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Abstract: According to the current European scenario, cultural, creative, and community-led poli-
cies play an increasingly important role in influencing local resources, systems, and infrastructures
management and demand a novel approach in governing, financing, and monitoring urban re-
generation processes. Therefore, cities become contexts where cultural and creative practices can
be implemented, integrating social cohesion principles based on communities, shared values, and
collaborative decision-making approaches, with particular attention to enhancing cultural heritage,
mainly unused or underutilised. The purpose of this research is to explore how the Cultural and
Creative Cities Monitor (CCCM) methodological framework, developed by the Joint Research Centre
of the European Commission, can be integrated at the local scale to assess the impacts of urban
regeneration processes in an interactive and dynamic way, through the data emerging from the
monitoring of urban regeneration experiences activated with the communities. The paper describes
the “Play ReCH (Re-use Cultural Heritage)” approach, that promotes a process of collaboration, gam-
ification, and innovation in cultural heritage reuse, as an opportunity to test how cultural, creative,
and community-led urban strategies can support the enhancement of heritage generating enabling
environments and culturally vibrant contexts. The Play ReCH approach and the “Hack the City
Salerno” mission, activated in the Salerno historic centre (Italy), open the reflection on some relevant
issues related to how citizens become makers of cultural and creative cities’ policies, and contribute
to evaluating and monitoring their implementation at diverse urban scales. The Play ReCH mission
underlines how new evidence suggests declining the CCCM conceptual framework and related
urban policies assessment, co-defining suitable community-based indicators.

Keywords: culture-led processes; community-led processes; community engagement; gamification;
indicators; Collaborative Decision Support System (CDSS)

1. Introduction

At the European level, the key shared objectives for urban regeneration and sustain-
able development are related to the growth of a collaborative and inclusive perspective in
governance and management approaches, that considers the reduction of inequalities, the
definition of a green growth model towards an energy transition in 2050, and the strategic
role of culture and creativity for social and place-based innovation [1–6]. In particular,
according to the New European Bauhaus, cultural heritage can be considered a key re-
source to activate urban regeneration strategies at different scales, shaping more beautiful,
sustainable, and inclusive forms of living together; a “cultural capital” to rebuild local
identity and co-create sustainable and productive relationships and bonds among people
and places; and an opportunity to enable experimental places and spaces, empowering
communities thanks to collaborative decision-making processes [7–12].
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Investing in cultural heritage enhancement, improving the quality of space and socio-
cultural services, harmonising the various social interests with sustainability, and the
inclusivity and beauty of urban life are becoming priorities of the urban agenda. In this
perspective, culture and creativity can be considered drivers for sustainable and place-
based development, but a more detailed analysis is needed.

Indeed, in the last 20 years, urban regeneration strategies focused on culture have
been promoted in many cities, and several studies have tried to explore their impacts
on the urban environment [13,14]. Although many experiences have been recognised as
successful cases [15], several criticisms have been lifted [16,17]. Some authors underlined
that cultural and creative city strategies have been often associated with urban branding,
and made central areas more attractive for both tourists and a specialised and creative
workforce. Those kinds of interventions often caused property speculation, and led poor
and working classes from the central areas toward the suburbs. This phenomenon, known
as gentrification, has compromised the authenticity of many cities [18], especially those in
which culture and creativity have been interpreted as ways to consume authentic urban
experiences instead of drivers for diverse and inclusive cities [19].

With this respect, many studies agree on the need to give the right attention to the
social impacts of cultural strategies in the long term, and reimagine the local communities’
role in city policies. Different authors have underlined that cultural-led regeneration should
be local, place-based, site-specific, and community-led [20] to contribute to reducing the
physical and social segregation of contemporary cities [21].

Therefore, needs to reposition the city in the global market while simultaneously
creating an environment fit for a new technology-based economy, as well as new kinds of
creativity, human capital, and the ability to innovate today require that local governments
look at community-led strategies [22–26]. This means connecting innovation, creativity,
and design to citizens’ quality of life, inspiring behaviours and influencing new ways of
living, and considering cultural heritage enhancement able to shape the future.

However, the improvement of cultural urban policies also requires researching new
ways to assess cultural and creative interventions at the urban scale. Indeed, the way to
evaluate cultural and creative urban regeneration strategies has been changed over time.
While in the last two decades of the 20th century, the interest was focused on demonstrating
their economic benefits, currently, the interest has shifted towards the understanding of the
multi-dimensional impacts (positive and negative) of these interventions on quality of life
in the city [14]. In this respect, Garcìa [27] highlighted how the short-term perspective of
assessments focused on how the economic and physical benefits of culture had determined
the lack of serious attempts to learn lessons from experience. On the other hand, the
difficulty in assessing the social and cultural impacts of these kinds of interventions in the
long term have often obstructed the distribution of the spatial and social benefits.

According to the above perspective, the methodological framework proposed by the
Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor (CCCM), developed by the Joint Research Centre
(JRC) of the European Commission, in addition to the related dimensions of cultural
vibrancy, creative economy, and an enabling environment, can be declined at the urban
scale to assess impacts and monitor the changes of urban regeneration processes, based on
community-led and culture-led strategies.

Exploring the potential of the CCCM to respond to relevant issues about cultural
heritage enhancement for urban regeneration at the local scale needs the elaboration of
suitable indicators and needs to be place-based. Additionally, the result of the evidence
should be observed through practice, and should be able to integrate the evaluation process
with the point of view of the engaged community. The opportunity to combine the CCCM
indicators with community-based indicators, developed through a co-evaluation process,
can support the implementation of collaborative decision-making processes to trigger
active cultural creative communities and provide an enabling context in which multiple
creativity models (including business and technology) can take root and develop [28]. This
regards both the traditional evaluation activities associated with the culture-led strategies
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to ICT development, and the need to implement an evaluation CCCM framework in line
with a bottom-up co-creational approach that considers mutual learning a strategic goal in
its own right [29].

According to the above perspective, this research aims to investigate how community-
led and culture-led urban strategies for enhancing heritage can contribute to facing un-
solved conflicts and building innovative cultural services tailor-made for a specific context,
activating creative communities through game dynamics.

This paper aims to investigate the potentials of the “Play ReCH (Re-use Cultural
Heritage) approach” [30] to trigger local communities engaged in the enhancement of
cultural heritage by processes of urban regeneration, and thus to elicit, monitor, and
integrate the different CCCM dimensions emerging at the neighbourhood scale from the
activation of cultural and creative communities.

Monitoring and evaluating the cultural and creative process tested in the Play ReCH
“Hack the City Salerno” mission opens some relevant issues concerning how citizens be-
come makers of cultural and creative cities’ policies, and contribute to monitoring their
implementation at diverse urban scales. At the same time, new evidence suggests integrat-
ing the CCCM conceptual framework and related urban policies, especially concerning the
community engagement at the neighbourhood scale, and adopting suitable community-
based indicators defined in the process of co-evaluation.

Taking into account the research questions and purpose mentioned above, the paper
has been structured as follows: Section 2 introduces collaborative approaches for cultural
and creative cities through a literature analysis; Section 3 describes the Play ReCH method-
ological approach elaborated and implemented in the historic centre of Salerno; Section
4 presents the case study context; Section 5 describe the case study “Hack the City” Play
ReCH mission and the related project in Montevergine Park, in Salerno, with specific
attention to the proposal of co-indicators elaborated to implement the CCCM at the local
scale; and finally, Section 6 presents the conclusions on the whole research path.

2. Collaborative Approaches for Cultural and Creative Cities

Although participation and community involvement in urban decisions have been
strongly recommended since the end of the 1980s [31], their application did not determine
the awaited impact on the quality of the communities’ representation in public decisions.
Many studies underlined that a crisis of participatory planning was determined by practices
often oriented in consensus and outcomes of a narrow economic growth logic instead of
supporting the equitable distribution and access to public infrastructure [32]. In those
cases, citizen participation lost its transformative potential and critical influence to orient
policies to the public interest.

However, nowadays, the need to innovate urban systems and opportunities offered by
technology have favoured a new interest of citizen engagement into policies and practices
of urban transformation. Dialogue and collaborative exchange among citizens, social and
economic actors, and governments have been recognised as enabling factors to carry on
changes that the urban systems need [33,34]. Consequently, a massive experimentation of
collaborative processes was promoted around the world [35,36].

Different from participation procedures, collaborative environments aim to generate a
deeper engagement of the participants. Indeed, in this context, people work together to
develop things or practices, generating processual learning where the comparison/clash of
alternative positions, arguments, explanations, and insights stimulates subjects to restruc-
ture their schemes [37] and produces knowledge for everyone, not only for an individual,
a single organisation, or an institution [29].

Nowadays, several studies investigated how citizens may become “co-decision-
makers” and how to implement strategic agenda setting and policy outcomes into the
process of collaborative decision-making, co-producing, and co-evaluating cultural services
for heritage valorisation and urban regeneration, where “co-“ underlines the collective pro-
cess in the collaborative environment according to a community-centred perspective. This
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is essential to facilitate more equal relational processes among individual, local community,
and organisational levels [38–41].

The relevance of communities as leading the process is widely recognised at the inter-
national level and highlighted by the “Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for
Society”—Faro Convention [1], and in the later documents of the European Council. The
Convention encourages and engages people to recognise the public interest of cultural her-
itage, and outlines the framework of citizens’ rights and responsibilities in participating in
heritage valorisation by defining them as “Heritage communities” [1,9]. Many experiences
are developed from existing user-centred, open innovation projects in Europe, particularly
those set through the Living Lab approach [42–47], by empowering citizens who would
use and co-produce innovative civic and culturally creative services within their collab-
orative networks. Each creative cultural city should attempt to establish conditions in
which people might be involved and empowered by co-creation processes through open
innovation [48]. It is essential to facilitate open innovation in cities, regions, and communi-
ties thanks to an “innovation ecosystem” to co-create, co-produce, and co-evaluate new
products and services by users and experts [36,49–51]. Furthermore, considering the crucial
role of communities in promoting new models of the urban economy through collabora-
tion and co-operation [52], the co-evaluation [10,53–55] and the ICT tools can facilitate
community engagement in valorisation proposals and urban strategies. Collaboration
and co-operation, diversity, and openness become crucial in urban culture-led strategies
for cities’ development, and identify community-led processes [56–58] that can activate
social and environmental change through interaction with those communities that lead the
transformation.

In the above context, co-evaluation is a self-assessment approach for open innovation
that measures the performance of the co-creation of public services, where evaluation
tools serve to communicate, interact, act, and make choices: an internal evaluation that
characterises the multi-actor process [59–62]. Indeed, co-evaluation is conceived as a shared
process, built with and for the community [63], a product of co-operation, participatory,
and engagement activity that overturns the ordinary paradigm of one-way evaluation,
integrating into the process the interactions among evaluators and stakeholders, experts
and non-experts, communities and citizens. The focus of assessment has changed towards
ongoing service co-production processes, considering accomplished results and ensuing
impacts in real-world settings. Self-evaluation of the co-production process at an early
stage is essential to the efficacy of urban strategies because it exposes how and why co-
production is directed towards all stakeholders’ desired services and their utilisation [64].
Co-evaluation can also be defined as a product of co-operation and collaborative process
(participative, constructivist, responsive types of evaluation) [55,65], conducted together
with those involved and referred to the systemic relationship in multi-actor contexts.
Co-operation is a precondition for co-evaluation, and enables accountability and mutual
learning functions of evaluation in multi-actor settings.

According to the co-evaluation approach, the need emerges to identify new types
of indicators capable of reflecting the preferences and point of view of the community
involved in the process and which contributes to the evaluation. Community-based
indicators, defined as “co-indicators”, offer an innovative paradigm that includes the
subjective perspective to assess local regeneration processes.

The International Institute for Sustainable Development published an online catalogue
of over 600 indicator projects in 2000, many of which were focused on the local and
municipal level. As a result of this framing, interested stakeholders discovered through trial
and error concepts that worked in theory but encountered problems in practice, and applied
tactics that were not anticipated in the research [66]. Local priorities emphasised the role of
economic security rather than economic growth by improving ecological efficiencies and
reducing disparities; ecological integrity, rather than just environmental protection; local
quality of life; and community empowerment and responsibility, rather than just improved
service delivery, through strengthening and growing community social capital [67]. In this
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perspective, co-evaluation approaches can improve culture-led urban strategies through
social and collaborative processes [68], overcoming the limitations of neoclassical economic
valuation in assessing shared, social, and shared social values [69].

The identification and elaboration of a set of co-indicators to assess and monitor the
impacts of collaborative processes start from the ability to generate interpersonal trust and
institutional trust through culture-led actions, implementation, and complex values. In
this setting, cultural and creative cities and neighbourhoods should make their inhabitants
“human-smart”, giving them the ability and confidence to employ cutting-edge ICT to
revolutionise how they live and work and improve their quality of life. As a result, citizens’
communities would be able to participate in new and dynamic ways, co-owning the
planning and delivery of services, and co-producing services [64] for themselves and the
people they live with, care for, and work with.

3. Materials and Methods: The Play ReCH Approach

To trigger innovation and collaborative processes for the declination of the CCCM
approach at a local scale, it is necessary to promote skills capable of interacting with
multilevel governance processes and civic energies [70], making operational urban change
through community engagement and the co-design of collective services. Community
engagement is relevant to activating skills for cultural heritage enhancement, building
an enabling context, and triggering “cultural creative communities” through adopting
a flexible approach, tailor-made for a specific local context with fit tools. The different
community engagement tools [71,72] have specific objectives of involvement and data
collection: community mapping, planning for real, public meetings, workshops and focus
groups, forums, future search, open space technology, citizens juries, roundtable/consensus
building, citizens’ panels, street stalls, community surveys, web-based engagement, art
and creativity, etc. [73].

In several successful Italian cultural creative experiences (e.g., the network of neigh-
bourhood houses in Turin, BASE Milan, Matera ECoC 2019, Procida Italian Capital of
Culture 2022, etc.), these tools helped to reveal the nature and effect of culture and creativ-
ity as a driver of people’s awareness and skills empowering with different formats [74]: a
workshop, an art event, a festival, etc. Furthermore, these creative cultural planning [75]
formats support institutions and organisations in rethinking how cultural resources can
strategically contribute to achieving community, civic [76], and sustainable development
goals [6,77].

Community engagement is an essential component of a collaborative decision-making
approach, where creative and cultural aspects are crucial to co-evaluate cultural heritage
enhancement for urban regeneration, in which citizens are intended as “sensors” of change
to monitor the impacts of project actions on the economy, society, environment, and
individuals [78].

In this context, there are a lack of empirical studies investigating the effectiveness of
some game-based teaching methods on mutual learning and activating for cultural heritage
enhancement and urban regeneration. Indeed, as the topic is relatively young, the key role
of specific game design elements (e.g., goals, feedback, and challenges) and gaming experi-
ence (e.g., flow experience) has not been thoroughly investigated yet [79]. Anyway, several
studies have widely recognised the benefits of gamification on learning processes [80–82].
Gamification—intended as a tool of the creative collaborative decision-making process—
stimulates dynamic learning and capability approaches thanks to spontaneity, self-reflection
and collaboration, hospitality, and trust-building. Indeed, gamification can be defined as
the “use of game design elements in non-game contexts” [83] and has become increasingly
popular for business studies in higher education and training in companies. Serious games
are innovative and unconventional simulation tools that reproduce the dynamics and
logic of a specific scenario, becoming a bridge between theory and practice via active
engagement. Following the “Play ReCH (Re-use Cultural Heritage)” approach (Figure 1)
and steps, this paper tries to define a possible process for the Cultural Gems mapping
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project [84], through the CCCM spin-off web app wherein people can also map informal
spaces in cities where cultural, artistic, and musical activities are practised. In Play ReCH,
the neighbourhood scale was selected because the different test missions have highlighted
the value of local micro-actions in activating real engagement without wasting the ideas
and skills of the people engaged.

The methodological approach explores innovation ecosystems in cultural heritage
enhancement for urban regeneration, based on a Collaborative Decisions Support System
(CDSS) that aims at exploring the synergy among gamification, community engagement,
and multi-criteria/multi-group tools [85–88] to assess the relevant communities’ points of
view, engaging them in serious urban games [89] and missions for cultural assets at the
neighbourhood scale.

Figure 1. Play ReCH (Re-use Cultural Heritage) approach.

Play ReCH interprets the CCCM approach at the neighbourhood scale, considering
cultural and creative bottom-up communities. Specifically, the approach tries to make
communities co-producers of innovative, creative experiences to enhance already culturally
recognised places, and to trigger those places that are potentially expressive of cultural
values facilitated by gamification tools.

Using the game elements [90], citizens can identify themselves as cultural heritage
enhancement professionals and actively recognise themselves as a “cultural creative com-
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munity”. The Play ReCH approach aims at interpreting the CCCM dimensions, criteria,
and indicators at the neighbourhood scale, considering the following “living lab” steps:

1. Co-explore: the first phase aims at exploring cultural resources (in terms of people,
skills, and places) through engaging people in community mapping for capacity building
and behaviour changes [91]. The co-explore step highlights people, physical structures,
organisations, and institutions, i.e., resources and potential partners in the planning and
evaluation of a project or service for cultural heritage and community needs based on
exploring shared criticalities. Urban maps and photographs are used to understand how
people perceive that place and what improvements they would like to see. The ideas are
recorded: offline, through post-it notes on maps and discussions moderated by facilitators
who can help people explore issues, identify criticalities and opportunities, and learn about
the areas of conflict and build consensus [73]; and online, through geo-localised urban
walks, images, videos and interviews, quiz games, and texts shared through apps and
social media. The mapped ideas are then submitted to Citizens’ Juries, a group of “jurors”
representing the general public. Jurors can question experts offering different perspectives
on the issue before deliberating, reaching an agreement, and producing a short report on
the suggested actions [92,93].

2. Co-design: this step provides web-based and creative engagement tools to enable
contexts for social change, community building, and developing project ideas. Web-based
engagement tools, such as online discussion forums and blogs, online polls, social networks,
ratings, and interactive digital voting help to significantly change the planning/evaluation
cycle [94] in terms of communication, collaboration, and impact on the territory [95]. In
this step, some unconventional games’ ICT tools are also tested, which allows for the
engagement of the community directly and in a short time, such as online Card Sorting,
Dot Voting, History Map, Sketching, Graphic Jam, Brainwriting, Brainstorming, and
Bodystorming [96].

3. Co-test: the third step aims at activating a “collective worksite” as a local offline
action to test ideas in heritage sites to be enhanced and to activate community users. The
engagement tools that enable an informal discussion of the ideas to be produced in the
worksite are workshops that help people outline the project’s strengths and weaknesses,
develop an innovative approach, and define a scale of priorities in the implementation of an
action plan [97]. Several tools used in this phase are also related to art and creativity, such
as: photography to capture people’s visions, perceptions, and points of view; self-made
architecture; and short radio or video interviews made in different places and at different
times, but then discussed in a synthesis event.

4. Co-monitor: the final step would monitor the perceived missions’ well-being, the
time and skills donated, and the willingness to get involved in caring for a cultural asset as
the historic centre through the Community survey tool [73]. In parallel to the survey sub-
mission, public meetings are scheduled with the cultural and creative community, activated
for consulting many people through small group discussions with continuous feedback
on the proposed contents and the ranking of priorities to be discussed [98]. Based on the
feedback obtained through the Play ReCH mission, the aim is to co-create community-
based dimensions for implementing CCCM criteria and indicators for individual and
collective development and well-being [99]. Such dimensions are widely used to monitor
community-led projects’ success rates and progress, and make visible some invisible el-
ements, such as awareness, trust, loyalty, etc. In some cases, they are used to assess the
creation of communities around ICT [100] and cultural heritage, or for measuring vitality
at the neighbourhood scale through some relevant criteria: Connection to Community
Services; Participation in Community Structures; Presence of Community Facilities; Access
to Community Facilities; Access to Public Amenities; and Skills Development [101].

In the above perspective, Play ReCH can be considered a way to implement the CCCM
framework as a Cultural Creative Place-based Monitor for heritage enhancement and urban
regeneration, progressively activating continuous community empowerment and defining
collaborative and long-term local, sustainable development. In this way, the community
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enhances, in a collaborative way, existing cultural sites that are already an expression of
shared values for the map-makers, and trigger new ones that are not yet an expression of
these values.

4. The Case Study Context

In the South of Italy (Figure 2), Salerno represents the territory where the Play ReCH
approach and tool was applied and tested. The city of Salerno, with approximately 130,240
inhabitants (ISTAT 2021), represents an extraordinary cultural heritage in a particularly
privileged territorial context.

However, as shown by the data released through the 2019 ISTAT “culture and leisure”
yearbook in the southern regions, the percentage of those who say they have never par-
ticipated in cultural activity is 28.8%, higher than in other parts of Italy. These data are
added to those relating to the employment and the substantial migration of young people,
revealing a severe condition of overall distrust of their own territory.

Based on ISTAT data from the third half of 2019, an analysis of employment levels
relative to Southern Italy shows that the female employment rate is 33.2% and the inactivity
rate is 59.1%, respectively, which is 25 points lower and 28 points higher than the male
employment rate and inactivity rate. As ISTAT data for 2019 show, NEETs between the
ages of 16 and 34 in Campania are 37.6%, and Salerno also sees a sharp decrease in the
population, especially the younger one between 18 and 34 years, the so-called “millennials”
forced to emigrate (5.000 young people only in 2020) in search of new job opportunities and
better living conditions. Adding to the economic crisis that continues at the national level
and is now aggravated by the pandemic, the Province of Salerno ranks 90th in the ranking
of youth employment, with an unemployment rate of 29.4% in 2020. Today, there are
about 21,000 inhabitants under 35 (15% of the population), mostly high school graduates,
graduates, highly skilled individuals, and NEET individuals.

Specifically, a Play ReCH mission was tested in 2019 in the Salerno historic centre.
This area extends for about 34 ha, with historical buildings and many disused or underused
spaces. Several organisations such as associations and neighbourhood committees desire to
co-manage with public administration spaces, cultural assets (Salerno has not regulated the
use of common goods nor activated collaboration agreements), and green spaces (Salerno
has less than 15 trees per 100 inhabitants and only one lot dedicated to urban gardens in
the city) as an opportunity for intergenerational meetings.

Figure 2. The territorial background of the study area (elaboration of authors).
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Starting from this context, the activation of a Play ReCH mission, so-called “Hack
the City Salerno”, was aimed at sharing with citizens the ICT tool and facilitating active
citizenship paths by co-producing values and transforming abandoned spaces into “cul-
tural gems”, with the aim of trying to activate trans-generational processes of reuse and
urban regeneration that are sustainable and generative over time. Specifically, the mission
objective was to test a collaborative decision-making process in which citizens, taking on
the role of designers, become protagonists in the enhancement of their neighbourhood
heritage by identifying a space considered particularly fragile, proposing the idea of a
micro-regeneration intervention, and cooperating to implement it in the process of co-
design and co-evaluation. The experience, which involved the citizens through a mix of
virtual and digital dimensions, according to the mechanisms of gamification, allowed them
to acquire points to enter the ranking, the “urban regenerator” skill, and, above all, to be
able to concretely realise their idea if they won.

5. The Results: “Hack the City Salerno” Mission

Following the described Play ReCH methodological approach, the mission activated a
process articulated in the following steps with consequent results.

1. Co-explore: in the historic center of Salerno, through a community mapping action,
Play ReCH transformed the inhabitants into explorers and designers of their territory,
involving them in the process of identifying those places of the cultural heritage [102]
not yet perceived as “cultural gems”, but considered particularly significant for starting
a regenerative process of cultural enhancement and informally recognised as potential
sights and landmarks in the quartier. The shared identification of these public spaces
represented an opportunity to create new points of observation of the territory, and to make
the communities active in imagining how these places could be transformed by submitting
their project ideas. A cartographic tool such as My Maps was used for participatory
mapping. Urban walks and brainstorming were activated to co-explore the territory with
the inhabitants in real life and to facilitate the co-production of ideas.

Nineteen areas of the historic city centre were nominated for the “Hack the City
Salerno” call for proposals, together with related project ideas proposed by 42 citizens,
associations, committees, and professionals (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Sights and landmarks recognised by citizens for “Hack the City Salerno” call, first edition (elaboration of authors).
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The proposals helped to select which areas of the historic centre need regenerative
interventions for inhabitants. Starting from the characteristics of project ideas proposed, it
emerges that citizens see in abandoned or underutilised cultural assets a purely recreational-
cultural vocation (about 63% of the proposals). The choice of the intervention areas shows
the recognition of an intrinsic value [94] generated by environmental, cultural-artistic
(“it is the most beautiful view in the neighbourhood”), or emotional-affective (“it is the
widening of my childhood”) characteristics. In some proposals, greater importance is given
to the value of use, thus concentrating above all on the types of activities and services that
would be activated. In these cases, the informality mode and mix of uses were considered
necessary for triggering the cultural heritage enhancement process in the neighbourhood.
About 32% of the projects proposed transforming areas in the historic centre through tactical
urbanism interventions to support ludic and socialisation activities. Moreover, 42% of the
ideas focused on the environment, proposing the regeneration of underused/abandoned
green areas.

The proposal evaluation process to define the winning idea integrated the experts’
opinion with a popular jury in which citizens expressed their preferences by simulating a
citizens’ jury.

The technical jury used the following criteria, judged on a value scale of 0 to 5:

• feasibility of the proposed interventions in line with the planned budget;
• the ability of the idea to generate a lasting regenerative process; and
• the presence of formal or informal groups interested in co-managing the reactivated

cultural spaces.

During a public event, in a co-evaluation process, citizens played the role of “evalua-
tors” through the dot voting tool and free comments expressed to each single candidate
idea. The shared criteria were the following:

• relevance of the identified cultural space within the neighbourhood;
• the ability of the proposed ideas to improve the urban context; and
• the ability of the proposal to respond to the neighbourhood needs.

These criteria, shared with participants in the co-assessment event, were embraced.
Excluding some minimal suggested additions, citizens were comfortable interpreting the
candidate projects through them, as the language used was simple, consistent, and direct.

More than 100 old town residents, between 8 and 77 years, participated in the voting
and awards event. Their votes were added to the preferences previously expressed by
online participants in the Play ReCH experience and technical jury voting.

The winning idea, proposed by the Neighbourhood Committee, focused on the upper
historic centre of Salerno along the ancient Montevergine road (Figure 4). This historic
road extends along with the city’s ancient defensive walls that continue to the Arechi
Castle. On these walls, in the XI century, the Montevergine conservatory was built, an
ancient monastery now in a state of abandonment for over ten years. Near the conservatory,
the Neighbourhood Committee has proposed intervening in a small abandoned public
green area, for years illegally occupied by private individuals who had left the ruins of
the building demolished. The candidate idea was oriented to transform this abandoned
lot into a biodiversity area where citizens could produce flavours, fruits, and vegetables
together to participate in the co-management of the public good.
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Figure 4. Area of Play ReCH’s “Hack the City” mission in the historic centre of Salerno (elaboration of authors).

Before proceeding to the co-design phase, with the aim of better exploring together
with the neighbourhood inhabitants on a small scale, their relationship with the area of
interest, and the values they recognised in it, a first questionnaire was shared online. In
particular, among the 345 responses obtained, on a Likert scale from 1 to 5 (from “very few”
to “very much”), it emerged that:

• 57% of respondents to the survey declared themselves strongly linked to the landscape
of Salerno and, specifically, to that of the high historical centre, expressing themselves
through the most elevated number present in the Likert scale;

• 52% of people did not consider this specific urban landscape sufficiently valued,
attributing a score of 2;

• 75% of the participants recognised a historical value to the investigated Montevergine
hill, 70% a cultural value, 39% an identity value, while 33% both an aesthetic and a
social value. In particular, in this section of the survey, the purpose was to understand
what intrinsic values the inhabitants recognised in this piece of the city based on
ecosystem services, being able to choose between the affective, recreational, symbolic,
and economic values, in addition to those previously mentioned and most chosen.
Only 6% of participants placed an economic value on the landscape in question.

The second part of the survey focused mainly on the shared identity of the primary
users of the area, the main perceptions related to this, and the needs they could satisfy
along this path:

1. Define the Montevergine area end-user identikit. Specifically, it emerged that the main
users were young people (43% of the responses obtained), especially students, musi-
cians, and sportspeople, interested in observing the panorama from that privileged
viewpoint;

2. Reconstructing perceptions related to the project area through the five senses. Five
Word Clouds collected the different elements that end-users connected to this specific
urban landscape through the perceptions of smell (identifying it in jasmine, rosemary,
and lemon), touch (by associating the materials of ceramics, wood, vegetation, and
stone), sight (by connecting it above all to trees, vegetation, benches, and seats), taste
(by thinking of rosemary, basil, mint, and tomato plants) and sound (by associating
this sense with birdsong, cicadas, and the buzzing of bees);

3. To bring out community needs related to the winning project proposal of the “Hack
the City” call. Almost 50% of the end-users expressed the wish to admire the Mon-
tevergine view and walk around surrounded by greenery. In comparison, 34% gave
a higher score to the possibility of exploring a biodiversity area and experiencing
new cultural services. In addition, 42% of respondents expressed a desire to organ-
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ise/participate in ecotourism tours involving the new biodiversity area, while 33%
were more interested in supporting environmental education activities and outdoor
artistic performances.

Therefore, more than 300 online and offline inhabitants belonging to different genera-
tions were involved in this phase. Nineteen areas of the historic centre that are currently
abandoned, disused, or underutilised have been mapped, with as many ideas to enhance
them. Through a collaborative process, it was decided to support one of the candidate
proposals, through human and economic resources, to experiment with possible new uses
of public space through a micro-intervention by activating a broader regenerative transi-
tion. The opening of the co-exploration path to free citizen involvement through public
events and online surveys was qualitatively relevant. The involvement of a heterogeneous
community, both in terms of age and socio-economic background, virtually and physically,
has offered to the ongoing process a diversity of interesting points of view to redesigning a
public space that needs to interpret different citizens’ interests.

2. Co-design: the winning idea was incubated and developed in a co-design process
through a more comprehensive section of the community. The citizens played the roles
of designers and evaluators to redefine the project as so-called “Montevergine Park”. The
co-design process aimed at building a cultural creative community around a collaborative
redesigning process of the new configuration of the identified space both online (through
structured workshops on conference platforms, online surveys, web and social interactions)
and offline (through brainstorming, focus groups, co-design workshops).

In particular, from the data obtained in the first phase of co-exploration, the co-design
step focused on experimenting with online co-design workshops (through role-plays and
team games, drawing, and pictures and writing, to bring out the shared characteristics of
the future area of biodiversity) and a co-evaluation workshop. Specifically, participants
were asked to co-evaluate the key elements of an ideal biodiversity scenario proposed by
the neighbourhood committee and technical experts in permaculture with the participants
of structured online workshops. The 1000 minds platform was used for that, exploiting the
PAPRIKA approach—Potentially All Pairwise RanKings of all possible Alternatives [80]
as a multi-criteria method that involves the decision-makers in the evaluation process.
Based on their knowledge and subjective judgement, the end-user can evaluate, in a
pairwise comparison, two possible alternatives defined on two criteria or attributes at a
time. The criterion linked to the “welcoming and immersive perception” emerges as the
most important (with an incidence of 31.1% out of 15 participants). At the same time, less
importance was given to the “relationship with the street”, for 8.8% of the participants to
be realised in “open” mode with greenery at various heights. At the end of this intense
collaborative process of co-design and co-evaluation, the preferred project scenario was
defined.

This phase involved about 60 citizens and three associations, both online and offline,
including participants and experts (agronomists, designers), who did not previously know
each other, but since the co-exploration phase have decided to follow the process actively.
The participants in the online workshops, between 22 and 74 years old with very different
skills, have engaged in four workshops for a total of 15 h in four weeks, expanding together
with the winning idea, weaving relationships between them, still active and designing
together the preferred configuration for the new public space of “Montevergine Park”.
The path of co-design and co-evaluation has thus proved to be an enabling process in
which people can implement their skills, acquire new abilities, and develop their soft skills.
Moving beyond the role of “participants”, engaged citizens cooperate concretely within
the decision-making process to repurpose public space. People of all ages with different
abilities and socio-economic backgrounds can not only access and enjoy a place, but they
play a crucial role in its identity, creation, maintenance, and co-management. In this sense,
a path of translation of technical languages, through gamification techniques, the use of
technology, and in-person experiences, has helped build a process of inclusive and enabling
co-operation. In this process, the people’s choices count and define a coherent mandate to
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be accepted, interpreted, and re-instituted with technicians and professionals, thus also
reconfiguring the role of designers.

3. Co-test: the collective worksite strongly characterised the transition from the idea
to realise the regenerative intervention proposed for the “Hack the City” mission. By
implementing a workshop involving students and professionals, “temporary communities”
were able to meet the inhabitants active in the realisation of the Montevergine Park process
to co-produce together a public urban design for the new biodiversity point, based on the
data that emerged in the previous steps. The temporary architecture, realised through
self-construction techniques, represented in this case an enabling device through which
cultural creative communities capable of sharing knowledge, experiences, and aspirations
could be built and activated. Simultaneously, the area was reclaimed through a series of
meetings with the residents involved in the process and the winners of the call, and work
began on seeding, planting, and caring for both the established perennial trees and the first
seasonal cycle of the biodiversity area (Figure 5).

Through a Festival, open to the whole city, this phase has involved Salerno with twenty
students from different parts of Italy, ten professional tutors, six experts in urban regenera-
tion and environment, and ten associations of the territory. More than 300 inhabitants also
participated in cultural events offered through collateral activities to experiment with new
uses of public space, such as outdoor cinema, talks, green workshops, and childrens’ labs.

Shared action in the field has been decisive in reinforcing the bonds developed at a
distance thanks to technology, thus encouraging relationships of trust between people,
forming new networks and new groups engaged in enhancing cultural heritage in other
areas of the city.

Figure 5. The regenerated space before and after the mission activated (elaboration of authors).

4. Co-monitor: the community involved was asked to evaluate the ongoing process
after the first year of activity through a community survey for future neighbourhood
planning. The community survey was structured in four main parts: the first introduces the
Play ReCH tool, its approach, and its meaning; the second was dedicated to investigating
the potential interest of the neighbourhood inhabitants in participating within this Play
ReCH mission, their motivations, and for which thematic field; the third part was explicitly
dedicated to cultural associations and organisations, cultural operators, and commercial
activities of the neighbourhood to understand their degree of interest in the implementation
of a Play ReCH mission; and the fourth part collected the personal data of the 120 citizens
of the historic centre who participated (30.84% with an age range of 27 to 33 years and 65%
female).
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The results underlined that 78.3% of citizens expressed their willingness to participate
in the Play ReCH mission in their neighbourhood and, specifically, that they would be
willing to do so both online and offline. Among the main motivations were “sharing ideas
with other people”, “connecting the virtual dimension to the real one”, “becoming an
example for others”, “feeling an active part of the neighbourhood”, and “activating regen-
erative processes that engage the inhabitants as a part of the city”. Among the remaining
21.7%, 8.3% would play only online, while 8.4% would not have time for participating. The
collaborative reading of the possible participation in Play ReCH experiences is expressed
by 73.7% of the users, who elicited a preference to join with their friends, with the Play
ReCH community (49.2%), or with people they do not know yet (42.4%), to “integrate
skills useful for the mission achievement”, “make a stimulating experience and produce
innovation”, “consolidate ties and create new ones”, and “have a dialogue with other
people”. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that 35% of the cultural associations and
operators, with the highest value on the Likert scale configured from 0 to 5, identified Play
ReCH as a possible approach and tool to amplify the actions that could be redesigned in a
game mission to increase, for 85% of them, the social involvement of their organisation.

These steps are particularly interesting in a territorial context in which communities
are almost excluded from the decision-making processes about urban regeneration, cultural
heritage enhancement, and local development, suggesting that the collaborative process
has a priority value for them. The cultural creative community also highlighted in which
field they would prefer to express themselves or in which they would like to acquire skills
through the Play ReCH missions, mainly focusing on architecture, cultural heritage reuse,
nature, and history.

To date, almost two years later, the impact assessment phase is still ongoing. In the
meantime, participants in the workshops and new residents who join the process have
informally generated a community that takes its name from the caper plant, particularly
along the Montevergine road, the “Chiapparelli”. This informal group, engaged in the
cultural heritage enhancement, has recovered and culturally activated an abandoned area
of the historic center, regenerating more than 100 square meters of public space. Supported
on the territory by the Blam collective, through an empowerment process, they still share
online tools to organise the activities of the biodiversity area, and offline, they meet during
the week to take care of the public green, demonstrating their awareness of being part of a
community. Furthermore, more than 100 vegetations have been planted, from aromas to
fruit trees and seasonal vegetables, thanks to continued active fundraising. Moreover, this
community, composed of artists, professionals, associations, and students, has co-produced
a cultural and creative experience as a guided tour with site-specific performances (“Our
Great Beauty”), to raise awareness of other citizens re-discovering an old part of the city
and the regeneration work in progress. The process started thanks to the support of a local
foundation for a total value of €12,000, and today it is supported through participation
in local and national calls, local crowdfunding, and volunteering. In addition to the
Neighbourhood Committee and the winner of the “Hack the City” call, three other local
associations and the municipal administration are currently involved in the process, trying
to define a collaboration agreement for the public area co-management.

Starting from monitoring the process, which is still in progress, the need to identify
some “bottom-up” indicators or defined co-indicators that express the engaged community
perception of the city’s’ cultural and creative level has appeared. Indeed, the activated
regenerative process had represented a process of co-learning in which some significant
criteria emerged when the active community tried to define the meaning of the experience
in which it was activating. The undertaken process of urban regeneration, on the one hand,
was aimed at a micro-urban transformation, and on the other hand, has represented a
culturally significant collective experience. In this experience, dedicated to “making city
together”, a part of the community has become the protagonist, contributing by investing
their human capital to generate an enabling environment for themselves and others, and to
assess and monitor the ongoing results.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 11877 15 of 22

From these considerations, the research tries to expand the CCCM dimensions with
quali-quantitative co-indicators that emerge at the neighbourhood scale through processes
such as those triggered by Play ReCH in Salerno (Figure 6). These processes are, above all,
capable of generating cultural and creative communities, as portions of active citizenship,
able to transversally influence the dimensions considered by the JRC Monitor. The main
characteristics so far identified of cultural and creative communities, starting from the
experience activated of “Montevergine Park” in Salerno, can be related to the main domains
of “Cultural vibrancy” and “Enabling environment”.

Figure 6. The co-indicators framework.

In particular, about the domain of Cultural Vibrancy, we considered the following
dimensions:

Cultural Venues and facilities: this dimension also takes into consideration non-
institutional sights and landmarks, but “cultural gems” recognised as particular catalysts by
citizens (e.g., abandoned or underutilised spaces or buildings), as well as places regenerated
through reuse and culturally active actions (e.g., former churches, social centres, cultural
centres, etc.). We, therefore, introduce the indicators: “Sights and landmarks recognised by
citizens” and “Recovered and culturally active sites”.

Cultural participation and Attractiveness: where the cultural vibrancy is also guar-
anteed by the ability of citizens not only to enjoy cultural experiences, but also to become
active in communities dedicated to the enhancement of cultural heritage, it is helpful
to consider the “Formal/informal groups engaged in cultural heritage enrichment” and
“Formal groups involved in the co-management of cultural heritage” indicators.

Regarding the Enabling environment domain and its dimensions, it is considered
appropriate to consider a set of qualitative indicators that may return a broader conception
of human capital, openness, and governance from the active communities’ point of view.

Human Capital and Education: if the environment is also enabling thanks to the
experiences that can be experimented within the creative communities, those indicators
for measuring personal growth within a broader social context of which one is part, albeit
subjectively, are taken into consideration. Specifically: “New abilities acquired” through
activation in cultural and creative projects, “Development of soft skills”, and “Citizen
Awareness”.
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Openness, Tolerance, and Trust: the experience in the field shows how the activa-
tion of cultural and creative communities facilitates the increase of mutual trust among
inhabitants, as citizens get involved by cooperating with others to achieve a common
goal, forming an enabling context of informal learning and, at the same time, generating
it. In this perspective, it is essential to include, among the indicators, the “Creation and
encouragement of trusting relationships among people”, the “Trigger and stimulation of
new community groups”, and the “Creation and encouragement of new networks”.

Quality of Governance: in addition to the efficiency of institutions in the overall
administration of the city, it is considered, at the same time, the ability of administrations to
apply systems of co-governance, sharing concrete projects on the territory with the inhabi-
tants and supporting the involvement of citizens in the enhancement and co-management
of the cultural heritage of their city. Therefore, the following indicators were identified:
“Creation and encouragement of trusting relationships between people and institutions”,
and “Collaboration agreements for the enhancement of cultural heritage enhancement”.

The indicators and co-indicators, deduced during a cultural and creative community
activation through the Play ReCH bottom-up experience, try to pick up and introduce in
the CCCM citizens’ perspective and their mutual learning process based on practices, who
live and transform it with their informal action with communities dedicated to the cultural
heritage enhancement and the cultural experience of co-producing.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

Culture-led strategies and community-led processes are strategic priorities in current
theories, policies, and practices. Indeed, culture, as an integrated and driving component,
can make a difference in the processes of culture-led urban regeneration: renewing the syn-
ergic and symbiotic relationship between business and territory; developing new processes
of exchange between producer and consumer that guarantee efficiency, effectiveness, and
equity; and empowering citizens and co-creating innovative products and services in the
cultural heritage enhancement.

Therefore, the synergistic effect of culture-led strategies and community-driven pro-
cesses depends on how the process can generate shared social values. The citizens can
learn to expand their abilities, create and share information and ideas, and self-assess and
co-evaluate community goals and actions. Cultural heritage and urban spaces’ complex
values [103] are co-produced through collaborative planning and co-evaluation proce-
dures. Thus, both the bottom-up and the top-down approaches coexist, enabled by creative
experiences and social and cultural interaction.

Starting from the Cultural Creative Cities Monitor approach, a co-production and
co-evaluation process was structured to detect characteristics, behaviours, and goals of
existing heritage communities, building new “cultural creative communities” involved in
specific game missions for enhancing material and immaterial heritage, and regenerating
urban spaces.

In this research, the Play ReCH approach would power the Monitor Cultural Gems
project at the neighbourhood scale through a community-driven process that considers
quantitative/qualitative data to highlight people’s perceptions and desires. The interaction
among Collaborative Decision Support System (CDSS), community engagement, and
gamification in cultural heritage enhancement represents a research field that can improve
enabling contexts and community capacity building and empowering.

The related multi-criteria and multi-group analysis and community engagement tools
are selected to develop the co-evaluation of a Play ReCH mission in the historic centre of
Salerno (“Hack the City Salerno”). The elaboration of the described CDSS combines the
suggestions derived both from literature analysis and from experience in the field.

In the methodology tested within the case study experiment of the “Hack the City
Salerno” mission, taking into account the explored and revised Living Labs steps (1. co-
explore, 2. co-design, 3. co-test, and 4. co-monitor), we can underline how the mission
fosters pride and a sense of belonging, improving quality of life and social cohesion,
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and enabling new opportunities in the cultural and creative sectors. Furthermore, the
identification of change opportunities activates a decision context that can optimise shared
values to achieve local and sustainable development goals.

The contents of the various steps were built thanks to several inputs with specific
collaborative planning and evaluation tools to co-design missions that activate and monitor
the community. Following these inputs, the Blam members received and gathered these
suggestions and developed the approaches and tools of each subsequent step thanks to
creative teamwork. The process thus takes the form of a cultural value chain, taking into
account three key points: resources in terms of sustainable crowdsourcing and fundraising
strategies; shared rules to activate positive, cooperative strategies among people, public,
and private sectors; and the project idea through which the mission is implemented both
online and offline.

In this perspective, lowering the threshold of access to the experience also through the
use of languages, tools, and a path deferred and constant in time has been fundamental to
building a heterogeneous and cohesive community, so able to invest its human capital in the
shared development of a more creative and liveable city. Co-operation between the inhabi-
tants makes it possible to streamline the positive energy required in an urban regeneration
process, multiplying its impacts. Following the principle of “lighter, faster, cheaper” [104],
inhabitants can become protagonists for micro-processes of heritage enhancement by in-
vesting their skills and resources in a short time and through transformations that may
even be temporary, but nonetheless very significant.

Within Step 1 (co-explore), the investigation of cultural resources and local needs
through community mapping and a citizens’ jury was crucial to activate the community
engagement and extract those shared values necessary for the proposal of “Montevergine
Park”. This step offered different perspectives for deliberating, reaching an agreement, and
then testing perceptions of the historic centres’ inhabitants and professionals.

Later, in Step 2 (co-design), building web-based engagement, roundtables, and gamifi-
cation tools were essential to co-design the intervention of heritage enhancement, to define
the monitoring and action tools, but also to identify key actors of the project and their roles
and responsibilities in managing the proposal budget.

Subsequently, Step 3 (co-test) with the “collective worksite” helps to build community
by weaving real-life relationships through collaborative experiences guided by a “learning
by doing” approach [105].

The final step, Step 4 (co-monitor) through community survey should be necessary
to monitor the process constantly and to evaluate the results of each phase to monitor the
perceived well-being of the missions, the time and skills donated, and the willingness to
get involved in culture-led strategies for heritage valorisation and urban regeneration. It is
a key step for accompanying the local community to continuously evolve an urban cultural
asset as the Salerno historic centre.

The empirical study and the first results showed that the “Play ReCH” approach
could be a scaling up method, but should be supported by a collaborative governance
model and tailored indicators for local cultural production that combine both objective
and subjective evaluations in the decision-making process. The CDSS is incremental and
adaptive, aiming to consolidate flexible and evolving networks of relationships, and is open
to productive dialogue among the actors and users based on multi-dimensional values.
The degree of uncertainty that characterises this type of process makes the replicability of
the experience complex, due to the variability of the choices that can be made; the type of
subjects involved, which affects the quality of the experience; the finding and quantity of
human and economic resources to support the process; and the management of the time in
which the experience takes place are some components that influence the process and its
results. The definition of a methodological framework with objectives, timeframes, and
basic criteria from which to start and to share from the beginning with the community is a
necessary effort. It is equally essential to foresee a more accurate monitoring phase able to
detect the levels of empowerment and generativity of the communities activated around
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the individual projects to be able to deduce from time to time new possible criteria from
the local scale that can integrate into the CCCM framework.

The mission “Hack the City” identified new functions for the Salerno historic centre,
and combined traditional local uses with innovative management models, additionally
supported by ICT users including inhabitants and the wider virtual community that follows
the Play ReCH activities on social networks.

Play ReCH could be a helpful shared cultural production and co-evaluation approach
for monitoring cultural creative cities at the neighbourhood scale by hybridising different
disciplines, people, and values within a continuous process of planning, assessment,
production, and monitoring towards “open innovation”.

The research that follows up could test “cultural welfare” [106] indicators set at
the neighbourhood scale, able to enhance local peculiarities (cultural, environmental,
social, and economic) through an approach that considers “platform spaces” [107], and
ICT as “open community innovation places” for culture-led development [108]. Such a
welfare model becomes a driver of new “hybrid” production [109] for cultural heritage as a
transformative potential for urban regeneration. One of the most relevant potentials is the
relational systems embedded in cultural places and activities, where authentic participatory
experiences can be lived, managing the challenge of putting creative, community-led, and
culture-led strategies into practice at a local scale.

Author Contributions: The authors jointly conceived and developed the approach and decided on
the overall objective and structure of the paper. Conceptualisation, M.C. and G.D.; methodology,
M.C., G.D., L.L.R. and S.P.; case study analysis, G.D. and L.L.R.; validation, M.C. and G.D.; formal
analysis, G.D. and S.P.; investigation, G.D. and L.L.R.; resources, G.D. and L.L.R.; data curation,
L.L.R. and G.D.; writing—original draft preparation, M.C., G.D., L.L.R. and S.P.; writing—review
and editing, M.C., G.D., L.L.R. and SP; visualization, L.L.R. and G.D.; supervision, M.C. All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The Play ReCH tool is a Blam team project (https://playrech.com/; accessed on
10 July 2020) funded by the “Welfare Che Impresa!” grant thanks to the support of SNAM foundation.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Council of Europe. Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society; Faro: Lake Mary, FL, USA,

2005.
2. European Commission. EUROPE 2020 A Strategy for Smart, Sustainable and Inclusive Growth; European Commission: Brussels,

Belgium, 2010.
3. European Commission. Council Conclusions on Participatory Governance of Cultural Heritage; European Commission: Brussels,

Belgium, 2018.
4. European Commission. Supporting Cultural and Creative Sectors, Cultural and Creative Industries (CCIs) and Related Ecosystems;

European Commission: Brussels, Belgium, 2018.
5. Montalto, V.; Tacao Moura, C.J.; Alberti, V.; Panella, F.; Saisana, M. The Cultural and Creative Cities Monitor: 2019 Edition; EUR

29797 EN; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2019; ISBN 978-92-76-08807-3.
6. UNESCO. Thematic Indicators for Culture in the 2030 Agenda; UNESCO: Paris, France, 2019.
7. Bottero, M.; Oppio, A.; Bonardo, M.; Quaglia, G. Hybrid evaluation approaches for urban regeneration processes of landfills and

industrial sites: The case of the Kwun Tong area in Hong Kong. Land Use Policy 2019, 82, 585–594. [CrossRef]
8. Cerreta, M.; Daldanise, G. Community branding (Co-bra): A collaborative decision making process for urban regeneration. In

Computational Science and Its Applications—ICCSA 2017; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2017; Volume 10406, ISBN 9783319623979.
9. Cerreta, M.; Giovene di Girasole, E. Towards Heritage Community Assessment: Indicators Proposal for the Self-Evaluation in

Faro Convention Network Process. Sustainability 2020, 12, 9862. [CrossRef]

https://playrech.com/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.12.017
http://doi.org/10.3390/su12239862


Sustainability 2021, 13, 11877 19 of 22

10. Krogstrup, H.K.; Mortensen, N.M. The fifth evaluation wave: Are we ready to co-evaluate. In Processual Perspectives on the
Co-Production Turn in Public Sector Organizations; IGI Global: Hershey, PA, USA, 2021; pp. 59–78.

11. Tisdall, A. Collaborative decision making. In Proceedings of the Advanced ATM Symposium and Workshops, Montréal, QC,
Canada, 4–6 December 2013.

12. Wilson, M.A. Collaborative decision making: Building consensus group decisions for project success. In Proceedings of the
Project Management Institute Global Congress, North America, Baltimore, MD, USA, 25 September 2003; pp. 1–7.

13. Ennis, N.; Douglass, G. Culture and regeneration–what Evidence Ss There of a Link and How Can It Be Measured, GLAEconomics,
Working Paper 48. 2011. Available online: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/wp-
48_0.pdf (accessed on 6 July 2021).

14. Evans, G. Measure for measure: Evaluating the evidence of culture’s contribution to regeneration. Urban Stud. 2005, 42, 959–983.
[CrossRef]

15. Evans, G.; Shaw, P. The Contribution of Culture to Regeneration in the UK: A Review of Evidence: A Report to the Department for Culture
Media and Sport; London Metropolitan University: London, UK, 2004; Volume 4.

16. Mooney, G. Cultural policy as urban transformation? Critical reflections on Glasgow, European City of Culture 1990. Local Econ.
2004, 19, 327–340. [CrossRef]

17. Miles, S.; Paddison, R. Introduction: The rise and rise of culture-led urban regeneration. Urban Stud. 2005, 42, 833–839. [CrossRef]
18. Paddison, R. City marketing, image reconstruction and urban regeneration. Urban Stud. 1993, 30, 339–349. [CrossRef]
19. Miles, S. Consuming culture-led regeneration: The rise and fall of the democratic urban experience. Sp. Polity 2020, 24, 210–224.

[CrossRef]
20. Cerreta, M.; Rocca, L. La urban regeneration processes and social impact: A literature review to explore the role of evaluation. In

Proceedings of the International Conference on Computational Science and Its Applications, Cagliari, Italy, 13 September 2021;
Springer: Cham, Switzerland; pp. 167–182.

21. Bannister, J.; Kearns, A. The function and foundations of urban tolerance: Encountering and engaging with difference in the city.
Urban Stud. 2013, 50, 2700–2717. [CrossRef]

22. Mercer, C. Cultural Planning for Urban Development and Creative Cities; Report of the Council of Europe. Self-published Manuscript;
Council of Europe: Brussels, Belgium, 2006.

23. Ward, J. Report on the Role of Intercultural Dialogue, Cultural Diversity and Education in Promoting EU Fundamental Values.
2015. Available online: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/A-8-2015-0373_EN.html (accessed on 6 July 2021).

24. Council of Europe. Community-Led Urban Strategies in Historic Towns (COMUS) Communities at the Heart of Heritage Governance;
Council of Europe: Strasburgo, France, 2017.

25. Bianchi, M. Renewing the city through public participation and cultural activities. The case study of Gillet square, a community-
led urban regeneration project. J. Entrep. Organ. Divers. 2019, 8, 21. [CrossRef]

26. Tajtáková, M.; Olejárová, M. Creative Cities and Knowledge Management Approach to Culture-Based Urban Regeneration in
Slovakia: A Model. Commun. Lett. Univ. Zilina 2021, 23, G25–G37. [CrossRef]

27. García, B. Cultural policy and urban regeneration in Western European cities: Lessons from experience, prospects for the future.
Local Econ. 2004, 19, 312–326. [CrossRef]

28. Florida, R. The Rise of the Creative Class, and How It is Transforming Work, Leisure, Community and Everyday Life; Perseus Book Group:
New York, NY, USA, 2002.

29. Concilio, G.; Karimi, M.; Rössl, L. Complex Projects and Transition-Driven Evaluation: The Case of the easyRights European
Project. Sustainability 2021, 13, 2343. [CrossRef]

30. Cerreta, M.; Daldanise, G.; Di Lauro, P.; La Rocca, L. Collaborative decision-making processes for cultural heritage enhancement:
The play ReCH platform. In Systems of Systems-Engineering, Modeling, Simulation and Analysis; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2020; pp.
1–30.

31. World Commission. Report of the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our Common Future; UN: San Francisco, CA,
USA, 1987; Volume 10.

32. Swain, C.; Tait, M. The crisis of trust and planning. Plan. Theory Pract. 2007, 8, 229–247. [CrossRef]
33. MacCallum, D.; Moulaert, F.; Hillier, J.; Vicari, S.H. Social Innovation and Territorial Development; MacCallum, D., Moulaert, F.,

Hillier, J., Vicari Haddock, S., Eds.; Ashgate Publishing, Ltd.: Farnham, UK, 2009; ISBN 0754672336.
34. Hartley, J.; Sørensen, E.; Torfing, J. Collaborative innovation: A viable alternative to market competition and organisational

entrepreneurship. Public Adm. Rev. 2013, 73, 821–830. [CrossRef]
35. Mukhtar-Landgren, D.; Kronsell, A.; Voytenko Palgan, Y.; von Wirth, T. Municipalities as enablers in urban experimentation. J.

Environ. Policy Plan. 2019, 21, 718–733. [CrossRef]
36. ENoLL (European Network of Living Labs). Available online: https://enoll.org/ (accessed on 30 July 2021).
37. Fuglsang, L.; Hansen, A.V. Framing improvements of public innovation in a living lab context: Processual learning, restrained

space and democratic engagement. Res. Policy 2022, 51, 104390. [CrossRef]
38. Trischler, J.; Pervan, S.J.; Kelly, S.J.; Scott, D.R. The value of co-design: The effect of customer involvement in service design teams.

J. Serv. Res. 2018, 21, 75–100. [CrossRef]
39. Gemser, G.; Perks, H. Co-creation with customers: An evolving innovation research field. J. Prod. Innov. Manag. 2015, 32, 660–665.

[CrossRef]

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/wp-48_0.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/wp-48_0.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500107102
http://doi.org/10.1080/0269094042000286837
http://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500107508
http://doi.org/10.1080/00420989320080331
http://doi.org/10.1080/13562576.2020.1775573
http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098013477705
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/A-8-2015-0373_EN.html
http://doi.org/10.5947/jeod.2019.001
http://doi.org/10.26552/com.C.2021.4.G25-G37
http://doi.org/10.1080/0269094042000286828
http://doi.org/10.3390/su13042343
http://doi.org/10.1080/14649350701324458
http://doi.org/10.1111/puar.12136
http://doi.org/10.1080/1523908X.2019.1672525
https://enoll.org/
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2021.104390
http://doi.org/10.1177/1094670517714060
http://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12279


Sustainability 2021, 13, 11877 20 of 22

40. Sanders, E.-N. Generative tools for co-designing. In Collaborative Design; Scrivener, S., Ball, L., Woodcock, A., Eds.; Springer:
London, UK, 2000; pp. 3–12.

41. Schot, J.; Geels, F.W. Strategic niche management and sustainable innovation journeys: Theory, findings, research agenda, and
policy. Technol. Anal. Strateg. Manag. 2008, 20, 537–554. [CrossRef]

42. Dell’Era, C.; Landoni, P. Living lab: A methodology between user-centred design and participatory design. Creat. Innov. Manag.
2014, 23, 137–154. [CrossRef]

43. Ballon, P.; Schuurman, D. Living labs: Concepts, tools and cases. Info 2015, 17. [CrossRef]
44. Evans, P.; Schuurman, D.; Ståhlbröst, A.; Vervoort, K.; Living Lab Methodology Handbook. U4IoT Consort. 2017. Available

online: https://zenodo.org/record/1146321#.YXal9hx8JPY (accessed on 6 July 2021).
45. Compagnucci, L.; Spigarelli, F.; Coelho, J.; Duarte, C. Living Labs and user engagement for innovation and sustainability. J. Clean.

Prod. 2021, 289, 125721. [CrossRef]
46. Greve, K.; Leminen, S.; De Vita, R.; Westerlund, M. Unveiling the diversity of scholarly debate on living labs: A bibliometric

approach. Int. J. Innov. Manag. 2020, 24, 2040003. [CrossRef]
47. Haug, N.; Mergel, I. Public Value Co-Creation in Living Labs—Results from Three Case Studies. Adm. Sci. 2021, 11, 74. [CrossRef]
48. Chesbrough, H.; Vanhaverbeke, W.; West, J. Open Innovation: Researching a New Paradigm; Oxford University Press on Demand:

Oxford, UK, 2006; ISBN 0199290725.
49. Almirall, E.; Lee, M.; Wareham, J. Mapping living labs in the landscape of innovation methodologies. Technol. Innov. Manag. Rev.

2012, 2, 12–18. [CrossRef]
50. Mulder, I.; Velthausz, D.; Kriens, M. The living labs harmonisation cube: Communicating living lab’s essentials. Electron. J. Virtual

Organ. Netw. 2008, 10, 1–14.
51. Nesti, G. Living labs: A new tool for co-production? In Proceedings of the International conference on Smart and Sustainable

Planning for Cities and Regions, Bolzano/Bozen, Italy, 19 November 2015; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2015; pp. 267–281.
52. Forester, J. Beyond dialogue to transformative learning: How deliberative rituals encourage political judgment in community

planning processes. In Political Dialogue; Brill: Leiden, The Netherlands, 1996.
53. Dochy, F.; Segers, M.; Sluijsmans, D. The Use of Self-, Peer and Co-assessment in Higher Education: A review. Stud. High. Educ.

1999, 24, 331–350. [CrossRef]
54. Tessaro, F. La Valutazione dei Processi Formativi; Armando Editore: Roma, Italy, 1997; ISBN 8871447069.
55. Guba, E.G.; Lincoln, Y.S. Fourth Generation Evaluation; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1989.
56. Zamagni, S.; Sacco, P. Teoria Economica e Relazioni Interpersonali; Il Mulino: Bologna, Italy, 2006.
57. Ferilli, G.; Sacco, P.L.; Blessi, G.T. Cities as creative hubs: From instrumental to functional values of culture-led local development.

In Sustainable City and Creativity: Promoting Creative Urban Initiatives; Fusco Girard, L., Nijkamp, P., Eds.; Ashgate Publishing, Ltd.:
Farnham, UK, 2012; pp. 110–124.

58. Ferilli, G.; Sacco, P.L.; Tavano Blessi, G.; Forbici, S. Power to the people: When culture works as a social catalyst in urban
regeneration processes (and when it does not). Eur. Plan. Stud. 2017, 25, 241–258. [CrossRef]

59. Van Der Meer, F.-B.; Edelenbos, J. Evaluation in multi-actor policy processes: Accountability, learning and co-operation. Evaluation
2006, 12, 201–218. [CrossRef]

60. Panaro, S. Landscape Co-Evaluation. Approcci Valutativi Adattivi per la Cocreatività Territoriale e l’innovazione Locale. Ph.D.
Thesis, University of Naples Federico II, Naples, Italy, 2015.

61. Cerreta, M.; Panaro, S. From perceived values to shared values: A multi-stakeholder spatial decision analysis (M-SSDA) for
resilient landscapes. Sustainability 2017, 9, 1113. [CrossRef]

62. Cerreta, M.; Elefante, A.; La Rocca, L. A Creative Living Lab for the Adaptive Reuse of the Morticelli Church: The SSMOLL
Project. Sustainability 2020, 12, 10561. [CrossRef]

63. Núñez-Barriopedro, E.; Cuesta-Valiño, P.; Penelas-Leguía, A. Co-evaluation, hetero-evaluation and self-evaluation in the area
of marketing and market research. In Proceedings of the Edulearn 18. 10th International Conference on Education and New
Learning Technology, Palma, Spain, 2–4 July 2018; IATED Academy: Valencia, Spain; Volume 18, pp. 3443–3448.

64. Paskaleva, K.; Cooper, I. Open innovation and the evaluation of internet-enabled public services in smart cities. Technovation 2018,
78, 4–14. [CrossRef]

65. House, E.R.; Howe, K.R. Deliberative democratic evaluation. New Dir. Eval. 2000, 85, 3–12. [CrossRef]
66. Moreno Pires, S.; Magee, L.; Holden, M. Learning from community indicators movements: Towards a citizen-powered urban

data revolution. Environ. Plan. C Polit. Sp. 2017, 35, 1304–1323. [CrossRef]
67. Fischer, G.; Scharff, E.; Ye, Y. Fostering social creativity by increasing social capital. In Social Capital and Information Technology;

MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004; pp. 355–399.
68. Kenter, J.O.; Reed, M.S.; Fazey, I. The deliberative value formation model. Ecosyst. Serv. 2016, 21, 194–207. [CrossRef]
69. Cerreta, M.; Panaro, S. Deliberative Spatial Multi-Criteria Evaluation (DSM-CE): Forming shared cultural values. In Proceedings

of the International Conference on Computational Science and Its Applications, Trieste, Italy, 3 July 2017; Springer: Cham,
Switzerland, 2017; pp. 747–763.

70. Nonaka, I.; Konno, N. The concept of “Ba”: Building a foundation for knowledge creation. Calif. Manage. Rev. 1998, 40, 40–54.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/09537320802292651
http://doi.org/10.1111/caim.12061
http://doi.org/10.1108/info-04-2015-0024
https://zenodo.org/record/1146321#.YXal9hx8JPY
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.125721
http://doi.org/10.1142/S1363919620400034
http://doi.org/10.3390/admsci11030074
http://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/603
http://doi.org/10.1080/03075079912331379935
http://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1259397
http://doi.org/10.1177/1356389006066972
http://doi.org/10.3390/su9071113
http://doi.org/10.3390/su122410561
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.07.003
http://doi.org/10.1002/ev.1157
http://doi.org/10.1177/2399654417691512
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2016.09.015
http://doi.org/10.2307/41165942


Sustainability 2021, 13, 11877 21 of 22

71. Aboelata, M.J.; Ersoylu, L.; Cohen, L. Community engagement in design and planning. In Making Healthy Places; Island Press:
Washington, DC, USA, 2011; pp. 287–302.

72. Hashagen, S. Models of Community Engagement; Scottish Community Development Centre Glasgow: Glasgow, UK, 2002.
73. Community Planning Toolkit—Community Engagement. Community Places. 2014. Available online: https://www.

communityplanningtoolkit.org/sites/default/files/Engagement.pdf (accessed on 6 July 2021).
74. Sarkissian, W.; Hurford, D.; Wenman, C. Creative Community Planning: Transformative Engagement Methods for Working at the Edge;

Earthscan: London, UK, 2010; ISBN 1849774730.
75. Anderson, J.; Chung, Y.-C. Finding a voice: Arts-based creativity in the community languages classroom. Int. J. Biling. Educ.

Biling. 2011, 14, 551–569. [CrossRef]
76. Wates, N. The Community Planning Handbook: How People can Shape Their Cities, Towns & Villages in Any Part of the World; Routledge:

Oxfordshire, UK, 2014; ISBN 1317907701.
77. United Nations. Transforming our World: The 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; UN: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2015.
78. Wylie, S.A.; Jalbert, K.; Dosemagen, S.; Ratto, M. Institutions for civic technoscience: How critical making is transforming

environmental research. Inf. Soc. 2014, 30, 116–126. [CrossRef]
79. Hou, H.T.; Li, M.C. Evaluating multiple aspects of a digital educational problem-solving-based adventure game. Comput. Human

Behav. 2014, 30, 29–38. [CrossRef]
80. Armstrong, M.B.; Landers, R.N. An Evaluation of Gamified Training: Using Narrative to Improve Reactions and Learning. Simul.

Gaming 2017, 48, 513–538. [CrossRef]
81. Pasin, F.; Giroux, H. The impact of a simulation game on operations management education. Comput. Educ. 2011, 57, 1240–1254.

[CrossRef]
82. Majuri, J.; Koivisto, J.; Hamari, J. Gamification of education and learning: A review of empirical literature. In Proceedings of the

2nd International GamiFIN Conference, Pori, Finland, 21–23 May 2018; Volume 2186, pp. 11–19.
83. Hamari, J.; Koivisto, J.; Sarsa, H. Does Gamification Work?—A Literature Review of Empirical Studies on Gamification. In

Proceedings of the 2014 47th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Waikoloa, HI, USA, 6–9 January 2014.
84. European Union. Cultural Gems: A Free, Open-Source Web App for European Cities. Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/

sites/default/files/cultural-gems-leaflet.pdf (accessed on 6 July 2021).
85. Ishizaka, A.; Nemery, P. Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis: Methods and Software; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2013; ISBN

1118644913.
86. Cerreta, M.; Panaro, S.; Poli, G. A knowledge-based approach for the implementation of a SDSS in the Partenio Regional Park

(Italy). In Proceedings of the International Conference on Computational Science and Its Applications, Beijing, China, 4 July 2016;
Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 111–124.

87. Munda, G. Multicriteria Evaluation in a Fuzzy Environment: Theory and Applications in Ecological Economics; Springer Science &
Business Media: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2012; ISBN 364249997X.

88. Nijkamp, P.; Rietveld, P.; Voogd, H. Multicriteria Evaluation in Physical Planning; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2013;
Volume 185, ISBN 1483290824.

89. Coppock, P.; Ferri, G. Serious urban games. From play in the city to play for the city. In Media and the City. Urbanism, Technology
and Communication; Cambridge Scholars Publishing: Newcastle upon Tyne, UK, 2013; ISBN 9781443849432.

90. Thiel, S.K.; Lehner, U. Exploring the effects of game elements in m-participation. In Proceedings of the 2015 British HCI
Conference, Tallin, Estonia, 13 July 2015; pp. 65–73. [CrossRef]

91. Shkabatur, J. Interactive community mapping: Between empowerment and effectiveness. In Closing the Feedback Loop: Can
Technology Bridge the Accountability Gap? Gigler, B.-S., Bailur, S., Eds.; The World Bank: Washington, DC, USA, 2014; pp. 71–106.

92. Smith, G.; Wales, C. Citizens’ juries and deliberative democracy. Polit. Stud. 2000, 48, 51–65. [CrossRef]
93. Proctor, W.; Drechsler, M. Deliberative multicriteria evaluation. Environ. Plan. C Gov. Policy 2006, 24, 169–190. [CrossRef]
94. Fusco Girard, L.; Nijkamp, P. Le Valutazioni per lo Sviluppo Sostenibile Della Città e del Territorio; FrancoAngeli: Milan, Italy, 1997;

Volume 74, ISBN 8846401824.
95. Foth, M.; Bajracharya, B.; Brown, R.; Hearn, G. The Second Life of urban planning? Using NeoGeography tools for community

engagement. J. Locat. based Serv. 2009, 3, 97–117. [CrossRef]
96. Gray, D.; Brown, S.; Macanufo, J. Gamestorming: A Playbook for Innovators, Rulebreakers, and Changemakers; O’Reilly Media, Inc.:

Newton, MA, USA, 2010.
97. Chambers, R. Participatory Workshops: A Sourcebook of 21 Sets of Ideas and Activities; Earthscan: London, UK, 2002; ISBN 1853838624.
98. Aslin, H.; Brown, V. Towards Whole of Community Engagement: A Practical Toolkit; Murray-Darling Basin Commission: Canberra,

Australia, 2004; ISBN 1876830603.
99. Dixon, J. Community stories and indicators for evaluating community development. Community Dev. J. 1995, 30, 327–336.

[CrossRef]
100. Hemment, D.; Woods, M.; Appadoo, V.; Bui, L. Community Key Performance Indicators (Community KPIs) for the IoT and Smart

Cities; Future Everything: Manchester, UK, 2016. Available online: https://futureeverything.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/
Community-KPIs-report.pdf (accessed on 6 July 2021).

https://www.communityplanningtoolkit.org/sites/default/files/Engagement.pdf
https://www.communityplanningtoolkit.org/sites/default/files/Engagement.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2010.537742
http://doi.org/10.1080/01972243.2014.875783
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2013.07.052
http://doi.org/10.1177/1046878117703749
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2010.12.006
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/default/files/cultural-gems-leaflet.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/jrc/sites/default/files/cultural-gems-leaflet.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1145/2783446.2783587
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.00250
http://doi.org/10.1068/c22s
http://doi.org/10.1080/17489720903150016
http://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/30.4.327
https://futureeverything.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Community-KPIs-report.pdf
https://futureeverything.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Community-KPIs-report.pdf


Sustainability 2021, 13, 11877 22 of 22

101. Weaver, L.; Born, P.; Whaley, D. Approaches to Measuring Community Change Indicators; Tamarack: Waterloo, ON, Canada, 2010.
102. Dovarch, B.; Tedeschi, L.F. Co-mapping e GIS: Codificare il racconto dello spazio. Arch. Di Studi Urbani E Regionali. 2019, 152,

68–93. [CrossRef]
103. Cerreta, M. Thinking through complex values. In Making Strategies in Spatial Planning: Knowledge and Values; Cerreta, M., Concilio,

G., Monno, V., Eds.; Springer Science & Business Media: Dordrecht, The Netherlands, 2010; pp. 381–404.
104. Project for Public Spaces Eric Reynolds, Master of Low-Cost, High-Return Public Space Interventions in London and NYC.

Available online: https://www.pps.org/article/eric-reynolds-master-of-low-cost-high-return-public-space-interventions-in-
london-and-nyc#:~{}:text=\T1\textquotedblleftLighter%2Cquicker%2C_cheaper%3A (accessed on 8 June 2020).

105. Schön, D.A. The Reflective Turn: Case Studies in and on Educational Practice; Teachers College Press: New York, NY, USA, 1991;
Volume 131.

106. Cicerchia, A.; Rossi Ghiglione, A.; Seia, C. Welfare Culturale. Available online: https://www.treccani.it/magazine/atlante/
cultura/Welfare.html (accessed on 11 June 2020).

107. Tricarico, L.; Jones, Z.M.; Daldanise, G. Platform Spaces: When culture and the arts intersect territorial development and social
innovation, a view from the Italian context. J. Urban Aff. 2020. [CrossRef]

108. Sacco, P.; Ferilli, G.; Blessi, G.T. Understanding culture-led local development: A critique of alternative theoretical explanations.
Urban Stud. 2014, 51, 2806–2821. [CrossRef]

109. Venturi, P.; Zandonai, F. Imprese Ibride: Modelli D’innovazione Sociale per Rigenerare Valori; Egea: Milano, Italy, 2016; ISBN
882387873X.

http://doi.org/10.3280/ASUR2019-125004
https://www.pps.org/article/eric-reynolds-master-of-low-cost-high-return-public-space-interventions-in-london-and-nyc#:~{}:text=\T1\textquotedblleft Lighter%2Cquicker%2C_cheaper%3A
https://www.pps.org/article/eric-reynolds-master-of-low-cost-high-return-public-space-interventions-in-london-and-nyc#:~{}:text=\T1\textquotedblleft Lighter%2Cquicker%2C_cheaper%3A
https://www.treccani.it/magazine/atlante/cultura/Welfare.html
https://www.treccani.it/magazine/atlante/cultura/Welfare.html
http://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2020.1808007
http://doi.org/10.1177/0042098013512876

	Introduction 
	Collaborative Approaches for Cultural and Creative Cities 
	Materials and Methods: The Play ReCH Approach 
	The Case Study Context 
	The Results: “Hack the City Salerno” Mission 
	Discussion and Conclusions 
	References

