Smart Environment, Smart People and Smart
Living.

Smart Economy involves fostering sustainable economic competitiveness and inno-
vation, with a focus on sustainable entrepreneurship and economic models that
integrate local and global ecosystems.

Smart Mobility aims to develop a modern and sustainable transportation system that
caters to the diverse needs of all users, including citizens, workers and tourists, with
a focus on improving local and international accessibility and sustainable transport
systems.

Smart Governance emphasizes the importance of making public actions more open,
inclusive and transparent, integrating various stakeholders in decision-making pro-
cesses and utilizing new technologies for participatory governance. For instance, a
city might introduce an online platform that enables citizens to vote on local issues,
participate in discussions and contribute to the decision-making process on urban
development projects. This digital tool could allow for real-time feedback and collab-
orative problem-solving, aligning with the principles of participatory governance. By
doing so, the city not only democratizes its decision-making but also fosters a sense
of community engagement and ownership among its residents.

Smart Environment addresses sustainable management of natural and heritage
resources, including green and renewable energy production, sustainable food pro-
duction and technology optimization for resource management.

Smart People corresponds to an inclusive society using new technologies and inno-
vation to improve knowledge management and social capital. This includes the level
of and access to education and training while also advocating tolerance and taking
advantage of growing multi-culturality and links between local and global ecosys-
tems.

Smart Living aims to improve the quality of life and safety in the city through
the set of services offered, changes in citizens’ lifestyles, social cohesion and tourist
attractiveness. This also concerns everything related to e-health, culture, social services
and the availability of better-quality housing services.

Within the MCDM model, the six dimensions identified above represent the criteria
for evaluating the smartness of cities. These dimensions are not mutually exclusive,
they interact with one another to create a holistic and sustainable urban environment
that leverages digital technologies for the benefit of its citizens and the environment.
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3.2 Indicators Selection and Data Management

The criteria selected in the previous section provided the basis for identifying detailed
indicators, which function as sub-criteria within the Multi-Criteria Decision Making
(MCDM) framework. In capturing the extensive nature of the smart city concept,
we selected a total of 72 indicators, with 12 indicators dedicated to each of the six
dimensions defined by Giffinger’s model. These indicators represent secondary data,
sourced from various databases. A comprehensive list of these indicators, including
their descriptions, units of measurement, reference periods and geographical levels,
is conveniently provided in Table 1. Projects like ICity Rate, Smart City Index, ISO
37,120, and the United Nations’ 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development were
crucial references. Additionally, action plans from the European Covenant of Mayors
were considered, especially those targeting sustainability and energy consumption
reductions, reflecting the ethos of Smart City development. The methodical process
of indicator selection was informed by well-established projects and protocols with
an emphasis on sustainability and standardization. These indicators as sub-criteria are
intended to measure how well cities perform across the smart dimensions defined in
phase one. The alignment with global objectives ensures that the selected indicators
are applicable in diverse urban contexts, allowing for meaningful comparisons and
benchmarking internationally. This refined set of indicators thus captures a wide range
of city functionalities and attributes, from economic resilience and environmental
sustainability to governance transparency and social inclusivity, thereby ensuring a
holistic evaluation of urban smartness.

All indicators refer to the year 2021, as it represents the most recent, fully updated
reference year for the majority of the selected indicators. In cases where only regional
(NUTS?2) or provincial (NUTS3) data were available—rather than municipal-level
data—an assumption of approximate uniformity was adopted, following established
approaches found in the literature (Dall‘O’ et al. 2017; Sotirelis et al. 2021). This step
allowed the inclusion of important indicators (e.g., net income inequality, coverage
for ultra-fast internet access) that would otherwise have been excluded due to lack
of city-specific information. Throughout the data collection process, missing values
were carefully checked: indicators with over 10% missing data were considered for
exclusion unless deemed critical for capturing a particular dimension. Where nec-
essary, missing values below this threshold were handled through regional-average
imputation (NUTS2). Potential outliers were investigated via boxplot-based analyses,
and observations lying beyond the 95th/5th percentile were winsorized to reduce the
distorting effects of extreme values while retaining the overall data structure (Tukey
1977; Dixon and Tukey 1968; Barnett and Lewis 1994).

3.3 Assigning Weights to Indicators Through the AHP

For the discernment of criteria and sub-criteria within AHP model, we convened an
expert panel comprising 20 seasoned professionals with deep roots in urban devel-
opment. The panel included an even mix of municipal policymakers - mayors and
administrators - and academics with a profound grasp of economic policy, applied

@ Springer



B. Coluccia et al.

Qwodur

jey 0) Sunnqrnuod srekedxe) jo requinu oy £q uonendod
UQAIS © JO QWIOdUT J[qeXe] [210) ) SUIPIAIp AQ Paje[nofed
ST "SUOTINQINUOD Xe) puE UONNQLNSIP SWOIUT ‘SUOTeNIS
[eroueuy  S[enpraipur ojur sjysisut sopiaoid 1oyedipur oy,

IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T omg  10Aedxe) yord Aq PAAIOOAI QWIOJUT A[qEXE] JO JUNOWE AFLISAY 2uI0dU1 2)qVXDL $Od
9010 J0qe[ [210) oY) £q
srenprarpur paAojdwa jo requunu 3 SUIPIAIPp Aq paje[noed
S1 ] "uonerouas awoosur 10y sanmunyioddo pue uonedronied
sonfea JIWOU099 ‘AJI[IQE)S JIOUOI SAJLIIPUT AINSBIW

IVLSI € SLON 120T 93euedred Ay, ‘pakojdwa are oym uoneindod aFe-uryiom oy ut ojdoag a1 Juawlopduisy €04
uonerndod oSe-Sunyiom [ej01 oY) £q
S[ENPIAIPUT QAT)ORUT JO Joquinu dy) SUIPIAIP £q Paje[nofed St
11 uowkodwa 0 siorueq renuajod pue uonedoned 2010
J10qe[ ayy ojur syySisur sapiaoxd 1ojesrpur ayJ, ‘Juswkordwa
sanfea Sunyeas A[aAnoe Jou pakordwa Jou 9010J J0qE] 2ATIOR )
IVLSI ¢ SLOAN 1202 EridlichieE | Jo 1red 1oyyrou are oym uonendod aSe-Sunyiom oy ur ojdoag 214 Kn1a1100Uf 04

90105 J0qe] [e10) AY) £q STENPIAIPUT
pakordwoun jo roqunu ayj SUIpIAIp Aq paje[no[Ed
SIJ] "SUOIIIPUOD JIWOUOI [[e12A0 pue santuniroddo qof jo
Aqiqe[reAe oy ‘JodIew Joqe| Ay} Jo yIeay Ay ojul sIYIIsut
sonfea sopraoid Jojedtpur oy [, ‘yuawko[dwe Suryess A[pAnoe pue

IVLSI € SLOAN 1202 ErjalichicE | qofl & noym are oym uonerndod oFe-Junjiom oy ur ojdosg a4 yuawiojduwiauy) 1049 Kwouooq

[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

[opow 3y} UT Pasn BLIAILID-qNs/s10jed1pur ay) jo uondrosa( | ajqel

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

eore edrounui [10) oY)
£q sytun [e20] Jo Jequinu Ay} SUIPIAIP AQ pare[no[ed st pue
KIOILIIO) B JO SSQUAANIOBINE puk JUIWAO[IAIP OTIOU0DI JO

uy [9AQ] Y3 S9IedIpUL dInseaw Ay |, “eare [eoryderSoad oyroads

IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T 12d sonfep B UM $2s11dI0)ud 2A1)OR JO S)IUN [BIO[ JO UONEIUIIUOD) Kpasuap jun oo 629
uone[ndod juopisax
12101 2y} AQ SISSAUISNQ QATOR JO IoquUNu Y} SUIPIAIP
Kq paernores sty “eare orydesSoas oyroads e urgim
sonfea [enusjod uonead qof pue WSIWERUAP SIWOUOII ‘UOBAOUU]

IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T ErjalichicE | U0 UONBWLIOJUT SIAIS YOIyM ‘A)IATOR [eLnduaidonus jo [9A] a4 diysanauaada.nuyg 809
uone[ndod juaprsar [e10) oYy £ JAO
[e21 JO QeI YIMO0IS [enuue ) SUIPIAIP Aq PAIB[NOTED ST I]
‘eare o1yder3003 oyroads € Jo Surag-[[om Orouod [[BI9A0
sonfea ay Sunesipur ‘uonepur 1oy paysnipe ‘endes 1od (daon)

IVLSI T SLNN 1202 93eIu00194 1onpoid onsawop ssoi3 [eal ur a3ueyd a3ejusorad [enuuy 2104 YIMOLS [DNUUD J(TO) [P2Y LOA
uone[ndod Juopisar [210) 9y Aq S[ENPIAIPUT ASAY) JO JdqUINU
Q) SUIPIAIP AQ PAJB[NOTED ST J] "ANISUUT JOQR] MO[ JIIM
spoyesnoy ul SuIAlf (¢) ‘uonearidop [e100s pue [eLIjew
Q10498 Surouarradxa spjoyasnoy ur Surarf (g) Kyeaod
sonfea 10 YSII & SP[Oyasnoy ur SUIA1[ (1) :SUONIPUOd SUIMOT[Of

IVLSI 7 SLNAN 120T ErialichieE | Ay} Jo duo Jsed] Je SurousLadxo s[enpIAIpuI Jo AIqeqoid YSLL UOISN]OXD [DIDOS L0 (11240 904
Qwoour 3somof oy im uonerndod au Jo 9507 £q paATedAX
Jey) £q awoour 1saySiy oy yim uonendod oy Jo 9,07 £q
sawoour PaAIR221 2wodul JudreAInba [e10) ay) Suipialp £q paje[nofed
Jo oney s13] "uonendod ayy Suowre seniredsip orwouode Supesrpul
- Ioqunu ‘SUOTIUDAISIUT JUSWUIOAOS JOYIO PUE SIQJSULI) ‘SOXE) JUNOOIE

IVLSI T SINN 120T amg ojur urye) I9)je AWOdUT JO uoNNQINSIp 2y ut Ayirenbouy Krppnbaur awodul 1) [Se |

[9A9] aInseauwt
Q01n0g [eLIOILLIRT, Tedx Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

(gw/3M 0g) OTIN 0J dnfea ywi] paquivsaxd Ajrep ay) jo
SQOUBPIIIX JO JoquUNU ) S paje[nofes s1 I ‘Afenb are pue
QJBWI[D ‘SWAISAS0II ‘YI[EAY UBLINY UO S109JJ0 9SIIAPE dARY

sKep UOIYM ‘SenIANOR uewiny woly Sunnsal axeydsoune ay) ur
IVLSI € SLON 120T JoIoquny  S9dUEISQNS JO SUONBIUIOUOD DAISSIOXD IO [NJULIBY JO 9IUSAI] uoynjjod 11y INA JUSUIUONIAUY
sastdioius jo Jequinu
12103 oY) £q sestididiue yons Jo roquunu Ay SUIpIAIp Aq
pajenores st pue sasodind ssoursng Joj sa1Sojouyo) [eNIIp
Jo uondope Jo [9A3] ) $1OII JOJEIIPUT A, SISWOISNO
son[ea puo 0} suriojje[d 901AWW0-0 JO SAYISqIM YSnoIy) sa[s qam 10f saakojdwa
IVLSI 7 SLON 1202 oSejuodrod  sofes aurfuo ur paSedus seokojdwa (] Iseo] 18 yim sesudiguyg 01 1SD3] 10 YN Sulil] 2104
sosudioius jo requinu [210) 9y £q sesuidiajuo
[ons jo 1oquunu oy SuIpialp Aq paje[nofes st Jjf ‘ssarsoxd
[e9130[0UYI9) pUB OIWIOUOII JO SIDALIP PIISPISUOD AT YOIYM
sanfea ‘sassa001d uononpoid 1o/pue syonpouid jo juswdojoadp §211141100 $82204d pup
IVLSI 7 SINAN 1202 ErialichieE | Ay} 0 PAJB[aI SANIAIOR dAnEAOUUT UT 9FeSuo Jey sasudiojuyg 1onpoud daypaouul yim sutil] 11049
s)un [ed0] Ul sadko[dwd Jo rquunu [e30) Yy £q SI103098
901AI0S pue SuLmiorjnuew yo)-ysy ay) ur saakojdwo jo
Joquinu o) SUIPIAIP Aq pAe[NO[ed ST )] “eare [edryder3oad
sonfea oy100ds € Jo ssouaAnnadwod pue UOHEAOUUT JO [9AI] TIREN
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T oSejueorog oYy SuneoIpul ‘103098 Y0-YSIY U SANIATIOR JO UOIBIUIOUOD) Y221-y 81y u1 uonv21YI2ds 0104
[oA9] amseow
Q01n0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



PJOJ[[0D ISEM JO JUNOWE
18103 9} Aq S[[ypue 0 Juds d)sem [edorunw jo Junowe
oY) SuIpIAIp Aq parenofes ST I] “UONONISIP JeIIqey pue
suoIssIwo ses asnoyuaais ‘uonnyjod [10S ‘UOHEUNIEIUOD
sanfea IoyempunoIs Surpn[our SYSLI [BJUSWUOIAUS SNOLIOS
VIdSI 7 SLON 1202 oSeuooreg  Sursod ‘sypgpue ur pasodsip 9)sem prjos [edioTunw Jo JUNOUry 2150 ppdidtunut fo Sujpyfpuvy SNd

P2199[[09 d)sem [edrorunw
12101 Y3 £q d)sem Tediotun pajod[[od Afejeredas jo junowe
Ay SuIpIAIp Aq peje[no[ed SI I "u01d)01d [BIUSWUOIIAUD
Ppue JuswRSeUBW )SEM JUIOYJR 0 SUNNGINUOD ‘AOINOS
sanfea o) Je Afereredes (sotuesio ‘seow ‘sse[s ‘onserd ‘raded) 21SDM

IVLSI ¢ SLON 1202 ErialichieE | s[eLojew Jo sadA) Juoroyyip Sunod[[0o pue Sunios Jo odnoeld  pddunu fo uo1122]]0d apindag PNA
uonendod juapisar [e10) o) £q paILISUST
d)sem [ediotunw Supialp Aq pajenofes siJf ‘seonoerd
9[qeureisns jowold pue saI3ajens JuswaFeurw Asem

ue) AJNUAPI ‘spuan) uoneIouas d)sem ssasse sd[oy J03edrput
-1qeyur QU[, "BaIe UBQIN UE UIYIIM SIOINOS ISYIO PUB SUONMITISUT
IVLSI ¢ SLAN 1202 1od Sy ‘s9sSOUISNQ ‘SPIOYASNOY AqQ POILIdUAT 2)SeM PI[OS JO JUNOUTY uononpoad 21sv [pdidunpy ENd

uonendod juapisai [e)o) oYy
£q Pa19910p sem SITWI] ) JO AOUBPIIOXA SUO ISLI] & YIIYM
ur SJO1U0D JSIOU JO Joquunu Y SUIPIAIp £q paje[nofed

sjue) ST 3T oJ1] Jo Ayifenb peonpar pue saNMOYIIP UOHEIUNWUIOD
-1qeyul ‘ssoms ‘sooueqmsip dooys ‘Juownedurr Surredy o)
000°001 SUIpEo JUSIUOIIAUS Y} JO SANIANOE uewny jo Suruonouny
IVLSI € SLON 1202 10d sonfep [BULIOU 9} GINISIP JEy) SPUNOS PIJUBMUN JO JAISSIOXH uonynjjod as10N INA
[9A9] amseaw
Q01n0g [eLIOILLIRT, Tedx Joun uondmosoqg BLIOYLIO-qNS/SIOBIIPUT BLIOYLIO/SUOTSUSTII(]

Unveiling Urban Smartness...

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

eare [edorunu [810) 2y) Aq seare uaI3d
Jo eare oy SUIPIAIp AQ PAIR[NO[ED SIJ] "dN[eA J1JOYISIR pue
soniunioddo euoneadar ‘uonendar arnjerodwa) ‘Ayifenb

sanfeA I1e JO JudwaAoldwl 9y) 10§ MO[[E YoIYMm ‘Seale ueqin uryim
IVLSI ¢ SLOAN 120T EridlichieE | (939 ‘soon ‘suodpres ‘syred) sooeds usa1d Jo uonenuUIOUOD p1suap U248 unqap) 0INA
eare [edounu 1810y oY) Aq seare pajojord
Jo eare ooeyIns oY) SUIPIAIP Aq paje[no[ed si ] “oSeInay
sanfeA [eIMND pue AJISISAIPOIQ ‘SWISAS00d [eInjeu Jo uondjord
IVLSI € SLAN 1202 93eudorog pUB UOIBAIISUOD A} J0J paSeuew pue pajeusisop AI0JLIQ], Ansuap spauv pa1d>ajodg 6Nd
[10S PAYISSE[OUN PUB PAWNSUOIUN
‘pawInSu0d Ay} Jo wns Ay} £q [10S PAWNSUOD dY) JUIPIAIP
£q paje[nofes s1 1] ANSIOAIPOIq JO SSO[ pue uonepeIsop
sonfea pUE[ 0] PL] UBd YOIYM ‘AJTATIOR OTUIOUO0D? JO AINJONISLIFUT
IVLSI € SLAN 1202 93eudorog ‘SJUQIANIAS UBWINY JOJ [I0S [BINJRU JO UOISIOAUOD) uondumsuo) j10§ SNd
eare [ediorunw [1031 oY) Aq
swsAs drejjoaoloyd Suruonouny jo requinu Yy SuIpialp £q
Paje[no[ed st I "ANdLNo9e jo uononpoid ayy 10y ASojouyda)
wy 01 ASI0U2 IR[OS JO SN Y SALIIPUI YOIYM ‘Bare [eoryderSood
IVLSI € SLAN 1202 10d sonfep oy1oads & ur sw)sAs orejjoaoioyd Jo UONENUAIUOD) Knsuap swisqs 211104030y J INA
uonerndod
JUQPISAI [£10) Y} Aq SIIINOS A[qEMIUI WOIJ PAILISUST
K3101199]9 JO SINOY-1EMO[IY a3 SUIpIAIp Aq paje[no[ed
S1J] "9[qRUIRISNS puB A[PUSLY A[[BIUSWIUOIIAUD PAIIPISUOD
sanfea QIe YOIy ‘(ASI0UQ [BULIAY)0aS pue SSBWOoIq ‘0IPAY ‘puIm §204108
yd'S eui ¢ SLOAN 1202 ErjalichicE | ‘IR[0S) $20IN0S ATI9UD [qEMIUI WOIJ PAILIAUIT AJIOLNOJH 2]qumaua. wodf £11914122]7 ONA
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

woy) [9ABT) 0} uaYe) awn Yy £q Jodsuen orqnd [eso] £q
PO[eART) SIO)WO[DY oY) SUIPIAIP £q PAIB[NO[ED SI I] “9JTIAIIS

1oy xod Jo Kypenb pue Aouaroye oy SunesIpur ‘Ao B UIiIM SINo1
IVLSI € SLON 120T SI9WOTY] 119y} [9ALT) SA[O1YaA Wodsuen orjgnd yorym je paads o3erony 1odsupay d11gnd [paoj Jo paads SO
uone[ndod juapisai [e10) 2y}
£q Yoom © sown) [e1oAds Jodsuen orjqnd asn oym J9A0 pue
1 paSe ordoad jo xoquunu oy SulpIAlp Aq pajenofes siij
sanfeA ‘K)[Iqeure)sns 03 SunnqLIUOD ‘SPadU [SARI) IO [9ARI) JI9Y) IO Jiodsun.ay
IVLSI 7 SLON 1202 93eudoreg $901A10s J10dsuen orqnd [eoo] asn A[re[n3aI oym s[enpIAIpUL onqnd pooj fo siasn ipInSay ZON
uonendod juapisar [e101 2y Aq parjddns sopo1yea a1y
Jo Kyroeded oSereae oy pue so[o1yaa Jodsuen orgnd [re Aq
Ie9K Q) Ul pajoAen) sIajeWo[D] ay) Jo 1onpoid ay) SuIpIAp
sjue) Aq pare[nofes s1 3] *sa[o1yaA reatid uo aouapuadop pue
-1qeyqur uonnyjod ‘uonsaduod donpar sdjoy yorym ‘(sfemqns pue
IVLSI € SLOAN 1202 10d sonpep surex) ‘swer ‘sasnq) odsuen orqnd [eso] £q paIajjo wy-1eas 42ffo riodsup.ay ongnd poo7 IO KqoN
sasn pazuoyine Joj parjddns 1ojem ay) pue syIomou
uonnqysIp 19jem Suryurp fedoruntu ojur pajoafur 1ojem ayy
U29M12q OUAIRJIP AY) St PAB[NO[ED ST J] "sSwsAs Ajddns
sonfeA I9JeM JO AOUDIONJ ) SIINPAI YOIYM ‘WAISAS UonnqLISIp
IVLSI 7 SINAN 1202 ErialichieE | QOIAIS JOJEM AU} UT PAJUNOIOBUN IO JSO] JOJeM JO QWIN[OA $50] A2IDM ZINA
eare [ediorunw
#2101 2y} Aq vare uopIres ueqin ay) SuIpIAlp Aq paje[nofed
S1I] "siqey Ayj[eay pue AJLINdAS pooj 0 ANGLIUOD YoIym
sonfeA ‘SJUQWILOIIAUD UeqIn UIy)im (sjue[d [BJudWeuIo JO SIoMOy
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T ErialichieE | ‘sqIay OIBWOIE ‘S[qeIaSoa Iniy) suapres jo AJI[IqIssaoy Knpgopwan uapavs unq.p) T1INA
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

uonerndod juapisai 810}

sjue) Q) Aq SI[OIYA UONS JO Joquunu ) SUIPIAIP Aq paje[no[ed
-1qeyur S1J] "eImonseIyur J1odsuen Jo asn JUIIOLJ IOW I0J
00001 MO[[B YITYM ‘SITAISS AIITIqOUT OIOTW JLIOJ[S pue FuLreys $2014428
IVLSI ¢ SLON 1202 10d sonfep 9Y1q ‘SuLreys 100098 ‘SULILYS Ied 0] O[R[IBAR SI[OIYIA Knpqowt paavys 1of $2101y9A SO
uonendod JuopIsal [e10) oY) £q SISUIII] IXE) JAIIOR
sjue) Jo 1oquunu oy SuIpIAIp AQ paje[no[ed s1 ] ‘suone[nsar arej
-1qeyqur pue 2014195 Jo Afenb ‘sprepuels K1oyes yim souerdwod
00001 SuLnsud ‘eare ue unpim sixe) ajerodo 0y sorueduwod
IVLSI € SLAN 120C Jod sonfep 10 S[ENPIAIPUI MO[[E BT} SANLIOYINE [220] AQ PANSS! SHULIO] $25U21] 1XD, LOW
UONB[NDIIO Ul $9SNQ JO Joquunu
12101 93 AQ (§—() SSB[O 0INJ) SISNQ YoNSs JO Joquinu Ay}
Surp1Alp £q paJe[noes SI [ "UONEPLISIp [BJUSWUOIIAUS pue
son[ea uonnyjod Ire 0} ANQLIUOD YIIYM ‘SSB[O { 0INg ) MO[oq SpippunIs
IVLSI ¢ SLON 1202 oSejuodrod  SpIepuels SUOISSTWO YPim Jiodsuen orqnd [e00] 10 pasn sasng UOISSIUD JINO] YIIM SISNG 90N
UONB[NOIIO UL 18D JO Joquunu [e10) 3yl Aq (€—() SSB[O
0INn9) SILD YONs JO Iaquunu oY) SUIPIAIp Aq paje[nofes si
sanfea 1] "UONEPEISOP [BIUSWUOIIAUS pue uonnyjod Ie 0) AInqLIuod SpippunIs
IVLSI € SLAN 120T 93eudoreg UOIYM ‘SSB[O 7 OINF Y} MO[2q SPILPUE)S SUOISSILID (IM ST UOISSIULD AIMO] YIIM SAD)) SO
eaIe [edIorunu (810} 9y} AQ UOIBNOIID UI SI[OIYIA JO Joquinu
uny oy Surp1alp £q payenofed st 1] ‘A19Jes peol pue uonsasuod
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T 1od sonpep oyyen; SuneodIpur ‘eale oy1oads € JO [0AI] UOTIBZLIOJOJA Kn1suap apo1yap YO
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

[1ouno)) A1) ay) 03 PAJI[R Jequinu [e103) Ay Aq [1oUN0)) K1)
A} 0] PAJI[R UDWOM JO Joquunu ) SUIPIAIP Aq Paje[noed

sanfea ST9] "9oueuIoA03 ur A)irenbo 10puasd spremo) ssargord uonvuasaid
IVLSI ¢ SLON 1202 EridlichieE | sojearpul yorym ‘suonisod [eonrijod ur uswom jo uonedronreq oujod pup uaop 10D QOURUIIAOD)
sjue) uonendod JuapIsal [210) AY) puE SIUSPIIOL PROI
-1qeyur ur poy[iy suetnsapad jo Joquinu Yy SuIpIAIp Aq paje[no[ed
000°001 s11] "suetnsapad Jo [9AJ] AJajes pue SySLI Ay} ojul Sy3isul
IVLSI € SLAN 1202 1od sonpep sop1a01d YOIy ‘SJUSPIOOR PEOI 0} ANP SYJLAP UBLISIPI] a1p4 Kpvf UDLISIPIG ZION
sjue) uone[ndod juapisar [e101 ay) Aq ojdoad
-1qeyur 01 soLIN(UI (PIM SIUSPIOJE PEOI JO Joquinu Ay SUIpIAIp £q
000'1 paje[nores sty “paydope sarorjod peol Ay} JO SSAUIATIIJ
IVLSI € SLNN 1202 1ad sanfep Q) QJEOIPUT YOIYM ‘BATR OPIOAdS B UNPIM SIUSPIOdE Peoy 204 JUIPIIID PDOY TTOIN
uonerndod juapisar [e10) a3 Aq Judsaxd seare uernsopad jo
BOIR QOBJINS AY) SUIPIAIP Aq PAjeINO[ed ST 1] "AN[IqOU JATIE
sonfea djowoid pue Kjoyes uernsopad aaoxdwir 03 pauSisap ‘seare
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T ErialichieE | ueqIn unpIm souoz uernsopad pajeuSisop jo Afiqereay Knp1qopwan spaip uvluSapag 010N
eare [ediorunw
12101 a3 Aq Juasaxd syred 91045 Jo uny ayy Surpiaip Aq
PAIRINOTED ST I “AN[IQEUTE)ISNS [BIUSWUOIIAUD 0} SUNNQLIU0d
sonfea pue yeay drqnd Suraoxdur ‘sooeds ayes Surpraoid
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T ErialichieE | ‘BOIE UBQIN UB UNYIIM Saue] Surjo£d pajesrpap Jo uorsud)xyg Knsuap syind 2196 60N
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

IVLSI

IVLSI

IVLSI

IVLSI

€ SLON

€ SLON

€ SLAN

€ SLON

10T

10T

1coc

10T

sonfea
Erjcilichiek |

SIROX

SIBOX

sonfea
Erjcilichieh

9104 01 papnua 9jdoad

Jo Jequnu (€303 Y} £q suond9[e [edorunur ay) Ul (punox

9[3uIs 10) puno1 IsIy ay) ur pajoa oym apdoad jo roquinu 2y

SuIp1aIp Aq paje[nofed s1 I "S[eIoyjo pajd[R jo Aorwnid3o[

Q) pue £oBId0WIP Jo yeay Ay Sunedlpur ‘ssedoid
[£10109]2 A} UT SI)OA J[QISI[ JO JudwAFe3UD JO AT

s1oquiow preoq [edorunyy Jo roquinu
[810) ) £qQ 1quIAdR( [ ¢ JO sk 1equiowt preoq [ediorunjy
) Jo soSe oy Jo wns oYy SUIPIAIP £q Pare[nI[ed ST I|
'$9559001d 90URUIOAOT JO ANIAISN[OUL Y} pue JusuLdModwd
oAk sajoword Yorym ‘sa1poq Juryew-uoIsioap

ur ojdoad 193uno£ jo uonejussaidar pue JUSWSA[OAU]

SIO[IOUNOd
[edrorunu Jo 1oquinu [e10) 9y AQ 19qUINR( [€ JO
se s10[1ounod [edorunu Ay Jo saSe ay) Jo wns Ay SUIPIAIP
£q pare[noes s1 3] *aduruIdA03 ul A1inba [euonerousdioyur
spIemo) ssa1goid seredrpur yorym ‘suonmnsur
reonijod ur ojdoad 193unoA jo uonejuasaidar pue JUSWAA[OAU]
pieog [edomunjy
Ul S[ENPIAIPUI JO I9qUINU [10) o) Aq pIeog [edrorunjyp
Ul USWOM JO IaquInu 3y SUIPIAIP £q PIJB[NOTed St
1] '$9559001d SUDRW-UOISIONP JAISN[OUI PUB ISIIAIP SAINSUD
[OTYM “SAIPOQq SUIYRW-UOTSIONP UT Udwom Jo uonedionreq

uonpdidn.avd [p10122]7

$21p0q SUPYDUI-UOISIOIP
u1 2pdoad Sunog

uoypIUsaAdal
wounjod pup ajdoad Sunog

sa1poq
Surypuw-uo1s12ap Ul UAUOA

SO

0D

€£0D

20D

Q01mog

[9A9]
[eLIOILLIRT,

Tedx

2Inseawr

joun

uonduosaq

BLIOYLIO-qNS/SIOBIIPUT

BLIOYLIO/SUOTSUSTII(]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

sanaed

pasaraur [[e Aq weaoxd oy jo Surreys pue Juswose3ud
oy ySnoxy poyuswardu ‘(*030 ANIGOW ‘SANIANIE
eamyno ‘Suruuepd ueqin) $10J09S JUISJIP UI SUOTIUIAI)UI
o11qnd Jo Ioquunu Ay st Paje[no[ed ST ] “KIAISN[OUT

pue Ajiqejunodoe ‘Koudredsuen Sunnsud ‘(*039 ‘suuoped

Ioquinu auruo ‘sdnoid snooj ‘skoains ‘sdoysyiom ‘sgunsow orqnd

IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T S[OYM y3no1yy) sopjoyayels saajoaur Aeanoe jey) Suruuerd ueqin Suruuvyd Li10ipd1d1140g 60D
sookopdwa rediorunw
JO Ioquunu [e10) 9y} £qQ BAIR JUSUIUIIAOD-9 YY) UI SISINOI
Sururen papudye oaey oym saoko[dwd edomunu Jo rquunu
oy} Surprarp £q paye[noTed SI 3] "KISAT[OP JOTAIIS OUBYUD
pue s[00} [eNTIP 9ZI[IN A[OANIOJJS 01 AFPI[MOUY pue S[[IS

sanfea AIeSS000U ) M JJeIs SUI[QRUD JUIWIUIDA0D- JO BAIR DaUD

IVLSI T SLNN 120T 93eIu00194 oy ur saakojdurd yuewuraaos 0 pareyjo surerSoxd Sururery, JUDUILIDAOD-2 1) Ul SUIUIDA ], 80D
sdde o[qe[reae jo roquinu 9y} st paje[nIEd SI I| "AOUAOYJO
QATIENSTUTWPE PUE JUSWIAA[OAUT SUSZNIO FULINSUD “(*030
‘K1oges ‘AN[IqoW 9)SeM ‘WISLINO] ‘DIN)[ND) SI0JIIS UBqIn
QWOS 10J SUSZNIO 0} UOTJBULIOJUI PUEB SIDIAIIS 921) dpraoid
Ioquinu 0) Sa1oUSE 10 senIoYINe JuawuIaA03 Aq padofeaap (s191qe)

IVLSI € SLON 10T doym ‘syd ‘seuoydirews 1oj) suonesridde d[iqowr jo AN[Iqe[iEAY sua21o Lof suoypoiddp ajiqopy LOD
QUIJUO PAPN[OUOI 3q O ADIAIIS Y}
03 Sune[ar ss9001d 2INUL AY) MO[[R YIIYM "9'T ‘UONBZI[RITIP
JO [9A9] YSTY B 1M SUIZNIO 0) J[R[IBAR SOJIAIQS
QUIUO JO JoqUINU A} SB PAJRINI[LD ST ] "AJBIONBAING doNpPal
Joquinu pue AIOAI[OP 9IIAIOS QIUBYUD JBY) ‘SUIZNIO 0) SIIIAISS

IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T oYM orqnd jo uorsiaoxd ayy 103 sa130[0UYD) JO AN JO [AA] s2014.425 d11qnd Jo uouvzwndiq 90D

[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

[ooyos

AIEPU0I9S JOMO] JO SISSB[D PIIY) UT SJUIPMIS JO SIS} AOvIal]
[BUOTOUNJ S} UT PAUTEIQO 9I0JS SFLISAE AU} SB PIAJR[NI[ED
ST "S[[IYs A9BIN] [ENUASS? oY) a1nboe syuapn)s [re

ISTeAU]
uoIzein[ep Jey) aInsud pue syuapns SurS3nns yoddns 0) suonuAI)UL
J[euoIZeN Ioquinu Pa1931e) dojaaap 03 djay yorym ‘uorsuayardwiod
OIZIAIOS € SLON 120T a3eroAy pue Sunum ‘Surpeal ur s)uopnys Jo AOUSIOYoIJ Sip1ys Kovaay  suapnig 1ad ordoog
SQI[IWE] JUSpIsal Jo [e10) Yl £q dwoy
JB $SQ008 JOUIAIU] [PIM SII[IWIE) JO JaquInu oY) SUIPIAIp
£q paje[no[es 1] "SeAnENIUI AOBI)I| puk uoIsnjour [e)sp
sanfea jowold pue opIAIp [eNSIp Y1 23pLIq 01 sardrjod wLoyur
IVLSI 7 SLON 1202 ErialichieE | [OIYM “OWOY & JOUINUI AY) 0} SSIIIE JARY JBY) SPIOYISnOH $S200D 1ULDJUL YIJIN SINIUD] 710D
SP[OYasSNOY JUIPISAI JO 230} 3y} Aq (HLI.]) UOnoauuod
uonerauad mau Aroeded-ySiy £10A B AQ poAles Bale ue Ul
Surpisa1 spjoyasnoy Jo 1aquunu o) SUIpIAIp Aq paje[nofed si
1] "SIuapIsa1 10y AJ11 Jo Atenb ay) soaordwr pue A)1AnoduU0d
sonfea [enSip seoueyua jey ‘eare orydeaSoas oyroads e urgiim $5200D
IVLSI ¢ SLON 1202 ErialichieE | SOOIAIOS JOUIUI Jsej-exn Jo A)N[IqISsaode pue AJI[IqR[IBAY JU23UL ISDf-DUN 40f 28D1240) 110D
SUAZIID 0) J[qE[IeAR
eyep uado Jo Junowre oy £q peyenored st iy seonoeid
QoueuIoA0S Poo3 pue A)gajur ‘ssauuado JUSWUIdA0T
sonfea Sunowoud ‘orqnd oy 03 2[qIssedoe pue Judredsuen
IVLSI 7 SINN 120T ErialichieE | a1k $9s59001d pUE SUONNINSUT JUSWUISAOS YOIy 03 30150 Louatpdsup.ay aaypusunupy 0109
[oA9] amseow
Q01n0g [eLIOILLIRT, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

uone[ndod juapisai [e101 oY) £q
Sw)sAs pue spoyrow ‘sassa001d ‘syonpoid ‘93pajmous mou
Jo uondaouod ay) ur pade3ud saur[dIosIp SYNUAIIS SNOLIBA

sjue) WOIJ SIOYOTLASAT JO JAqUINU oY) SUIPIAIP Aq Pare[no[ed st Iif

-1qeyur ‘Kianonpouid oynuards pue uoneaouul 10y Aoeded ssasse 03
00001 Surdjey ‘yusreamnbe awmn-[[ng jo swid) ur passardxa saniAnOR

IVLSI 7SLON 1202 1od sonfep (Q29¥) 1uawdo[aAdp pue YoIeasal ul paAo[durd SI9YoIeasay SU2Y2UDISIY yad
616 pade ordoad
Jo Joquunu [e10) 3yl £q (8 J0 £ ‘9 ‘G Pads]) uoneoyijenb
[9A9] AIe1119) B paurelqo ey oym gH—6g pase ojdoad
Jo roquunu ay) Surpiarp Aq Sunenores st jJ ‘uonendod
B UIIIM S[OAJ] JUSWUIR)E [RUONBINDS ) SUISSISSE

sanfeA ‘$90I39p [£10300p 1O SIIP S IA)SEW ‘SITIP S J0[oYdRq uovoYfijpnb

IVLSI € SLON 120T 93eusorag se yons ‘suoneoyienb Arenis) paureqo sey oym uonemndod £av1142; fo 2ouaprouf cad
[ooyos Arepuodos
J9MO] JO SISSB[O PIIY) UI SIUSPNIS JO S159) 20udadwod
[eOLIDWINU Y} UI PAUTEIQO I09S dFLIOAL ) SB PAIB[NO[I
IS[eAU] ST 'S[[D[S [EONRWAYJLW [BIIUSSS A d1Inboe sjuapmys [[e
QuoIzZein[ep Jey) 2Insue pue sjuapms Surd3nns jroddns 0y suonuosrIul
J[euoIZeN Joquinu paesSiey dojeaap 0y djoy yorym ‘Surajos-wojqoid pue

OIZIAIOS ¢ SLON 120T oSeroay Suruosear ‘s3deduod [eonjewayie UI SHUIPNIS Jo AOUAOYOIJ SIIIYS [PILIWNY  SJUIPNIS 7ad

[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

$7-81 pase uonendod [e10) 9y Aq ‘uorEONPd

10 yied UOIBONPA UB UI PAPN[OUT JOU PUE SIBAK 7 ISeI[

Je SupIse S90S Ul paure)qo suonesyifenb [euorssojord

Teuoigar ssassod jou op oym ‘ewofdip [00Yds ATepu0dAs

JOMO] & Jsoul Je IIm -8 pasde ajdoad jo zoquunu

oy Surpraip £q paje[nofed st I renudjod Surured paromoy

pue sentunuioddo juowodwa pajwiy 9ARY P[nod Yorym

sanfeA ‘Bururer) Jo UONEONPA JO [9AJ] papuaul Iy} Funajdwiod

IVLSI 7 SLON 120C 93eudoreg 910J9q WIAISAS UOHEBINDD ) JABI[ OYM S[ENPIAIPU] uoypINPa 2yj woLf 11x2 £1uv5g 1dd

w21sKs Sunp.ay pun

$9-67 pade uonendod [e10)

Ay £q MITAINUI AY) 910§ SYAM {7 AU UL SANIANIR Sururen
pue uoneonpa ur pajedonred oym $9—¢g pasde odoad

JO Joquinu 3y} SUIPIAIP AQ PAJRNO[eI SI 1] “doueuLIofrad

qof Suraoxdwr pue JuswasueApe 1901ed Sunowold ‘s1091ed

sanfeA 1oy JnoySnoay) sentande juswdoreaap reuorssajord pue Sunnn.ay

IVLSI € SLAN 1202 ErialichieE | Surures] snonunuod ur 95eSud S[ENPIAIPUT YOIYM 0) JUIXH Suro8uo ur uoypdid1vg 9dd
pakordwd jo roqunu
2101 93 £q (-7 09s]) suolssajoid [eo130[0UY0)-OYNUIIS
ul (8 pue /‘g pads[) uoneonpa AJIsIoArun
ym pakordws jo requunu ay) SUIpIAIp £q paye[nofed
SIJ] "SOIWIOU0ID Paseq-o3pajmouy| ul adueuriood
[euoneziuesio pue ssauaAnnadwos ‘uonesouur
SIONIOM Suraup ‘Sunnsuod pue ddueuy ‘Surredursud uowrdo[aaap
001 pue o1edsal ‘A30[0uyd9) UONBULIOJUI SE YOnS SP[Aly

IVLSI 7 SINN 120T 1od sonfep ur 9sn1adxa 10 ‘UoTEINPa ‘S[[IYS PIZI[e1oads YIIm SIONIOA SAYIOM 2SPI|MOUY] cad

[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

uonerndod

JUQPISAI [£10) 9} £q SYIUOW ¢ ISB[ Y} UT JOUIdIUI AY) UO
SQO1AIAS 10 Spoo3 paseydind/paropio oym 9idoad jo roquinu
Q) SuIpIAIp £q peIe[noLed SIII "YIMOIS s AWouoda [e)3ip
AU} puB SPUAI) ADIAWWI0I-2 ssasse 0) Jurdjoy ‘vondwnsuod

sanfea PpIoyasnoy Io [euosiad 10J $991AILS 10 spood aseyoind
IVLSI T SLON 120T ErialichieE | 0} Surddoys aurfuo ur 95eSud S[ENPIAIPUL YOIYM O) JUAIXT  ash aiparid aof sasvyoind 2uiju)) 11dd
uonendod juoprsar [e10)
oy £q sypuow ¢ jsef Ay ur (Suryueq jourdur) suonerado
Suryueq auIfuo IO paLLIEd dAey oym ddoad jo roquunu
Yy Surpraip £q pajenored sty ‘uonendod jo s[rys [ensp
sonfea pue [erouruy JO [9AJ] oY) Suneorpur ‘sutopjerd Suryueq
IVLSI T SLNN 120T oSeuoored  duruo ySnoIy s[enprAIpur £q pJoNpuod SUOTIESUET) Sunjueq suonntado Suryuvq 1auiajuf 01dd
$/-91 pasSe uonendod
2101 93 Aq (' Jomawey douajeduwod [ensid,,
oy AQ POYHUAPI SUTEWOP G [[E 10] S[[IYS [ENTIP JIseq ISEd]
18 oAy oym {/—9] paSe odoad jo oquinu oy Surprap
AQ pare[noTeo 1] "SJUSWUOIIAUD [BISIP Ul AJBIOGR[[0D PUR
sonfeA QIEOIUNWIOD ‘9)BAII ‘PUBISIOPUN ‘SSAIIE 0) SAITO[OUYI)
IVLSI CSLNN 1coc ouuadred  [eNSIp asn A[9ANII3YJ0 0} S[ENPIAIPUT 9[qRUR JeT) sAoUdedwo) SHyS PRSI 6dd
62—S1 pasSe uonendod [e103 oY) £q 67— paSe odoad asoyy
Jo Ioquunu 2y} SuIpIAIp AQ paje[nofes st 3] JudwaFe3uasip
pue AJLINdSUI JTWOUOID ‘UOISN]IXD [BIO0S I0J SLI
sanfea e dnoas oqerouna e sjudsardar yorym ‘senianoe Sururen 1o Sunudf 40
IVLSI ¢ SLON 120T ErialichieE | “uowkordwe ‘uoneonps ur paSeSua jou 218 oYM S[ENPIAIPU] Juawkopduwig uoyponpy u1 JON {ad
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

uonerndod
JUQPISAI [£10) 9} Aq SHUSWIYSI[LISA UOT)EPOWIOIOR
Je $)SLIN0) JO Jaquunu Ay} SUIPIAIp Aq parenofes

sjue)
-1qeyur SIJ] “uoneunsap e jo Ayroedes Surkires pue joedwr
000°T JMWOU099 YuAWdO[AP WSLINO] JO [9AJ] A} SunedIpur ‘eare
IVLSI T SLNN 1202 1od sonfep [eorydes0a3 oyroads e uryiim pasuanadxa A)ANOR JSLINO]T, Kpasuagun 1s14n0f €Il
uonerndod juopisal 810} oY) AQ SJUSWINUOW PUB SAIS
sjue) [e2150[00BYOIE ‘SALIS[LS ‘SWNASNUW JO JoqUINU Y} SUIPIAIP
-1qeyur £q pajenored st 1] *s103J9 uoneatasard a3e)LIay pue Ainuapt
0007001 SSQUUOLI [RIN[ND SIOAPI YoIym ‘eare [edryderSoas oyroads Kpgopan
IVLSI € SLON 120T 10d sonfep B UIYIIM SIS 95eILIoY [eIn)[nd pue [edH0ISTY JO AN[IqRIeAY 28DJ112Y [DANINO-]DILLIOISIE] a1
uonerndod
JUSPISAI [8103 Y £q ANs1Soy Areiqr| [euoneN ay) ur
PaI19)sISal SaLIRIqI] JO JoquInu ) SUIPIAIP AQ paje[nofed si
syue) 3] JUSWYOLIUS [RINI[NO PUB UOISAYOD AJUNWIWOD ‘UOISN[oUT
-1qeyur [2100S 0} S9INQLIUOD puk FuTuIed] SUOTAJI] PuL UOTLINP
0007001 ‘£orI0)I] 0 JUAUNTWWOD S, AJTUNWIOD B S)OIPAI YoIym
IVLSI € SLAN 120C Tod sonfeA ‘eare [eorydeI5oos oyrads € urim sotreIqry Jo ANIqe[ieAy Supqopav Laqry 1 SurAry
1940 pue ] paSe uonendod juopisar
[®101 93 AQ sypuowr g Ise Ay ul s1opraold ao1a1es orgnd
IO UONENSIUTWPY d1qngd dy) Jo sdde Jo sa)Isqom pasn oABy
OUM I9A0 puE ] pagde Jo Jequuinu ) SUIPIAIP Aq paje[noed
S1 ] "SUdZnIo Jo Juawadedua [e)SIp oY) Supesrpur
sanfea ‘suonnnsur [eoo] £q padojeaap suoneordde sfiqow 1o 28vsn sddp
IVLSI 7 SINN 120T ErjalichicE | S9JISQOM PUE S[ENPIAIPUI U22M]I2q suondeIaul Jo Aouanbarg 40 §2]1SG2M SUOINIISUL [DIO] 1dad
T9AJ] 2Inseawr
Q01n0g [eLIOILLIRT, Tedx Joun uondmosoqg BLIOYLIO-qNS/SIOBIIPUT BLIOYLIO/SUOTSUSTII(]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

uonerndod
sjue) JUAPISAI [810) oY) £q S10300p JO Joquunu Yy} SUIAIp Aq
-1qeyur PAJRINOTED ST 1T “oxed [edrpaur Ayifenb Surpraoid pue sod1AIds
VITVLI 000'1 Qredy)[eay 0] $$9I9L AW JULINSUD ‘SIITAIIS dILIYI[BAY
VIAOI 7 SINAN 1202 1od sonfep ap1aoxd 03 9[qe[TEAR S10J00P [edIpaw payIfenb Jo requinN npgopwan 10120q 8I'1
uonendod juapisar 210
oy £q spaq Jo 1equinu dy) SUIPIAIp £q Paje[nofed ST I ‘MOY
sjue) juaned oFeuew A[0A10J pue Ajuaroyje 03 djoy yorgm
-1qeyur ‘SI0JUQD [eIIpaW Jo s[eydsoy [erouas se yons ‘sanifoey
00001 areoyeay oyeand pue orqnd unpim uonezipeyidsoy
IVLSI T SLNN 1202 1od sonfep Areurpio 10§ pajeudisap A[[eoyroads spaq d[qe[reay uonv21vidsoy Lipuipio ur spag LT
69-0¢
paSe uonendod juopisal [2)0) oY) Aq seseasIp A1ojerrdsar
pUE IB[NOSBAOIPILD ‘S9JOqRIP I90ULd WOI) 69 PUE ()¢ JO
sa3e oy usamiaq parp oym adoad Jo 1oquunu oy SUIPIAIP
£q pare[noqeo S1 1] "2IedyI[eay 0 $s9008 pue uonisodsipaid sasvastp L10ppa1dsat pun
son[eA onouad ‘saInsodxd [BJUIWIUOIIAUD ‘SI0JOB] S[AISAII M ADJNISDAOIPADI*S2JaGDIP*SLOUN]
IVLSI T SLNN 120T 93eIuadI9d  PAIBIOOSSE SASBASIP oy10ads 0 paInqgLe syieap Jo ANiqeqoid wouf yipaq 9I'1
Sureq-1jom pue yreay uonerndod [[e1oao Sunooyar ‘ssaufl
10 Ayiqestp jueoyrusts Surouarradxa jnoyim ‘yieay poos
IVLSOdINd 7 SLON 1202 SIEQL Ul JAI[ 0) Pa1oadxa SI UI0QMAU B Jey) SIBA JO Joqunu 95eIoAy y141q 30 Louvgdadxa afi] Kyiwagy SI'T
uonendod juapisar [e101 2y) Aq dwoodur
A[rurey 10u Y3 Jo 950% uey) a1ow sjuasardar oAl Loy
UOIYM UT SWOY dY) JO IS0 [2)0) Y} AISYM SII[TUIR) Ul SUTAIf
9rdoad jo roqunu 2y Suralp £q paje[nored st Iy Kfiqeisur
sonfea Sursnoy pue ssoxns [eroueuly 0) Surpes] ‘sasuadxo Suisnoy
IVLSI 7 SINN 120T ErialichieE | uo wodur 1oy} Jo afejuadrad ySiy e puads Jey) spjoyesnoH PPOLI2A0 150D SUISNOE] 11
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



B. Coluccia et al.

S1IN0J AIBUIPIO UI PI[)IAs
s3urpaaooid jo sAep ur uoneinp a3eIoAe ) Sk pAre[NI[Ld
ST 1] "WQISAS [RIOIPN[ 9y} JO SSOUAATIOVLIS pue AJ[IQISSOIIE

elznsnip
B[[op ‘Kouaroye ) ssasse 03 sdjoy yorym ‘s3urpasooid erorpnl
OIAISTUTIAL 7 SLNAN 120T skeq ySnoxy) sayndsip [e39] [TAIO QAJOSAI 0) SANE) 3T oW Jo PSua s8upaaooud 11412 fo uonuvang Il
Kyoedes K1ojengax
oY) Aq pauyop saoed d[qe[reae jo [e10) oy £q srouostid
Jo Joquunu ay3 SuIpialp Aq pajenofed si i ‘sweifoxd
UuONeISAUIAI PUB UOHBII[IqRYSI QAT SULIOAT[OP
sonfeA ul S9FUS[[BYD PUB SUOISUI) PISLAIOUL ‘SUONIPUOD JUTAI
IVLSI ¢ SLOAN 120T EridlichieE | plepueisqns o) Suipes] ‘suostid uryiIm SUIPMOIdISA0 JO [9A] suosiid ur Suipmor) 1111
uone[ndod juopisar o[eway [10) Ay}
£q 7zs1 Sumyes pue aousjora Jsurede ourdioy orqnd oy 03
Pa110daI 20UI[OIA JO SWINIIA J[EWRJ JO JoqUINU dY) SUIPIAIP
sjue) Aq pare[nores sty -ansst yieay d1qnd jueoyusis v pue
-1qeyur uone[orA sySu uewny aarsearad e juasardar yorym ‘sSumyes
uauom onsawop 1o sdiysuoneyar oured ajewnur Jo 1xIUOI
000°001 oy urym Aqreord£) ‘uswom jsureSe peyenadiad aoudfora
IVLSI 7 SINN 1202 1od sonfep  o1wou09? I0 [ed15ojoyoAsd ‘[enxas ‘eorsAyd Jo suIoy SnoLres UIUIOM JSUIDSD 2IUI]OIA 011
uonendod juapisar [e101 oY) Aq sSurfry| Arejunjoa
sjue) Jo 1aquunu oy SuIpIAIp AQ paje[nofed st Jf "A19100s B
-1qeyuI unm £19Jes orqnd pue SUWILID “9OUIOIA JO S[IAQ] SSISSE 0}
ouIu[ [[op 000001 Surdjoy ‘ssaInp I0 UOIOII0D [BUIXD INOYIM INq ‘UOHU)U]
OI)STUTIA 7 SLON 1202 12d sonfep pue uoneypawaid ym syoe Jojenadiad oy aroym Surfrsy sduappry avjunjop 6I'T
[oA9] amseow
90In0g [eLIOJLLIQY, 89X Joun uonduosaq BLIOLID-qNS/SIONRIIpU] BLILIO/SUOTISUWI]

(ponunuod) | sjqer

pringer

As



Unveiling Urban Smartness...

economics and public economics. Their collective insights ensured that the theoreti-
cal constructs were grounded in pragmatic urban policy and academic rigor.

The AHP method was developed by Thomas Saaty for analyzing complex problems
in different decision-making scenarios (Saaty 1980). The AHP generally consists of
three main steps, namely, decomposition of the problem, comparative judgment and
generation of priorities (Janic and Reggiani 2002). The main aim of the AHP method
is to develop a hierarchical structure with the main goal at the top level, the criteria or
attributes at the second level, and the alternatives at the bottom level.

No priorities were generated for this framework, as the AHP method can only be
used to define weights. Therefore, the first step in the AHP was aimed at constructing
pairwise comparison matrix Pogp (w*w) with the criteria aligned in the first row and
the first column in the same order, as seen in Table 2.

The same procedure was applied to the sub-criteria (indicators) belonging to each
criterion.

In the second step, the group of experts decided the comparative relative importance
of sub-criteria and criteria, to perform judgement for pairwise comparisons. This step
leveraged the diversity of our expert panel, blending the tactical acumen of urban
administrators with the strategic foresight of economists. By employing a standardized
scale of relative importance - ranging from “Equal Importance” to “Extremely High” -
the experts appraised the significance of one element in relation to the others, instilling
the model with a calibrated spectrum of priority weights (Table 3). Criteria and sub-

Table 2 Pairwise comparison matrix

Criterion 1 Criterion 2 - Criterion 6
Criterion 1 1 1/a - 1/b
Criterion 2 a 1 - 1/c
_ _ _ 1 _
Criterion 6 b c - 1

Table 3 AHP intensity of . .
importance table Linguistic term Intensity scale

Equal importance
Very low

Low

Fairly low
Medium

Fairly high

High

Very high
Extremely high

O 00 N9 N WL B~ W N =
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criteria (indicators) with the same relative importance were assigned 1. The others

were given a number from 2 to 9, and reciprocals were assigned to the same pair of

criteria and sub-criteria (indicators) when the order was reversed, as seen in Table 3.
These values represent the relative importance of one alternative when compared to

others keeping one criterion or sub-criterion (indicator) fixed (Singh and Malik 2014).
A normalized element was then obtained using Eq. (1).

Pij
rij = So
D€
where pjj is an element of the original matrix Papp (w*w) and the denominator is the

summation of all the elements in the respective column. Finally, the weight vector was
obtained using Eq. (2).

ey

1
Wi = e @

N irij

where w; > 0, > ’;:1 w;, and N is the number of alternatives (Singh and Malik 2014).

Subsequently, the weights obtained from the comparison between the sub-criteria
(indicators) were multiplied by the weights of the respective sub-criteria and criteria,
thus obtaining the final evaluations. These weights represent the consensus of the
panel, translating qualitative assessments into quantitative measures. Through a series
of computations, we arrived at a vector that embodies the collective wisdom of the
experts, distilling it into actionable data points that reflect the relative importance of
each sub-criterion within the hierarchy.

To ensure the consistency of these comparisons and to evaluate the reliability of
the derived weights, a Consistency Ratio (CR) was computed (Saaty 1980). The CR
assessed the probability that the matrix judgments were randomly generated. In our
methodology, the CR is calculated for each matrix. If the CR is less than or equal to
0.1, the level of consistency is considered acceptable, indicating that the matrix is suffi-
ciently consistent to proceed with the derived weights in the decision-making process.
If the CR exceeds 0.1, the judgments are revisited to address possible inconsistencies,
and the pairwise comparison process is repeated to improve coherence (Apostolou
2002; Chu and Liu 2002).

3.4 Normalization, Aggregation and Final Rank Using the TOPSIS Method

In order to obtain the final smartness score for each city considered, corresponding
to the model alternatives, the TOPSIS method was used. Developed by Yoon and
Hwang (1981), TOPSIS is a MCDM method that ranks the alternatives according to
the geometric distances of the alternatives from the positive-ideal and negative-ideal
solutions. “Best” is the alternative with the smallest distance from the ideal solution and
the largest distance from the anti-ideal solution. The creators of the method declared
the relative closeness of the alternative to the ideal solution as the overall measure
of the quality of the alternative, taking into account its distance from the ideal and
anti-ideal solution at the same time. The main advantages of this method are its clarity,
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coherence, accuracy, adaptability and mathematical plainness (Krsti¢, 2022; Coluccia
et al., 2024).

In the present study, after establishing the problem structure (definition of goal,
alternatives, criteria and sub-criteria) (Sects. 3.1 and 3.2) and calculating the weight
to be attributed to each sub-criterion (Sect. 3.3), the following steps were followed:

Step 1 create the initial decision matrix X (3), whose elements are the performance
Xjj of alternatives i in relation to sub-criteria j, i.e., the vector magnitudes which
correspond to the evaluations of alternatives in relation to indicators.

X =[x ] ©)
where m is the total number of alternatives and » is the total number of indicators.

Step 2 construct the normalized decision matrix R (4), by normalizing the alternatives
performance using Eq. (5)

R=[ij ]y “)

x,-j

rl‘j= Vi:l,...,m, j=1,...,l’l (5)

where r;; is the normalized value of x;;, i.e., the evaluation of the alternative 7, in
relation to the sub-criterion j.

Step 3 obtain the weighted normalized decision matrix V (6) using Eq. (7), which
multiplies the elements at each column of the R matrix by their associated weights wj.

V= [vi./ ]nxm (6)

Vij = Wj . rij Vi=1, ..., m, j=1, ..., n (7)

Step 4 determine the positive-ideal and negative-ideal solutions. The positive-ideal
solution derives from Eq. (8) for benefit indicators and Eq. (9) for cost indicators.

v;rzmax{vlj, ey Umj}, JEB (®)
vj:min{vlj, ...,vmj}, jecC 9
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Instead, the negative-ideal solution V™ = (v, ... , v, ) derives from Eq. (10)
for benefit indicators and Eq. (11) for cost indicators:

Uj_ = min { Vljy v s vmj} , JE€B (10)

v; = max {vlj, s vmj}, jeC (11)

Step 5 calculate the separation measures, i.e., the n-dimensional Euclidean distance
of each alternative from the positive-ideal and negative-ideal solutions, following
Eq. (12) and Eq. (13), respectively.

n
2
S = dist (4, V) = |3 (v - o)) i=1...m (12
=

n
2
ST = dist (4, v7) = |3 (v = 07) i=1,...m (13)
j=1

Step 6 Calculate the relative closeness coefficient of each alternative to the positive-
ideal solution by adopting Eq. (14)

cro S (14)
S, +S”

where 0 < Cf < 1.
Relative closeness is the decision-making rule in TOPSIS: the higher the coefficient
value, the better the alternative’s performance.

Step 7 rank the alternatives according to decreasing values of the relative closeness
coefficient C.

3.5 Sensitivity Analysis

Sensitivity analysis within MCDM aims to test the robustness and reliability of results
by varying the importance (weights) assigned to criteria and examining whether such
changes can lead to different choices or rankings among alternatives. Such an analysis
can reveal the degree to which each criterion influences the final decision and helps
identify the most critical criteria for the outcome. By adjusting weights and observ-
ing the resulting shifts in alternative rankings, decision-makers can also understand
potential trade-offs and prioritize criteria more effectively. This practice ensures that
decision-making remains defensible and justifiable even when facing uncertainties or
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differing stakeholder priorities. It acts as a check against subjective biases in weight
allocation and supports the development of more balanced and resilient decisions
(Krsti¢, 2022).

In this study, sensitivity analysis was carried out through 21 additional distinct
scenarios to understand the robustness of the results against changes in the importance
given to certain indicators. The approach targets smart city dimensions individually
for the initial 18 scenarios, i.e., 3 scenarios were created for each the 6 dimensions
(criteria). In each dimension, the weight of the most significant indicator (or the most
significant indicators, having the same weight) was adjusted unevenly, decreasing
corresponding weight by 15%, 30% and then 45%. Consequently, the reduced weight
was equally distributed across remaining indicators for each scenario, ensuring that
the sum of the weights remained equal to 1. This is a targeted examination to observe
the influence of perceived crucial factors within each separate domain.

In contrast, the final 3 scenarios expanded this approach across the entire spectrum
of dimensions. Here, the weights of the three most influential indicators from all 72
were modified (12 indicators for 6 dimensions). Instead of limiting the weight change
within each dimension, the scenarios investigated the outcome when the importance of
the most significant indicators across all dimensions were recalibrated by 15%, 30%,
and 45%. This broader approach evaluates the impact of the most crucial sub-criteria
overall, rather than within their respective domains (Miski¢ et al. 2023).

By examining the results across varied scenarios, the study aims to validate the
decision-making process, ensuring that the conclusions drawn about cities smartness
are not overly dependent on a few indicators and that the methodology is resilient to
changes in expert judgment and priorities (Triantaphyllou et al., 1997; Stevi¢ et al.
2020).

4 Implementation of the Multidimensional Evaluation Framework

This section demonstrates the application of the multidimensional framework within
the Italian context, illustrating how the assessment procedure can be used. By provid-
ing a practical example, it aims to assist users (scholars, policymakers and citizens)
in interpreting the results and drawing conclusions about the level of smartness in
Italian cities. It also identifies potential areas for improvement within the evaluated
dimensions.

Italy, with its pronounced regional disparities, administrative decentralization and
distinctive governance structure, offers a significant context for analyzing systemic
approaches to urban smartness. Unlike countries characterized by more uniform devel-
opment patterns, Italy demonstrates substantial socio-economic, infrastructural and
technological heterogeneity across its regions (Boffa et al. 2016; Ferrara and Nis-
tico, 2019). These disparities present both challenges and opportunities, making Italy
particularly suited for evaluating the robustness and adaptability of the proposed mul-
tidimensional framework.

From a scientific perspective, despite the growing body of literature on smart cities,
limited research has addressed urban smartness in contexts as heterogeneous and
decentralized as Italy, where governance is distributed across multiple administrative
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levels (Chinetti 2023). This gap underscores the importance of developing a framework
tailored to such complexities while contributing transferable insights applicable to
other nations with similarly diverse socio-economic landscapes.

From a practical perspective, Italy’s administrative decentralization and the piv-
otal role of regional capital cities provide an optimal setting for exploring tailored
urban policies (Di Liddo et al. 2018; Dameri et al. 2019). The regional diversity in
resources and socio-economic conditions demands customized strategies that leverage
local strengths and address specific challenges. In this regard, Italian cities function
as a laboratory for evaluating innovative governance approaches and sustainability-
driven initiatives, offering lessons that are both context-specific and globally relevant
(Chinetti 2023).

In this study, a sample of 21 cities was selected to support the analysis of
urban smartness performance. In particular, Italian regional capitals, including the
autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano, were chosen because of the effective
accessibility and quality of the data needed. The definition of this group of 21 cities
ensures that they provide valid and comparable information. The geolocation of the
Italian cities sample is shown in Fig. 2.

The next step was to collect data for the 72 indicators listed in Table 1, which fall
under the six dimensions of the assessment framework. Data for the 21 sample cities,
referring to the year 2021, were obtained from diverse authoritative and recognized
sources, including primarily ISTAT, supplemented by EUROSTAT, ISPRA, IQVIA
ITALIA, Servizio Nazionale Valutazione Invalsi, Ministero dell’ Interno and Ministero
della Giustizia. The majority of indicators (62.5%) were locally defined (NUTS-3). To

Catanzaro

L& Palermo

o] 250 500 km A
°

Fig. 2 Italian cities sample
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include broader contextual information beyond the city level, some indicators based
on regional or provincial data (NUTS 2) were also included. This was particularly
relevant in the cases of limited urban data availability.

Subsequently, weights were assigned using the AHP method, as explained in
Sect. 3.3. Table 4 presents criteria and sub-criteria weights (dimensions and indicators
of the evaluation framework). It also illustrates final weights, obtained by multiplying
criteria and respective sub-criteria weights, and the resulting ranking.

After obtaining final weights, the TOPSIS method was used to aggregate and rank
the data. The relative closeness coefficient (Ci) was computed to assess the smartness
performance of the 21 sample cities. Table 5 shows the cities’ rankings, based on
Ci, respectively from the perspectives of smart economy, smart environment, smart
mobility, smart governance, smart people and smart living. Instead, Table 6 illustrates
the overall ranking of cities’ smartness, considering all dimensions together. These
results are also presented graphically in Fig. 3.

Finally, a sensitivity analysis was performed to verify the reliability and stability
of the obtained results, as explained in Sect. 3.5. The rankings resulting from the
varied scenarios were methodically compared with those derived from the baseline
scenarios. Figure 4 offers a comprehensive visual representation of the sensitivity
analysis outcomes. The appendix provides the overall scores and rankings for each
weight scenario of the sensitivity analysis to enhance the transparency and credibility
of the findings. Further explanations are available in the next paragraph.

5 Results and Discussion
5.1 Smartness PerformancE Across the Six Different Evaluation Dimensions
5.1.1 Smart Economy

Looking at the ranking of smart economy across the 21 sample cities, it can be observed
that the top performers are Bolzano, Trento, Milano and Bologna, while the worst
are Napoli, Campobasso, Potenza, L’ Aquila and Catanzaro. Note that the first cities
are all located in Northern Italy, while the last are in Southern Italy. This finding
confirms the persistent territorial disparities in economic development, with southern
territories experiencing a decline in their economic weight (Accetturo et al. 2024)
and northern cities generally outperforming their southern counterparts in terms of
industry, innovation and infrastructure (Barbieri et al. 2025). However, the average
value of the Ci in smart economy is relatively low (0.406), indicating the general
poor performance of Italian cities in this urban dimension. The exceptionally good
performance of leading cities is predominantly driven by (i) a higher employment rate
in high-tech industries, (ii) a higher number of firms engaging in innovative product or
process development, and (iii) a higher number of firms adopting digital technologies
for business purposes. Indeed, technological tools and innovation in general play a
crucial role in enhancing firm performance and driving economic progress. Previous
scientific literature has amply demonstrated that they lead to increased productivity
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Table 4 Weights obtained using AHP method

Criteria Weights Sub-criteria Weights Final weights Rank
EC 0.089 EC1 0.039 0.004 58
EC2 0.039 0.004 58
EC3 0.039 0.004 58
EC4 0.064 0.006 48
EC5 0.104 0.009 37
EC6 0.104 0.009 37
EC7 0.064 0.006 48
EC8 0.025 0.002 68
EC9 0.025 0.002 68
ECI10 0.166 0.015 24
ECl11 0.166 0.015 24
ECI12 0.166 0.015 24
EN 0.274 ENI1 0.155 0.043 4
EN2 0.019 0.005 52
EN3 0.026 0.007 43
EN4 0.155 0.043 4
ENS5 0.155 0.043 4
EN6 0.155 0.043 4
EN7 0.04 0.011 31
EN8 0.04 0.011 31
EN9 0.026 0.007 43
EN10 0.064 0.018 20
EN11 0.064 0.018 20
ENI12 0.099 0.027 11
MO 0.154 MOl 0.168 0.026 13
MO2 0.105 0.016 22
MO3 0.107 0.017 22
MO4 0.021 0.003 61
MOS5 0.046 0.007 43
MO6 0.168 0.026 13
MO7 0.032 0.005 53
MOS8 0.174 0.027 12
MO9 0.069 0.011 33
MO10 0.069 0.011 33
MO11 0.021 0.003 61
MO12 0.021 0.003 61
GO 0.274 GO1 0.03 0.008 39
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Table 4 (continued)

Criteria Weights Sub-criteria Weights Final weights Rank
GO2 0.02 0.006 50
GO3 0.03 0.008 39
GO4 0.02 0.006 50
GOS5 0.045 0.012 27
GO6 0.168 0.046 1
GO7 0.168 0.046 1
GO8 0.069 0.019 18
GO9 0.107 0.029
GO10 0.107 0.029
GOl11 0.168 0.046
GO12 0.069 0.019 18

PE 0.154 PE1 0.078 0.012 28
PE2 0.078 0.012 28
PE3 0.078 0.012 28
PE4 0.03 0.005 54
PES 0.03 0.005 54
PE6 0.021 0.003 61
PE7 0.047 0.007 41
PES8 0.047 0.007 41
PE9 0.204 0.031 8
PE10 0.13 0.020 15
PEl1 0.13 0.020 15
PE12 0.13 0.020 15

LI 0.056 LIl 0.048 0.003 65
LI2 0.048 0.003 65
LI3 0.048 0.003 65
LI14 0.031 0.002 70
LI5 0.078 0.004 56
LI6 0.078 0.004 56
LI7 0.19 0.011 33
LI8 0.19 0.011 33
LI9 0.127 0.007 43
LI10 0.123 0.007 47
LI11 0.021 0.001 71
LI12 0.021 0.001 71
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Table 5 Relative closeness coefficients results and rankings of the 21 Italian cities, based on each smart city
evaluation dimension individually

Economy Environment Mobility

Rank  Cities G Rank  Cities Ci Rank  Cities G

1 Bolzano 0.688 1 Bolzano 0.803 1 Milano 0.720
2 Trento 0573 2 Aosta 0.738 2 Venezia 0.487
3 Aosta 0541 3 Trento 0.609 3 Roma 0.485
4 Milano 0.534 4 Catanzaro 0.578 4 Torino 0.459
5 Bologna 0.516 5 Potenza 0537 5 Firenze 0.443
6 Roma 0498 6 L’ Aquila 0.524 6 Trento 0.393
7 Ancona 0497 17 Trieste 0513 7 Cagliari 0.386
8 Torino 0446 8 Bologna 0.507 8 Bolzano 0.380
9 Firenze 0402 9 Cagliari 0.501 9 Trieste 0.369
10 Trieste 0.379 10 Perugia 0.483 10 Bologna 0.351
11 Venezia 0.363 11 Bari 0.480 11 Aosta 0.337
12 Palermo 0.361 12 Napoli 0.464 12 Ancona 0.322
13 Bari 0350 13 Genova 0.453 13 Palermo 0.313
14 Cagliari 0339 14 Firenze 0452 14 Bari 0.305
15 Perugia 0.335 15 Roma 0444 15 Perugia 0.290
16 Genova 0.329 16 Ancona 0.432 16 Genova 0.270
17 Napoli 0.307 17 Milano 0.425 17 Potenza 0.256
18 Campobasso ~ 0.287 18 Venezia 0.408 18 L’ Aquila 0.212
19 Potenza 0.277 19 Campobasso  0.407 19 Napoli 0.162
20 L’Aquila 0.267 20 Torino 0.400 20 Catanzaro 0.128
21 Catanzaro 0.243 21 Palermo 0.387 21 Campobasso  0.089
Governance People Living

Rank  Cities Ci Rank  Cities Ci Rank  Cities Ci

1 Milano 0.692 1 Trento 0.888 1 Aosta 0.675
2 Roma 0430 2 Bologna 0.852 2 Bolzano 0.627
3 Torino 0422 3 Milano 0.828 3 Trieste 0.581
4 Genova 0421 4 Roma 0795 4 Trento 0.577
5 Bari 0405 5 Firenze 0769 5 Firenze 0.511
6 Catanzaro 0398 6 Venezia 0752 6 Campobasso  0.505
7 Venezia 0393 7 Trieste 0.751 7 Genova 0.502
8 Trento 0.370 8 Bolzano 0.703 8 Potenza 0.475
9 Trieste 0343 9 Torino 0.687 9 Perugia 0.474
10 Bologna 0.337 10 Genova 0.677 10 Venezia 0.461
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Table 5 (continued)

Governance People Living
Rank  Cities Ci Rank  Cities Ci Rank  Cities Ci
11 Palermo 0.325 11 Aosta 0.660 11 Ancona 0.458
12 Ancona 0.320 12 Perugia 0.652 11 L’Aquila 0.458
13 Napoli 0319 13 Ancona 0.618 13 Milano 0.409
14 Bolzano 0318 14 Cagliari 0572 14 Bologna 0.389
15 Perugia 0.290 15 L’ Aquila 0.524 15 Catanzaro 0.386
16 Firenze 0.266 16 Campobasso ~ 0.350 16 Torino 0.377
17 Cagliari 0.250 17 Potenza 0.330 17 Cagliari 0.338
18 L’Aquila 0.232 18 Bari 0256 18 Palermo 0.337
19 Campobasso  0.155 19 Catanzaro 0.169 19 Bari 0.296
20 Potenza 0.144 20 Napoli 0.115 20 Roma 0.284
21 Aosta 0.115 21 Palermo 0.060 21 Napoli 0.215
Table 6 Relative closeness
coefficients results and overall Rank Cities Ci
smartness ranking of the 21
Italian cities 1 Milano 0.560
2 Bolzano 0.525
3 Trento 0.481
4 Aosta 0.469
5 Roma 0.448
6 Bologna 0.436
7 Trieste 0.435
8 Catanzaro 0.430
9 Bari 0.422
10 Torino 0.419
11 Venezia 0.418
12 Genova 0.415
13 Cagliari 0.406
14 Firenze 0.397
15 L’Aquila 0.389
15 Perugia 0.389
17 Ancona 0.375
18 Napoli 0.374
19 Potenza 0.365
20 Palermo 0.350
21 Campobasso 0.299
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Fig. 3 Graphical visualization of MCDM process results

(Brynjolfsson and McAfee 2014), enhanced competitiveness (Porter 1990), facilitated
market access (Bakos 1998) and creation of skilled jobs.

5.1.2 Smart Environment

Bolzano, Aosta, Trento, Catanzaro and Potenza lead the smart environment ranking,
while Milano, Venezia, Campobasso, Torino and Palermo bring up the rear. Leading
cities exhibit superior performance in terms of air quality, which is a crucial indicator
for evaluating urban environmental sustainability and also affects public health (Saini
etal. 2020). In addition, they excel in separate collection practices for different material
types (paper, plastic, glass, metals, organic materials), contributing to efficient waste
management and resource circularity (Salmenperi et al. 2021). Finally, their higher
scores are also driven by their commitment to producing and distributing electricity
from renewable energy sources (solar, wind, hydro, biomass and geothermal energy),
characterized by low greenhouse gas emissions, abundance and renewability (Panwar
et al. 2011). It is noteworthy that the top three performing cities are all located in the
Alps, confirming that the geographical and climatic characteristics typical of alpine
regions may foster environmental sustainability (Barbieri et al. 2025). Furthermore,
larger cities are found in the lower half of the ranking, confirming that the higher
concentration of people and activities in big cities generates greater anthropogenic
pressure, leading to problems such as waste management, loss of biodiversity, soil,
water and air pollution (Zhou et al. 2022). Despite policy efforts in recent years to
promote smart environment initiatives, the average value of the Ci is 0.502, indicating
that further joint efforts are still required in Italy to foster more sustainable and circular
cities.
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Fig. 4 Sensitivity analysis results

5.1.3 Smart Mobility

Milano, Venezia, Roma, Torino and Firenze emerge as the frontrunners in smart mobil-
ity, while Potenza, L’ Aquila, Napoli, Catanzaro and Campobasso rank the lowest.
Mobility issues seem to be relevant for Italian cities, as the average value of the Ci is
quite low (0.341) and only the first city has a score higher than 0.5. The substantial gap
between Milano and the second-ranked city underscores its exceptional performance.
Moreover, the wide disparity between the first and last positions (0.631) indicates sig-
nificant regional discrepancies in mobility conditions, particularly between the North
and South of Italy. Northern cities predominantly occupy the upper echelons of the
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Fig. 4 continued

ranking, while Southern cities cluster at the bottom, confirming a need for increased
investment and policy support in these regions (Battarra et al. 2018). Larger cities
generally exhibit better smart mobility performance, likely due to greater resource
availability and more developed infrastructure, despite this not always being true
(Sotirelis et al. 2021). Key factors contributing to successful smart mobility initia-
tives include an adequate offer of local public transportation (buses, trams, trains and
subways) complemented by incentive policies to increase public vehicle use, which
helps reduce traffic congestion, pollution and dependence on private vehicles (Abdul-
razzaq et al. 2020). Moreover, leading cities demonstrate an active commitment to
modernizing their circulating vehicle fleet, i.e., (i) replacing older buses with low-
emission models (below Euro 4 standard), and (ii) increasing sharing mobility options
and electric micro-mobility services (cars, scooters, bikes). These strategies contribute
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Fig. 4 continued

to the mitigation of environmental degradation, optimization of transportation infras-

tructure, and higher quality of public transport service (Potter 2003; Machado et al.
2018).

5.1.4 Smart Governance

Milano, Roma, Torino, Genova and Bari are the five best performers in smart gover-
nance, while Cagliari, I’ Aquila, Campobasso, Potenza and Aosta are the five worst.
Although governments decry many efforts to promote smart governance, further efforts
are needed to improve the performance of Italian cities in this urban dimension. The
average Ci is the lowest among all six smart dimensions (0.331) and, also in this
case, only the first-ranked has a score above 0.5. The ranking, while highlighting a
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Fig. 4 continued

primacy of Milano and a general superiority of the Northern cities, shows a reduction
in the traditional North-South gap in terms of smart governance. This data suggests
a progressive homogenization of governance policies at the national level, although
still with heterogeneous results among the different cities. High-performing cities
share certain common experiences and characteristics, including (i) advanced public
services digitalization, (ii) a robust suite of mobile apps providing information on var-
ious urban sectors (culture, tourism, waste, mobility, safety, etc.), (iii) comprehensive
e-Government training for municipal employees, (iv) robust participatory urban plan-
ning process that actively involves stakeholders (through public meetings, workshops,
surveys, focus groups, online platforms, etc.), and (v) widespread access to ultra-
fast internet services. Indeed, previous literature confirms the role of technological
innovation in reducing bureaucracy and improving service delivery, transparency and
accountability (Sofyani et al. 2020). Additionally, the integration of ICT in governance
empowers citizens by facilitating their participation in decision-making processes,
ensuring that public policies better align with public needs (Oliveira et al. 2020).

5.1.5 Smart People

Top performers in smart people are Trento, Bologna, Milano, Roma and Firenze, while
Potenza, Bari, Catanzaro, Napoli and Palermo are evaluated as the worst. People in
the best cities demonstrate greater levels of education, skills and job specialization.
Additionally, they have better access to online services due to higher digital skills in
all five domains of the European DigComp 2.2. framework. Such competencies enable
individuals to effectively use digital technologies to access, communicate and collab-
orate in digital environments (Vuorikari et al. 2016). Indeed, an increasing number of
ICT-supported platforms have been integrated into people’s daily lives (Bonina et al.
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2021) and more people frequently carry out digital activities (e.g., internet banking
operations, online purchases of goods and services, operations on local institutions
websites or apps). Although the average performance in smart people is the high-
est among the six smart dimensions (0.572), citizens often struggle to access digital
services due to insufficient digital skills, especially in Southern Italy. The ranking high-
lights a clear gap between the cities of Northern and Southern Italy, with the Northern
cities consistently ranking at the top. Moreover, it reveals a worrying misalignment
between the top and bottom positions (0.828), with such a wide gap suggesting a pro-
found heterogeneity in smart people at the national level. These results underline how
the skills, education and capabilities of the population are influenced by a series of
socio-economic and cultural factors that vary significantly between different regions
(Lucendo-Monedero et al. 2019), as well as the urgent need to intervene with tar-
geted policies to bridge the existing deep disparities and promote skills development
(Lamorgese and Petrella, 2019).

5.1.6 Smart Living

Looking at the smart living ranking, it can be observed that the top-performing cities are
Aosta, Bolzano, Trieste, Trento and Firenze, while the bottom-ranking are Cagliari,
Palermo, Bari, Roma and Napoli. The average Ci is equal to 0.445 and suggests
a need for substantial improvements in the livability of Italian cities by adopting
targeted urban policies. Even in this ranking, Northern cities tend to perform better
than their Southern counterparts, although the correlation is not as pronounced as
in other dimensions. Note that among the best cities are those located in the Alps,
indicating favorable livability conditions in these areas. The ranking also seems to
suggest that the smart living could be inversely linked to the size of the city, given that
smaller cities often outperform larger metropolis. These results confirm that smaller
cities, offering a more human-scaled environment and more personalized services,
can provide a higher quality of life for their residents. Indeed, people living in larger
urban areas often report having lower life satisfaction than those living in smaller
urban areas or rural areas in developed countries (Biagi and Meleddu 2024). Smart
living encompasses various aspects of daily life, including cultural vitality, tourist
attractiveness, justice, security and healthcare provision (Giffinger and Gudrun 2010).
The improvement of healthcare facilities and the availability of qualified doctors help
to efficiently manage patient flow, ensuring timely access to healthcare services and
thus increasing public health and quality of life (Ambrose 2001). Voluntary killing
and violence (physical, sexual, psychological) against women also affect smart living
performance, reducing urban safety and creating an environment of fear and insecurity
(Krug et al. 2002).

5.2 Overall Smartness Performance and Sensitivity Analysis
Table 6 shows the overall smartness performance ranking across 21 sample cities.

The top five cities in are Milano, Bolzano, Trento, Aosta and Roma. Instead, the five
worst cities are Ancona, Napoli, Potenza, Palermo and Campobasso. Considering that
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Table 7 Smartness grade

classification Best 0.507 < C; < 0.560
Good 0.455 < C; < 0.507
Moderate 0.403 < C; <0455
Poor 0.351 <C; <0403
Worst 0.299 < C; <0.351

smartness scores (C;) vary from 0.299 to 0.560 (minimum and maximum values), by
dividing this range to obtain equal intervals of scores, five categories that define the
different grades of smartness performance can be obtained (Table 7).

By incorporating the above grading criteria with the results in Table 6, the cities
in each category can be obtained. 9.52% of cities exhibited the worst performance,
followed by 28.57% in poor performance, 42.86% in moderate performance, 9.52%
in good performance, and 9.52% in the best performance. Figure 5 graphically reports
these results, also considering the geographical division of Italian regions into North,
Central and South and Islands.

The best-performing cities, Milano and Bolzano, lead the ranking thanks to signifi-
cantinvestments in advanced infrastructure, digital services and sustainability policies.
Trento and Aosta follow closely with good performance. Their commitment to adopt-
ing innovative solutions for urban challenges has enabled them to create innovative and
attractive urban ecosystems. However, the leading cities still have room for improve-
ment. For example, Milano should focus on environmental protection and urban safety,
while Bolzano and Aosta need to strengthen participatory governance and citizen

2
| . .
0
Best Good Moderate Poor Worst

m North mCenter ™ South and Islands

Fig. 5 Division of cities into smartness grades and by geographic area
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involvement. Note that all the best and good performing cities are from the North,
confirming the excellence of this area in smart city initiatives.

The majority of cities fall into the moderate category, indicating a medium level
of smartness. This category is the most heterogeneous, including cities with varying
characteristics and located in different areas of the country (Bologna, Trieste, Torino,
Venezia and Genova in the North, Roma in the Center, and Catanzaro, Bari and Cagliari
in the South). Each of them has specific smartness challenges to be addressed, but there
is still good growth potential to be exploited.

Cities categorized as poor exhibit significant delays in adopting smart solutions,
concentrated in Central (Firenze, L’ Aquila, Perugia and Ancona) and Southern (Napoli
and Potenza) Italy. Finally, the worst performing cities are Southern ones: Palermo
and Campobasso, which present the most critical issues. These results confirm the
challenges that the South and parts of Central Italy face in the innovation process, due to
anumber of factors: lower public investment, lower ability to attract private investment,
poor innovation culture, lack of digital skills, etc. These issues are exacerbated by
historical socio-economic inequalities between North and South that still affect the
development of these areas (Salvati et al. 2017).

Looking beyond the categorization above, the average value of Ci (0.428) indicates
that the smartness level of Italian cities is relatively low and confirms that further
efforts are needed to improve their overall performance (Boscacci et al. 2014). In any
case, cities with best and good smartness performance can be considered satisfactory
in smart city practice and can share the good experience they have generated with
other cities.

Furthermore, according to the data illustrated in Fig. 3, each city performs differ-
ently in the analyzed dimensions. For instance, Milano ranks first from an overall
smartness perspective, but places 2nd, 17th, 1st, 1st, 3rd and 13th in smart economy,
environment, mobility, governance, people, and living, respectively. These findings
demonstrate that the development of smart city programs in Italian cities is often not
well balanced among the six urban dimensions. This imbalance can be blamed on
many factors, but the most significant is that each city implements its strategies and
plans to promote smart city practices based on its specific functions, characteristics,
needs and contexts (Angelidou 2014). Therefore, although cities prioritize different
urban dimensions, in the long run smart city development across the six domains must
be balanced to achieve higher levels of smartness (Albino et al. 2015).

The results of the sensitivity analysis, as illustrated in Fig. 4, revealed how respon-
sive the final rankings are to changes in initial input concerning indicator weights.

With reference to the separate urban dimensions, note that the smart mobility, people
and living rankings show no significant variations between the different weighting
scenarios (SC0, SC1, SC2, SC3). This consistency suggests that the rankings obtained
in the baseline scenario accurately reflect the smartness performance of Italian cities
in these domains, strengthening the credibility, reliability and stability of the study.

On the other hand, the final rankings are more unstable for smart economy, envi-
ronment and governance dimensions. In economy there is a progressive worsening
of the positioning of Roma and Palermo as the weight of indicators EC10, EC11 and
EC12 decreases. This means that their performance is strongly influenced by the inno-
vative capacity and digital dynamism of the local productive fabric. In environment,
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a major downgrading of some cities (i.e., Catanzaro, Potenza, Napoli and Firenze)
is observed in favor of a climb in the rankings of other cities (i.e., Bologna, Perugia,
Ancona and Venezia). This result indicates that the importance placed on air pollution,
waste management and renewable energy (EN1, EN2, EN3, EN4) largely determines
the success or failure of a smart environment. The governance ranking shows the
most significant variations, especially in the last scenario (SC4). In fact, cities such as
Genova, Bari, Catanzaro, Palermo and Napoli have experienced a significant decline
in performance, while many other cities, especially Bolzano, have seen significant
improvements. Smart governance is strongly affected by the weighting of digital indi-
cators, including digitization of public services, mobile apps and internet connection
speed (GO6, GO7, GO11). Although the sensitivity analysis results obtained in these
dimensions need careful evaluation by readers, they can still be considered solid and
robust. Indeed, what matters most for stability is that the top and bottom positions
remain relatively unchanged across the different scenarios. It should also be noted that
the least stable rankings are those in which the weight of more indicators has been
changed (three for Economy and Governance and four for Environment). The greater
the number of indicators varied, the greater the likelihood of obtaining different results.
This is because more complexity is introduced into the model, the more the relation-
ships between indicators are altered and the degree of arbitrariness in evaluation is
increased.

Finally, the sensitivity analysis on overall smartness performance has shown no
major changes in the rankings compared to the baseline scenario. Despite some
changes in the middle part of the rankings, the top and bottom positions remain firm
in the varied scenarios. This consistency indicates that the model is robust to changes
in parameter estimates and assumptions and further confirms the robustness of the
results. To further support the validity of the study, the CR was calculated after the
AHP. It is observed to be less than 0.1, which indicates consistency in the judgments
made during the weighting process and further supports the robustness of the derived
rankings.

The appendix provides the overall scores and rankings for each sensitivity analysis
weight scenario to improve the transparency and credibility of the results.

6 Conclusion

The rapid pace of urbanization presents complex challenges from environmental, eco-
nomic and social points of view. The smart cities paradigm appears to be a valid
solution to address them. In this context, identifying models to measure how cities are
aligned with smart cities policies is an essential tool for policy makers. These models
allow for the evaluation of the effectiveness of the adopted policies, identification of
priority areas of intervention and optimization of the allocation of resources.

In response, this study introduces a comprehensive multidimensional framework
to assess the smartness of cities, applied to 21 Italian regional capitals. By evaluating
six critical dimensions—smart economy, smart environment, smart mobility, smart
governance, smart people and smart living—we provide a nuanced picture of urban
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intelligence that captures the interplay between technology, society, economy and the
environment.

Our findings reveal significant disparities in smartness performance among Ital-
ian cities, highlighting a pronounced north-south divide. Northern cities like Milano,
Bolzano and Trento lead the rankings, showcasing strengths in technological inno-
vation, sustainable practices, and advanced governance models. Conversely, southern
cities such as Palermo and Campobasso lag behind, underlining persistent regional
inequalities that require targeted policy interventions.

A key insight from our analysis is the uneven development across the six smart
city dimensions within individual cities. For instance, while Milano excels in smart
governance and economy, it faces challenges in environmental sustainability and
urban safety. This imbalance suggests that cities often prioritize certain areas over
others, potentially undermining overall progress toward comprehensive smartness.
Addressing this requires a balanced, integrated approach that concurrently advances
all dimensions.

For urban planners, policymakers and regulators, our framework offers a prac-
tical and scalable tool for diagnosing city performance. It enables stakeholders to
benchmark against peers, identify areas for improvement, and allocate resources more
effectively. By utilizing readily available data and robust analytical methods like the
Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) and the Technique for Order Preference by Sim-
ilarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS), the framework ensures accuracy while remaining
accessible for various urban contexts.

Moreover, this study fills a critical gap in existing literature by providing a holistic
assessment tailored to the Italian context, overcoming limitations of previous models
that suffered from poor scalability and data availability. The stability of our results,
confirmed through extensive sensitivity analysis, underscores the reliability of our
approach. In practical terms, adopting this framework can guide policy makers in
developing targeted strategies that improve their levels of smartness, building on iden-
tified strengths and addressing weaknesses.

In conclusion, our multidimensional framework serves as both a diagnostic tool
and a strategic roadmap for cities aspiring to become smarter. It bridges the gap
between theory and practice, offering actionable insights that can drive meaningful
transformation. As urban areas continue to evolve, leveraging such comprehensive
assessment models will be crucial in shaping cities that are not only technologically
advanced but also sustainable, equitable and responsive to the needs of their citizens.

Appendix

(See Table 8)
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