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Benchmarking Smart Cities’ IoT 
Deployment 

By Sophie Vallet Chevillard, inno group, leader of the benchmarking workpackage of the PROBE-IT 

project.  

Sophie Vallet Chevillard is senior consultant at inno, a consultancy company for innovation based 

economic development. She has been involved for many years in the evaluation of public policy 

supporting programmes for local, regional and national public authorities as well as the European 

Commission. She is leading the benchmarking workpackage of the PROBE-IT project. 

The aim of this presentation is to present the results and findings of the Benchmarking of smart cities 

that was undertaken in the context of the European Project PROBE-IT.  

Introduction to PROBE-IT 
For more details, please visit the website of the project: www.probe-it.eu  

PROBE-IT is a European project with duration of two years with the aim of supporting exploitation of 

European research advances in IoT deployments. The project is needed in order to ensure 

interoperability and acceptance of validated IoT solutions in a global context to avoid unnecessary 

competitions and overlaps. As a result, PROBE-IT focuses on analyzing existing and ongoing 

worldwide deployments in different perspectives, filling the needs of policy makers, deployments 

drivers, technology providers and users. 

The picture below is the “ID card” of the project. The project has an international coverage and 

comprises ten international partners from China, Brazil and Africa.  

 

Figure 1: PROBE-IT ID Card 

http://www.probe-it.eu/
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Mission 

PROBE-IT addresses three different areas: 

 benchmarking of IoT deployments to provide stakeholders with decision tools aimed at 

identifying the best options when deploying or using IoT; 

 guidelines for stakeholders to plan IoT roll-out ; 

 Testing roadmap and solutions to provide stakeholders with elements to validate 

technologies conformance and interoperability. 

The two pictures below present the overall approach of the project, and its three missions. The 

project proposes a “toolkit” to stakeholders in order to enable them to deploy IoT solutions on a 

large scale.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The rest of the presentation will focus on the third tool: the benchmarking of IoT deployments, which 

was applied to the case of Smart Cities during the project.  

The presentation will firstly focus on a quick presentation of the benchmarking framework which was 

designed and secondly on the findings and results of the benchmarking.  

The benchmarking framework 
The reasoning behind developing a benchmarking framework are driven by the fact that when you 

deploy IoT on a large scale ( for instance in the context of smart cities) various issues both technical 

and non-technical are still encountered.  Up scaling requires a better understanding and assessment 

of the actual benefits of IoT Deployments; benchmarking would answer these questions. In the 

context of PROBE-IT, the benchmarking had two principal objectives: firstly, to answer the questions 

stakeholders may have regarding their deployment activities and secondly, to provide them with a 

Figure 2: general approach of the project 
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benchmarking framework, which would allow further uses during the ongoing process of 

deployment.  

The benchmarking framework designed in the project used a classical public policies and 

programmes evaluation model as a starting point. The vision behind, being to propose a tool to 

stakeholders which would allow them to make an informed decision by providing them with all the 

information order for them to be able to compare, evaluate and assess the actual benefit of IoT 

deployment, whatever their application field and own characteristics are. Moreover, the 

benchmarking framework has been designed as a decision making tool based on comparison in order 

to identify good practices related to the implementation, to learn from other experiences, but also as 

a self evaluation tool to produce a judgment about what a deployment is actually producing in terms 

of effects and impacts. 

The components of the benchmarking framework 

1- Four different stakeholders have been 

selected as relevant in the context of 

IoT deployment, as depicted in the 

figure on the right. These four 

categories of stakeholders have been 

selected for their role in the 

deployment process as well as their 

interest in benchmarking IoT 

deployment which could differ from 

one stakeholder to another. 

Policy makers:  they have the power to 

influence or determine policies and 

practices at an international, national, 

regional, or local level. They may 

influence the deployment of IoT and even 

be the initiator of such deployment as for instance City Councils in the context of smart 

cities. However policy makers in charge of defining research roadmaps at national or 

transnational (i.e. European) level could also have an interest in benchmarking.  

Technology providers: they develop, integrate and sell the technologies required to set-up 

IoT services. This encompasses the whole chain from technology development (academic and 

industrial research and technological development) to the industries in charge of the 

effective deployment. They could also play the role of initiator to deploy technological 

solutions into cities, for instance through agreements with the city councils, or using their 

own premises (such as technology room for telecom operators).  

Services providers: They are organizations who provide goods, facilities or services during 

the IoT deployment exploitation phase. These organizations include the usual 

communications service, data management service or processing service but can extend to 

the managers of public amenities such as stations (bus/railway), car parks, leisure centres, 

buildings, etc. who would operate the service by themselves.  

Figure 3: stakeholders taken into account 
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Users / citizens: Finally, the end users are citizens in the context of smart cities, who are the 

beneficiaries of the promises of IoT should also be taken into account as they are the people 

who enable IoT services to become real. They are also in the center of big issues regarding 

data privacy and securities that should be examined at the beginning of the deployment 

process as part of key success factor for the uses of smart cities services.  

 

2- Regarding the dimensions retained to describe IoT deployments, a set of five dimensions 

and two transversal dimensions has been designed as depicted in the figure below.  

These dimensions aim at covering both technological and non technological aspects, and also 

to capture the general characteristic of the deployments (in terms of applications fields for 

instance, but also the deployment stage and all other information needed to make relevant a 

comparison among deployments). It is not the place here to describe in details the 

dimensions and their associated metrics. The reader interested in having more information 

on the benchmarking framework could find a lot of details on the website and download the 

deliverables: http://www.probe-it.eu/?page_id=1036 

Applying the benchmarking framework to smart cities 
After this first step which consisted of designing the benchmarking framework, it was tested and 

applied to more than ten different IoT deployments worldwide. It was then applied in the context of 

smart cities as they are the most appropriate examples will which fit our requirements in term of 

large experimentations, large scale and multi-stakeholders process. A large number of pilot 

deployments may exist, but only in testbeds or living labs, and we really wanted to gather 

information on real field initiatives.  

 

 

 

Figure 4: benchmakring framework dimensions 

http://www.probe-it.eu/?page_id=1036
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The picture on the right depicts the 

process used. The cities chosen were 

mainly related to the partners 

involved into the project. The process 

was an empirical one with no ambition 

to reflect all the initiatives of smart 

cities that may exist. Thus, the 

selection of the cities was done mainly 

through pragmatic means based on  

contacts of partners. Nevertheless, the 

international coverage (Brazil, Europe, 

China and Africa) offers a unique 

vision of what is currently done and 

how the concept of smart cities is 

made concrete in the different corners 

of the earth. To gather information on the 

different selected cases, interviews were conducted with key stakeholders and in particular the 

initiators of the deployment. Mainly two categories of stakeholders were interviewed: the policy 

makers and the technological providers. The objective of these interviews was first to accumulate 

knowledge based on their experiences from current deployments: what is done in the context of 

smart cities in terms of planning, testing, running IoT deployment and IoT based services? The 

second objective was to collect the vision of the stakeholders about the questions and issues they 

are encountering and they would like to get solve, but also what they are considering as key success 

factors.  

Main findings from smart cities benchmarking 

This chapter presents the main findings coming from the analysis of interviews and data collected 

about the 10 cases studied.  

Characterization of IoT deployments in the context of smart cities 

The first observation that can be made is that currently, very few things concretely exist. In the large 

majority of cases, the process of deploying smart cities is still at the stage of “building a vision”. It is 

for instance the case for Barcelona or Manchester. Things are in planning and few initiatives are 

experimenting, but large and concrete smart cities that deliver services for citizens are really for now 

only a concept.  

Regarding the scope of experimentations, the interesting observation is that it concerns very 

different kinds of things. In some cases, technological aspects are tested, for instance in Santander, 

which is the more mature example and the closest to the reality. But non-technological aspects are 

also in experimentations, such as business model or the way value could be created through such 

deployments mainly linked with the production of data in the cities. In many cases, investments are 

done as part of a R&D investment, just to test in real conditions what was imagined in lab. This is in 

Figure 5: benchmarking process 
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particular the case for technological providers. However for now, the way the deployment could be 

sustainable and economically feasible are not addressed.  

Furthermore, the “opening data process” appears to be at the heart of many cases as a field of 

experimentation without clear sight about who will really take advantages of it and how.  

Finally, in the majority of cases, it is interesting to notice that these initiatives involve many 

stakeholders, and at least policy makers and technological providers. But services providers, and 

particularly the large amount of SMEs that could play an important role in providing innovative 

services to the city and citizens, are also indirect actors of the process. They are indeed in the heart 

of the vision pursued by policy makers, that want them to be the beneficiaries of such initiatives to 

exploit it, provides services, and support economic growth. But they are not playing a direct role in 

terms of initiating things to happen. On the contrary, the end-users and citizens seem for now out of 

the loop. The drivers are the cities themselves, not they inhabitants.  

The main rivers and objectives to implement smart cities 

Based on the analyses of the interviews, two main configurations emerge depending if the initiators 

for the smart city are on the policy makers’ side or on the technological providers’ side.  

For the policy makers, little importance is given to technological solutions which are left in the hands 

of technological providers. The main objectives are at a global level and concern citizens well-being 

(even this objective could be questioned, as the citizens themselves are not questioned to know 

what they may want), but more acutely the city attractiveness. IoT and smart cities are really 

perceived by the policy makers as an important source for job creation and economic growth for 

tomorrow. The cities seek to be made visible supporting cutting-edge technologies, and gain the 

image of being an innovative city, “the place to be”.  

These objectives are largely the one described by policy makers in the European context. Outside 

Europe, they are not the main drivers to deploy IoT, the main driver being instead related to monitor 

city resources and better manage their scarcity (for instance, in the Africa context, there is an 

important demand on IoT based solution to monitor and manage water). Of course, this objective of 

city resources monitoring is also announced on the European Level, but does not appear as being a 

driver in the same extent to deploy solution.  

Finally, the vision of the policy makers about their role in implementing smart cities is centered on 

three aspects:  

- Providing a trademark for techno/services providers 

- Co-funding projects or initiatives 

- Collection and supply of data on the city. This last point appears to take a large importance 

for many cities.  

For the technological providers, their main objectives observed though the interviews are for now 

related mainly to their R&D activities. There are acting with the cities on a win-win basis where 

deploying infrastructure into the city doesn’t represent an investment for the city, but in return 

technological providers have the opportunity to use the city as a sandbox or playground to 
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experiment and test their solution in real conditions. The vision behind such investment from the 

techno providers relies on the fact that they could take benefits and advantages of such 

experimentation by reproducing the same in another place. Moreover, it is a way for them to get a 

“foot in the door” in the city. Once the infrastructure and platform are in place, they aim to develop 

multiple-services on it. However this vision has so far failed to happen due in particular to the 

negotiation and agreements which must first take place with local authorities, as they have specific 

requirements and procedures. Using city’s infrastructures appears to be a big problem in some 

places; with administrative burden and conflicts of interest about activities carried out by internal 

city department until now. Furthermore, the market is for currently too immature to drive interests 

for other players to use the existing infrastructures for other services.  

Another way of experimentation is without the city policy makers, involving directly BtoB 

relationship, for instance between a telecom operator and a water provider to deploy smart meters. 

Such experimentations were also not so easy, in particular regarding the share of customer data. In 

the example we get for instance, it takes one year of discussion to determine whether the telecom 

operator could have a look to the consumers data of the water operators which was necessary to 

guarantee that the data collected are really coming from smart meters. But the water operators 

didn’t allow this, because it was its private data which could not be shared with another company. 

Finally a joint company between the telecom operator and the water operator was created (one year 

after) to solve this issue.  

Confronting the vision with the reality 

The different cases studies revealed that several issues were encountered by the stakeholders that 

impeded their initial vision to become true. The mentioned issues include:  

 Confronting the real services provided with the unreal expectations of the users. 

(Verbatim: “no need = no value = no return on investments”). This observation is based on 

the fact that often in the European cases, the cities are working quite well, providing citizens 

with necessary services and resources (electricity, water, heating…). Even if things could be 

done to improve the overall efficiency, there is no real need to break down all of what 

already exists, and the improvements are not really connected with concrete expectations. 

Moreover, a lot of questions – including those related to data – remain unsolved or cause 

conflicts of interest. This results in poorer services based for instance on non-conflicted but 

less usefully data. For instance, regarding the data on air pollution, it is not so straight 

forward for cities to make them available for their citizens, as it may imply the responsibility 

of the city in case of “bad results” and question it about the solution (or its absence) to solve 

the problem (No information = no problem?) 
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 The Data Puzzle.  The 

interviews reveal that 

data is at the heart of the 

main issues. The picture 

below illustrates the kind 

of questions behind data 

that get unsolved for 

now, and on which the 

different stakeholder 

don’t share a common 

view.  

 Resistance to change. In relation with the real services for unreal needs, interviews reveal 

also that implementing these new services suffer resistance to change. What a smart city is 

providing (or excepted to provide) is more or less the same as the “before-smart” city. 

Nevertheless, there are important disuption in terms of business model whereas not in 

services provided.  

 Unexpected effects. Finally, mainly from the technological providers’ points of view, 

deploying IoT solutions faced unexpected costs, mainly regarding the maintenance and the 

connectivity, which was not supposed to be to this extent. Moreover, lessons were learnt 

from experimentations about the value of data that is not intrinsic to the technology, but 

should be related to the value perceived by the user. So, the same technology should not 

necessarily be used for two different usages, even if the sensors and data are the same. For 

instance, in the case of water management, sensors that detect leaks have not the same 

importance for an individual in its apartment than for a water operator at city scale, because 

the price of the leak differs importantly between the two cases. So the techno (regarding its 

price, robustness and reliability) should be adapted. For instance, a smart meter has no clear 

value for an individual (the provider is more interested to implement such devices than the 

user itself) and so should be as less as expensive as possible because its price should be 

totally transparent for the user and included into its contract with its provider. On the 

contrary, on a city scale, the leak detection is really important for the water operator 

because leaks cost a lot, and should be fixed as quickly as possible. So they are ready to pay 

for technologies that reduce the laps of time to detect the leak and they expect robust and 

reliable solutions. So in both cases, the use case is the same: to detect leak, but the value of 

this detection is different and the proposed solution needs to be adapted accordingly.  

  

Figure 6: the data Puzzle: unsolved questions 
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Main findings on the three areas of technology and interoperability, Business model and Human 

Factors 

Three main topics were retained to organize the results of the benchmarks, because they appear to 

drive a lot of interests from stakeholders and are in the heart of the issues that may impede IoT and 

Smart cities to happen.  

Technology and Interoperability 

Regarding the choice of technology, observations are different depending on the category of 

stakeholders: 

 For the policy makers, in most of the cases, not much importance is given to technology, and 

they leave the choice of technology to the technological providers.  

 Regarding the technological providers, which was being met, is that there is no “killer 

technology”. All of the technological solutions have their pros and cons in terms of 

robustness, cost, ease of maintenance, etc. An interesting verbatim coming from a 

technological provider is that “nothing that works in lab worked actually in real conditions”.  

Regarding the interoperability issues, it appears that the techno layers are not seen to be an issue 

anymore (even if all is not necessarily fixed, as revealed at the interop events PROBE-IT organized) 

and standards are often used (ie Zigbee, M2M…). Nevertheless, interoperability issues appear on the 

data level: semantic interoperability issues. It is seen as an issue for many people because it impedes 

business interoperability between different actors. But different visions to solve this issue are 

proposed depending on the stakeholders and in relation to their own objective. For instance, policy 

makers mainly would prefer techno providers to follow open standards in order to allow other actors 

and especially SMEs to use them and make business on infrastructure and data deployed at city 

scale. On the other hand, technological providers, and especially the big actors such as IBM or Cisco 

aim at taking advantages by pushing their own standard and so control the flow and usage of data by 

providing ‘intelligent data’ to other players, including the city itself. In this scenario, all the raw data 

should therefore follow the same standard to be combined, analyzed and be made intelligent. But for 

now, beyond this dichotomy in terms of vision, the principal observation shows a lack of standards 

and the fact that it is currently very difficult to combine data from multi sources as well as to be 

interoperable with future systems.  

Business Model 

Business model aspects drive huge interests for all the stakeholders. It is one of the points where 

things are the less mature. The observations based on the interviews reveal that each stakeholder 

has its own vision, and for sure, a global and comprehensive scenario does not exist. “THE killer 

business Model is no yet born!” As depicted above, the policy makers and the technological 

providers are not in the same line, the former are fostering for ‘openess’ and multi companies 

benefits and the latter are fostering for multi-services.  

Furthermore, most of the city needs to face scarcity of funds, and arrangements should be fund 

between cities and big players. It is for instance the case for Barcelona. So the rules of game are 
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unclear and everchanging and the way the deployments are or will be done do not always follow the 

vision of one or another stakeholder.  

But what appears as being the main 

blocking point is related to the lack of 

‘business ecosystem’ and the absence for 

now of a shared ‘data value chain’ where 

the different players and the value flow are 

explicit and shared among all the players: 

who is paying for what? who is getting 

money for what?  

Based on the observations we made, the 

missing link appears to be between the 

large amount of data generated (or 

expected to be generated in a close future) 

and the value created by using this data in 

the form of aggregated or intelligent data to 

provide services.  We so propose a model of 

this missing link through an additional layer – 

data layer – between the infrastructure layer 

and the services layer, as shown in the figure on the right. Finally, the missing function in the value 

chain is related to a ‘data broker’ which links the raw data (and so the producers of data, the ones 

who deploy and exploit sensors network for instance) and the intelligent data (and so the players 

acting to organize the information and make it available by requests to the ones for want to produce 

services on it). This data broker could so act to organize a data market, fix prices between producers 

and users, etc.  

This model is a first approach and could be enriched with what may certainly exist in the world of ‘big 

data’. It nevertheless reflects the vision of the current stakeholders and we can see that stakeholders 

outside the IT or IoT world (for instance banks or insurers) could also play a role to organize this 

value chain and the business ecosystem.  

Human factors 

Finally, the last topic analyzed relies on human factors aspects. The interesting observation is that 

there is no observation!  Most of the people interviewed agreed on the importance that should be 

devoted to these aspects including privacy issues and security risks for end-users. But actually 

nothing is really done and the end-users are really few involved into the ongoing process about their 

needs and expectations as well as about their privacy and security. The only cases where the end 

users are involved are related to experimentations to push creativity for instance about services.  

Finally, some tentative of data regulation begin to emerge, but nothing really tangible and applicable 

exist for now.  

Conclusion 

Figure 7: data value chain 
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To conclude, this benchmark reveals that smart cities are still in their infancy and do not exist 

concretely for now. In particular, experimentations that are undertaken do not demonstrate that 

they could be sustainable in time. Among the issues that impede IoT and smart cities to realize what 

they promise, the following points should be highlighted:  

 There is a need to structure and organize an ecosystem by identifying the role of the 

different stakeholders, their value creation, their ROI, etc. 

 There is a need to express and share common « game rules » 

 There is a need to imply the end-users (citizens) at the beginning of the process to ensure 

their acceptance including on the privacy and security aspects.  
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Alessandro Bassi, Alessandro Bassi Consulting, alessandro@bassiconsulting.eu 
 

Smart Cities: Some (hopefully, smart) Considerations. 
 
1 Smart or dumb, what is a City? 
The definition of city diverges greatly between different countries and cultures. Generally, its 
administrative definition is based on the number of people living in a single commune. In France, the 
minimum number of people is 2000, while In Denmark, for instance, an agglomeration of 200 people 
is enough. As a matter of example, in Egypt we need 11000 people while in Japan 30000. 
 
In some cases a different concept is used. Urban Units have been defined taking into consideration 
a different parameter: the density of construction (not more than 200 meters between different 
buildings). 
We can already see that, before defining what a Smart City is, the notion of city itself does not have a 
unique administrative definition. Furthermore, the concept of city goes beyond its mere 
administrative domains, and evokes a way of living which is typical of a certain amount of population 
living in close proximity. 
 
Therefore, we prefer to use the adjective "urban" instead of "city", as it brings into the picture a 
specific set of cultures and a mentality, rather than a precise but not accurate numeric value. 
 
1.1 City growth 
The urban growth is a global phenomenon. We just need to look at the numbers, as they are 
provided by the UN, to understand the trend. In 1960, 1 billion people lived in cities; this number 
doubled in 1986, and reached 3.2 billion in 2005. SInce 2007, there are more people living in urban 
settlements than in rural areas. The forecast for 2030 is 5 billion people living in urban areas, with a 
yearly growth rate of 1.8% compared to 1% of the earth population. 
 
It is important to notice that the biggest part of this evolution is happening in the least developed 
regions of the world; while in 1975 there were only 815 urban areas, in 2005 the number jumped to 
2252, while in the most developed areas, the number in the same time range passed from 701 to 
898. 
 
1.2 Europe 
In Europe, the urbanisation trend is very important: more than 75% of the global population lives in 
towns, using 80% of resources and contributing 85% to the European GDP. 
 
Demographically speaking, when we refer to Europe as the old continent, we can see that the 
expression is rather correct. in 2009, the median age of the population was 40.6 years, and forecasts 
show that it should reach 47.9 in 2060. 
 
Until the 80, the demographic growth was mainly due to the rate of natural increase. However, the 
ratio is constantly decreasing since the the sixties, and the lowering birth rate and increasing life 
expectancy will directly translate into a sensible increase of the average age of the population. It is 
Figure 1: source: UN, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division possible to 
observe, though, that starting from the nineties, international migrations became the main cause of 
population growth. This factor can be a solution against the average ageing, with particular regards 
to issues related to the workforce, as most migrants are young adults. In 2010, 9.4% of the 
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population living in the EU was born outside, and by 2060 it’s expected that at least one third of the 
EU population will have an ancestor born outside Europe. 
 

2 Smart Cities and different theories 

A domain where the research is particularly active during this past few years is at the crossing 
between technology and society. The current world situation calls for a progressive but radical 
change. This evolution has been smoothened by the policies of the European Union, but today we 
see a quick acceleration of this trend because of economic and environmental concerns. The future 
of our towns is dependent to the way we will manage to work out the economic, social and 
environmental developments in synergy. 
Within this context, it seems interesting to state the ambitions of the EU for the coming decade. 
 
The strategy titled "Europe 2020" aims to revive the economy and is the development of a smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth. These priorities, which are mutually reinforcing, must allow the 
Union and its Member States to ensure high levels of employment, productivity, and social cohesion. 
This will be made possible by relying on greater coordination between national and European 
policies. In other words, each Member State will be required to follow the European directives and 
support the common objectives through a harmonization of local legislation. 
 
The main axes are the following: 
 

 Smart growth, developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation. Between now 
and 2020, an estimated 16 million more jobs will need a high level of qualification, while the 
low skilled asset demand is expected to fall to 12 million. The improvement of the initial 
training is paramount - as well as the means to acquire and develop new skills during a 
career. 

 

 Sustainable growth,, which promotes a better efficiency energetics as well as a greener and 
more competitive economy. 

 

 Inclusive growth, which supports high employment rate and a strong social and territorial 
cohesion. 

 
The targets for 2020 are: 

 Three quarters (75% ) of the population 20 to 64 years should be employed, (the average 
of the EU 27 is now 69 %). 

 

 Reduce the poverty rate of 25%, which means 20 million people out of poverty. 
 

 Reduce to less than 10% the population between 18 to 24 years leaving school without a 
diploma, and raise to at least 40% the percentage of the population between 30-34 years 
with a higher degree. 

 

 3% of European GDP invested in Research and Development, combining private and 
public sectors, which is a point higher than the current rate (compared to 2.6% of GDP 
invested in R & D in the USA and 3.4% in Japan ) 
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 objective "20/20/20" climate change , a 20% reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 
compared to 1990 levels, raising 20% the energy efficiency and reach 20% of energy 
production through renewable sources.  

 
This should allow the creation of 1 million jobs in Europe. 

 
These objectives are linked and, at least theoretically, they are reinforcing each other. Progress in 
education matters will improve the capabilities of the labor pool, reducing the risk of 
impoverishment. 
 
On top of it, the increase in the average skill level will fuel the growth of a knowledge economy based 
on innovation, research and development. The European economy will become more competitive, 
creating wealth and jobs, closing a virtuous circle. Moreover, we can expect a "green economy" 
making our societies more environmentally-friendly, and therefore more profitable, as the side 
effects of a development not following environmentally sustainable practices are likely to result in 
very expensive containment measures. 
 
One of the themes which is common to all these dimensions is technology. Much of the progress 
made in the recent past in the field of Information Technology and Communication (ICT) allow a 
holistic design for the city of the future, which is often linked to the concept of Smart City. Within the 
huge number of essays on this topic a few elements are recurring. They will serve as a basis for 
identifying key concepts of urban form of the future. 
 
In general way, the conceptualization of Smart Cities follows from what we explained earlier on. The 
economic and technological changes that relate to globalisation belong the fabric of this domain. 
Cities find themselves facing the need to combine economic competitiveness and urban 
development, in a sustainable manner and style, preserving - or by creating - an outstanding quality 
of life. The concept of Smart City brings together all major current concerns. 
 
However, we noticed a specific issue while studying this theme. The literature on this new city 
concept comes from engineers or urbanists, for the most part. In general, the humanities and social 
sciences seem not yet to have made this a thematic object of research. For instance, the following 
diagram, quite popular, is from the website "European Smart Cities". The research team was 
constituted by members of the regional centre of science of the Vienna University of Technology, the 
Institute for Research on housing, urban mobility and implanted in the university technology Delft 
and the Department of Geography of the university of Ljubljana. 
 
The basic model, found in many publications, promote a taxonomy with 6 domains, 31 subgroups, 
and 74 indicators. 
 
The result is a rather technocratic vision of the city, which is -at best- hard to apply. It is a holistic 
approach that pretends to understand everything and explain and master everything through a 
mathematical formula. However, understand and manage are two very different things: although 
knowledge and reason are the foundation of the modern world since the eighteenth century, the 
feeling is that this taxonomy goes too far in this direction. Science and its applications are supposed 
to give The Answer to everything. This assumption might not be fundamentally wrong if science was 
replaced by knowledge and wisdom; however, it’s impossible not to notice the return of a positivist 
conception with regards to analysis of the world aspects. The point is not to contest the importance 
that scientific observation and factual analysis can bring, but some recent research seem to have 
been published by a disciple of A Comte (1798-1857). It seems like the "hard science", where 
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everything can be quantified, and that define social laws as immutable, is taken as the cornerstone of 
every discussion and possible development. In this vision, the smart city concept goes between 
Supreme Theory and Abstracted Empiricism, two derivatives that CW Mills attributed to the 
sociology of the 1950s. The Supreme theory claims that purely formal studies can provide an 
analytical framework to the study of society. The abstract empiricism suggests that knowledge 
production is not based on a solid methodological basis, but on statistical results or surveys. This 
conceptual atrophy leads to forget or underestimate fundamental reflections that are sometimes the 
very essence of the studied object. 
 
It is possible to observe that in any city there are three distinct factors: 
 
1. Aspects that do not change, or evolve with a speed which is by far slower than human life. It’s the 
case of history, for instance, or geography, or climate. The Coliseum is in Rome; the Statue of Liberty 
in New York. The average rainfall in Tokyo in November is 100 mm; Marseille is on the sea and 
Stockholm is on an archipelago. Now, while in course of centuries this can change (Pisa, when 
founded, was on the sea, while today it’s around 10 Km from the coast because of sediments brought 
by rivers), changes happen in course of centuries. 
 
2. Aspects that change slowly, and require a lot of effort and commitment are, for instance, cultural 
aspects, or major urban modifications. Jordaan district in Amsterdam, for instance, was only a few 
decades ago a working-class neighborhood; nowadays is arguably the most expensive area in 
Netherlands. Detroit’s population has dropped by 60% since 1950, and 25% since 2000. 
 
3. Aspects that can be changed easily. These aspects, which are often "cosmetic", may nevertheless 
have an impact on the quality of life in a specific town. Use of NFC payments for public transport, for 
instance, or specific traffic restrictions, or else laws allowing (or disallowing) specific behaviours like 
smoking in public places. 
 
Any city is a economical and social product. Urban spaces are often conceived as a functional 
organisation in which different areas have specific functions (residential areas, commercial ones, 
industries ). These politics, however, do not necessarily lead to good results. 
 
The city peripheries (hinterlands) are often a de facto on the margins of the city social and economic 
dynamics. The highest crime rates and the "urban violence" is often rooted in these areas. Therefore, 
we can see that a good number of social issues are first and foremost a spatial issue. What it’s 
important to notice is that often Smart City projects are addressing only the third category. A 
common example is a service which seems to be widely used to indicate the smartness of a city: 
parking sensors with a dedicated app showing the available space at real time. While the usefulness 
of such developments can be debated, and positively argued, it does not tackle any of the city issues 
at its roots, but rather promote a digital divide exacerbating the existing separation between 
different realities within the same city. 
 
As we discussed earlier on, the new trends in urban planning are focused on environmentally friendly 
and technology. These urban utopias, such as Smart Cities, conceptualize certain elements that could 
be the building blocks of the cities of tomorrow. Their main defect is, however, not consider concrete 
historical realities, such as social polarisation. With a little imagination, it is nevertheless possible to 
consider the current trends in a positive way. We briefly discussed about the fragmentation of 
society that transforms a city creating "self-segregation" zones based on attraction / repulsion 
process. 
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However, some current development allows people with a different logic, to co-exist and to share 
the same space. We are talking here about the eco-neighborhoods, that reconcile economy and 
ecology, and often also social links. This type of habitat was very marginal and rural rather than 
urban until a short time ago. The passage from the countryside to the city is due to an evolution of 
mentalities and legislations favouring a more environmentally friendly living, This trend can therefore 
be seen as extremely positive as it tackles not only the cosmetic aspects of cities, but leverages 
technological advances developing a sustainable vision for future generations, on both social and 
economic level. 
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Program 

Title: Workshop on the Smart Grid and Smart Cities  

Time: Friday 4 October 10 am - 4 pm 

Place: Copenhagen Business School, B4.20, Solbjerg Plads 3 

Material that will be sent out before the workshop: An overview article: Essays on the Smart Grid 

Registration: Write to ih@ivan-hauser.dk 

 

10:00 Coffee, registration 
 

10:30 Welcome by CBS 

 

10:40 Some thoughts on the Internet of Things by Assoc. prof. Leif Bloch Rasmussen 
 

10:50 Discussion about the Smart Grid, referring to the paper: “Essays on the Smart Grid”, 

which has been sent to all participants. Members of the Panel: Kim Behnke, 

Energinet.dk, Kim Østrup, Adjunct prof., CBS, Assoc. prof. Rasmus Ulslev Pedersen 

and others 

 

12:30 Lunch 

13:15 Alessandro Bassi and Sophie Chevillard, consultants in large EU-projects: 

Lessons learnt from Smart City projects, and ideas for further development 

Relevance to FI PPP Call 3 and other EU programs (e.g. Horizon 2020) 

 

14:30 Coffee break 
 

14:50 Lessons learned… continued 
 

15:30 Wrap up 
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List of participants 4th of October 2013 

Alessandro Bassi Bassi Consulting alessandro@bassiconsulting.eu 

Asger Trier TrueGrid asgertrier@gmail.com 

David Reerman Dizon TrueGrid David.dizon@truegrid.org 

Flemming Madsen Danish Outdor Lighting Lab Fm@lightinglab.dk 

Ivan Häuser CBS Ih.itm@cbs.dk 

Kamilla Sultanova Novum sultanova@gmail.com 

Karen Melchior Novum www.karenmelchior.eu 

Karsten Viuf Nabto Kv@nabto.dk 

Kim Balle CBS Kim@drobe.dk 

Kim Behnke Energinet.dk kbe@energinet.dk 

Kim Østrup CBS kimqstrup@gmail.com 

Leif Bloch Rasmussen CBS Lbr.itm@cbs.dk 

Lena Link DONG Lenalink89@googlemail.com 

Peter Lindgren Aalborg Universitet pel@m-tech.aau.dk 

Sead Bajrovic Grundfos sbajrovic@grundfos.com 

Shahid Nadeem CBS Sn.itm@cbs.dk 

Rasmus Ulslev Pedersen CBS Rup.itm@cbs.dk 

Sophie Chevillard Inno Group s.valletchevillard@inno-

group.com 

Thomas Sørensen MakeThis Work Ths@makethiswork.dk 

 

 

 

 


