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Abstract 
 
Living labs are complex multi-stakeholder collaborations that often employ a user-
centred and design-driven methodology to foster innovation. Conventional 
management tools fall short in evaluating them. However, some methods and tools 
dedicated to living labs' special characteristics and goals have already been developed. 
Most of them are still in their testing phase. Those tools are not easily accessible and 
can only be found in extensive research reports, which are difficult to dissect. Therefore, 
this paper reviews seven evaluation methods and tools specially developed for living 
labs.  
 
Each section of this paper is structured in the following manner: tool’s introduction (1), 
who uses the tool (2), and how it should be used (3). While the first set of tools, namely 
“ENoLL 20 Indicators”, “SISCODE Self-assessment”, and “SCIROCCO Exchange Tool” 
assess a living lab as an organisation and are diving deeper into the organisational 
activities and the complex context, the second set of methods and tools, “FormIT” and 
“Living Lab Markers”, evaluate living labs’ methodologies: the process they use to come 
to innovations. The paper's final section presents “CheRRIes Monitoring and Evaluation 
Tool” and “TALIA Indicator for Benchmarking Service for Regions”, which assess the 
regional impact made by living labs.  
 
As every living lab is different regarding its maturity (as an organisation and in its 
methodology) and the scope of impact it wants to make, the most crucial decision when 
evaluating is to determine the focus of the assessment. This overview allows for a first 
orientation on worked-out methods and on possible indicators to use. It also concludes 
that the existing tools are quite managerial in their method and aesthetics and calls for 
designers and social scientists to develop more playful, engaging and (possibly) 
learning-oriented tools to evaluate living labs in the future. 
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Introduction 
 
In the framework of contemporary transitions to sustainable, energy-neutral, (digitally) 
responsible and healthy societies, living labs are frequently employed as environments, 
methodologies, or activities for innovation. They are called living labs, but also field labs, 
test labs and urban or rural living labs, or even innovation ecosystems, but all these labs 
share a living lab "family resemblance". They typically function as multi-stakeholder 
collaborations between industry, governments, and universities (called triple helix) and 
sometimes include citizens (quadruple helix) on a local or regional level. They employ 
co-creation as well as real-life experimentation and prototyping as their primary 
methods.1 Living labs strive to make an impact by embedding their results in existing 
contexts, translating their method of learning to other contexts or scaling up and 
influencing policy and regulations (Van Wirth et al., 2019). However, we know little about 
the actual impact of living labs as methods and tools evaluating a living lab's successful 
working are not widely adopted.  

Only a small percentage of labs evaluate their projects systematically or assess their 
impact at all, impeding lab development and learning across labs. Another reason why 
living labs are not systematically assessed is because they are often short-term 
oriented, brief encounters in the context of research (Ballon, van Hoed, and Schuurman, 
2018; Schuurman, de Marez, and Ballon, 2016). With the project "Future Proof Labs", the 
research group ‘“Innovation Networks” of The Hague University of Applied Sciences is 
searching for indicators for living lab success across four partner labs of the Centre of 
Expertise "Mission Zero" all active in the field of sustainability. As a benchmark, we 
looked at existing and developing evaluation methods and tools in the European 
context. We were predominantly interested in the criteria and character of already 
existing tools and not so much in the theoretical discussion of possible success 
indicators. To find these tools, we engaged with our network of living labs, lab 
researchers in The Netherlands, and the European Network of Living Labs (ENoLL) 
community using snowball sampling. Thus, the following overview does not claim to be 
comprehensive. Instead, it serves a dual goal: supporting living lab practitioners in 
thinking about (a framework for) systematic evaluation of their labs and inspiring 
researchers and designers to develop alternative methods and tools.  

Overall, the findings show that there are only a few available evaluation tools specially 
dedicated to living labs today. We talk about methods and tools in this paper, as some 
of the presented items include qualitative indicators which allow for targeted reflection 
(methods) sometimes operationalised in questionnaires. Other items have developed 
readily applicable tools that help to quantify results. When studying the currently 

 
1 Extensive literature from the Open Innovation and user innovation fields was used for this analysis. To name the most 
important: Almirall, Lee, and Wareham, J. , 2012; Bergvall-Kareborn, and Stahlbrost, 2009; Brankaert, and den Ouden, 2017; 
Dell'Era, and Landoni, 2014; Hossain, Leminen, and Westerlund, 2019;  Leminen, Westerlund, and Nyström, 2012; Steen, and 
van Bueren, 2017. 
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existing methods and tools, we also noticed that there are three types: those evaluating 
a lab as an organisation and looking at the operational process of a lab. Then there are 
those reflecting on the lab methodology, its approach and practice in different project 
phases.  

Finally, there are those tools developing indicators to assess the impact of a living lab on 
a regional creative innovation context. All seven items fall into one of these three 
categories (see table 1). Consequently, the following presentation of currently existing 
living lab evaluation methods and tools is ordered along with these three categories, 
which by no means is to imply that these are the only possible categories of living lab 
evaluation in the future.  

 

Table 1: Overview of the seven evaluation methods and tools in three categories (Overdiek and Genova, 
2021) 
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1. Living lab as an organisation  
 

Living labs are unique and complex structures, and often they function and survive as 
(independent) organisations. When living labs want to evaluate their organisational 
activities and practices or the maturity of the lab context, various options are available. 
This chapter presents the 20 indicators used by the “European Network of Living Labs” 
(ENoLL) to determine whether a living lab can join the network. The indicators could also 
be used by labs as a method to evaluate their organisational performance periodically. 
Further, two more developed tools will be presented: the “SISCODE Self-assessment” for 
living labs and the “SCIROCCO Exchange Tool”, which helps to assess the readiness of 
the organisational context of a lab.   

ENoLL 20 Indicators 

The non-profit organisation ENoLL defines living labs as real-life test and 
experimentation environments where users and producers innovate together, 
undertaking four main activities: co-creation, exploration, experimentation, and 
innovation. For their assessment of partner labs, ENoLL uses six “common attribute 
areas” (ENoLL 2019). They are depicted and explained in figure 1.  
 

 
 

Figure 1: The six common attribute areas of mature ENoLL Living Labs (ENoLL, 2019, p. 5) (author’s 
illustration) 
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Within these attribute areas, 20 key indicators were defined (see figure 2). ENoLL 
determines which living labs can become part of the network based on them. ENoLL 
looks at living labs as “healthy organisations”, that is to say: the performance of a lab as 
a special sort of organisation. As of now, they do not further evaluate the impact of the 
lab organisation on i.e., regional innovation.  

 

Figure 2: ENoLL 20 Indicators (ENoLL, 2019, p.6) (author’s illustration) 

According to some critics, ENoLL fails to address the inherent business model of a living 
lab. Therefore, Mastelic et al. (2015) propose to group ENoLL’s indicators into categories 
using the Business Model Canvas (BMC). Furthermore, to account for a financially 
independent living lab, they also promote the idea of exploring indicators that will fill in 
the customer segment, cost structure and revenue streams of the BMC’s building blocks 
which are underdeveloped within the existing indicators (see figure 3).   
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Figure 3: ENoLL’s 20 indicators analysed using the Business Model Canvas (Mastelic et al., 2015, p.17) 
(author’s illustration) 
 

Currently, ENoLL is revisiting its criteria to account for these and other new insights. The 
network is also developing an evaluation tool. 

● What is evaluated with the ENoLL 20 Indicators? 
The indicators seen in figure 2 allow for a qualitative evaluation of the organisational 
performance of a living lab. They can be used entirely or as a selection of indicators for 
areas the lab wants to develop. 

● Who uses the indicators to evaluate? 
The lab’s core team could use the indicators periodically to evaluate their performance. 
The indicators could also be used by researchers or even by lab stakeholder groups to 
evaluate a lab they might want to collaborate with, depending on the information they 
can collect about the lab.  
 

The SISCODE Self-assessment 

SISCODE was a European Horizon 2020 financed project, running until the summer of 
2021, and focused on two main fields, namely co-creation and Responsible Research 
and Innovation (RRI) (Schmittinger et al., 2020). Monitoring and evaluating the impact of 
these two fields on living lab’s operations is particularly challenging because of the 
missing evidence of their direct effect. When assessing co-creation, the complication 
arises because this iterative process involves various stakeholders and produces 
multiple vague solutions and suggestions for future implications rather than concrete 
products (Schmittinger et al., 2020). Therefore, the project report states, numerous 
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factors must be considered, and only the creation of a specific scheme evaluating the 
success of the process would allow assessment. Meanwhile, RRI is recognised as an 
opportunity to tackle global societal change by identifying the potential implications of 
both research and innovation.  
 
During the SISCODE project, multiple monitoring and evaluation tools that could be used 
at different project stages were developed, including the lab’s Journey Spreadsheets, 
the Self-assessment questionnaire, and Scenarios (Schmittinger et al., 2020). For the 
goal of this publication, the SISCODE Self-assessment questionnaire was chosen 
because it stimulates a lab’s reflection on organisational learning. The Spreadsheets, on 
the other hand, serve to collect lab documents, and the Scenarios illustrate possible 
futures to communicate lab insights and translate them to other contexts.  
 

● What is evaluated with the Self-assessment questionnaire? 
The Self-assessment questionnaire's outcomes are practical for manifesting new living 
lab strategies or organisational practises exceeding single activities (see figure 4). The 
method aims to investigate qualitative aspects of three indicators (stakeholders, co-
creation, and dissemination) to trigger reflection, investigate and stimulate 
organisational learning (Stacey, 2003; Schmittinger et al., 2020)  
 

 
Figure 4: SISCODE Self-assessment example (Schmittinger et al., 2020, p. 119-142) (author’s illustration) 
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● Who uses the questionnaire to evaluate? 
The Self-assessment questionnaire is made for the living lab core team to assess their 
activities at different points of the experimentation process in one project, mid-term 
and at the end (see figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: The different points thought the experimentation process when the core team can assess 
(Schmittinger et al., 2020, p. 43) (author’s illustration) 

● How is the questionnaire used to evaluate thoroughly?  
The questionnaire consists of 16 questions, eight related to stakeholder engagement, six 
to co-creation, and two to disseminating information (see figure 4). Each question has 
its decision tree and provides a binary outcome in the form of a "Yes/No" answer. Every 
positive answer leads to more sub-questions that dive deeper into the organisational 
practices and collects detailed information. At the same time, a negative answer sends 
the respondent to the next section. The SISCODE Self-assessment questionnaire can be 
found in the project report (Schmittinger et al., 2020, p. 119-142). 

 

The SCIROCCO Exchange Tool 

Accelerating SME innovation capacities with a Living Lab approach (ACSELL) is a 
European project aimed to allow policy arrangements and enable network thinking 
through applying different strategies, including self-assessment (ACSELL Interreg 
Europe, 2021). ACSELL adopted the SCIROCCO assessment tool developed for 
collaborative healthcare systems because of its previous success with more than 1200 
completed assessments and reworked it into an evaluation tool for multi-stakeholder 
innovation contexts. The so-called "Exchange tool for a Demand-Driven Innovation" 
knows a 12-dimensional scale (see figure 6) (ACSELL Interreg Europe, 2021).  
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● What is evaluated with the tool? 
Regional living lab innovation approaches should be designed and applied following local 
needs and enable successful demand-driven innovation. The online tool allows users to 
understand the local context and evaluate the maturity of this context to develop a 
living lab innovation approach (ACSELL Interreg Europe, 2021).  
 

● Who uses the tool to evaluate? 
The SCIROCCO Exchange Tool is targeted to the different stakeholders struggling to 
understand: 

- the local situation and context needed to create innovative solutions, 
- the ecosystem willingness to adopt and scale up such, 
- the steps that need to be taken by progressive regions to allow information 

sharing, twinning, and coaching to achieve successful results.  
 

 
Figure 6: The SCIROCCO Exchange Tool with its 12 indicators (ACSELL Interreg Europe, 2021) (author’s 
illustration)  
 

● How is the tool used to evaluate thoroughly?  
When using the online free-of-charge tool, illustrated in figure 6, an organisation’s core 
team first selects which stakeholders will take part in the evaluation process; those 
stakeholders then fill in an individual assessment; the core team arranges discussions 
with the stakeholders to communicate the results and develop a shared understanding 
of the situation; finally, the core team consults regions on how to improve their 
innovation implementation and scaling-up processes (ACSELL Interreg Europe, 2021).  
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2. Living lab as a methodology  
As discussed in the previous chapter, living labs can be evaluated as (developing) 
organisations. However, another strand of tools looks more at the living lab’s co-creation 
principles and methodologies. Based on design methodology and user innovation, these 
tools encourage to define and evaluate different phases of the exploration and 
experimentation process. We will present two of these tools in the following chapter: 
The "FormIT Method" developed by Botnia Living Lab establishes four phases and five 
key principles (value, influence, sustainability, openness, and realism) to which labs 
should adhere (Ståhlbröst & Holst, 2012), and the “Living Labs Markers”, which is a 
practical tool that allows living labs to assess the different steps in their stakeholder co-
creation process.  

 

The FormIT Method  

The FormIT is based on three theoretical streams: Soft Systems Thinking, Appreciative 
Inquiry, and Need Finding. It allows the collaborating researchers in the lab to fully 
understand the possibilities and strengths of “their” lab. The method takes over ENoLL's 
Five Key Principles which have been derived from this theory and suggests using them 
as criteria for process evaluation, The Five Key Principles (Ståhlbröst & Holst, 2012) are:  
 

o Value – refers to the user or business value, where user value is created by 
understanding the users' needs and motivation and involving them in the innovation 
process, and business value is added through the insights gathered and innovations 
delivered.  

o Influence - based on the idea of acknowledging users as active, competent partners 
and domain experts as they could generate innovative concepts driven by a desire 
to solve their problems and fulfil their needs. However, their involvement in the 
process will only be worthwhile if their needs and ideas are visible in the concepts, 
prototypes, and final product. 

o Sustainability - aimed at ensuring that living labs are solving present and future 
needs by taking responsibility for their actions, addressing sustainability issues while 
implementing environmentally friendly processes.  

o Openness – is about the creation of an open innovation process that utilises 
collective creativity by involving various stakeholders.  

o Realism - the real-life context is a key factor for living labs, so creating like the world 
environments for testing and evaluating products is essential. Moreover, the users 
and other stakeholders are part of the processes and play a crucial role.  

● What is evaluated with the method? 
Three main phases (Concept Design, Prototype Design, Innovation Design) are evaluated 
by FormIT (see figure 7). Commercialisation is seen as a new project (and not part of the 
co-creation) because mostly individual companies aim to introduce innovation to the 
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market. After the planning and each of the main phases, an evaluation based on the key 
principles occurs. In addition, a user evaluation occurs at the end of the Innovation 
Design phase, just before the Commercialisation phase. It is assumed that this 
methodology leads to successful innovations. However, its impact on the lab and its 
context are not further assessed.  

 

 

Figure 7: FormIT methodology’s five phases (Ståhlbröst & Holst, 2012, p.24) (author’s illustration) 

● Who uses the method to evaluate? 
The researchers in a living lab can use the Five Key Principles at the end of each phase 
(also seen as a cycle, see figure 7) to reflect. The additional user evaluation in the 
Innovation phase should encourage the users to share how they experience the 
innovation and communicate how it fulfils their needs, values, and requirements.  

● How is the method used to evaluate thoroughly?  
Within the different phases, a specific set of questions needs to be answered to allow 
certain activities to be accomplished and decisions to be made (Ståhlbröst & Holst, 
2012, p.24-43). However, at the end of each cycle, the living lab needs to evaluate how 
The Five Key Principles were addressed within the process by considering the value 
created for the users, what influence the users had on the process, how sustainability 
and openness took form in the project, and how realistic the approach was. Thus, it 
allows the lab to evaluate further and improve to meet expectations better in the future 
(Ståhlbröst & Holst, 2012). 
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The Living Lab Markers 

The Wallonia e-health Living Lab and the Smart Gastronomy Lab inspired the creation of 
a tool called "Living Lab Markers". The need to evaluate with indicators reflecting the 
qualitative conditions of how the living labs methodology is implemented is at the tool's 
core. Godin Institute, the AISBL Academy of Management and the two mentioned living 
labs co-created the indicators/markers portraying a labs project's ideal collective 
process method (Marqueurs Living Lab, 2021). Like FormIT Method, the Living Lab 
Markers claim that when used properly, the co-creation in the lab will have a positive 
influence on innovation. 
  

● What is evaluated with the tool? 
The Living Lab Markers allows the core team to assess the quality of their living lab’s co-
creation methodology based on eight core “markers” (see  figure 8). The 
importance/magnitude of each marker can be adapted to the phase a lab is in (e.g., early 
development or mature lab). Like this, the markers also allow them to outline an action 
plan about integrating a living lab methodology with their activities, evaluating a 
project’s methodology specificities during the solution development phase and 
successfully integrating the approach (Marqueurs Living Lab, 2021).  
 

 

Figure 8: The eight Living Lab Markers (Henry, et al., 2021, p.20) (author’s illustration) 

When the initial lab preparation is done, the core team can download the tool’s 
supporting materials from the Living Labs Markers website and use an excel file to fill in 
a table with the markers. After the markers are evaluated according to the given 
magnitude and the provided evidence, the results are illustrated on a spider chart (see 
figure 9) (Henry et al., 2021). 
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Figure 9: Example of an evaluation with Living Lab Markers (Henry et al., 2021, p.25) (author’s illustration) 

 

● Who uses the tool to evaluate? 
The Living Lab Markers are not targeted at a specific group of people. Instead, they are 
for anyone who has an idea and wants to incorporate it in a living lab methodology 
(Henry et al., 2021). Typically, it is the core team of a living lab that intends to evaluate 
the quality of a project's process.  
 

● How is the tool used to evaluate thoroughly?  
Before starting the evaluation, it is essential to first go through all eight markers and 
determine their relevance to the project, the marker's magnitude, the way it can be 
proved that the magnitude is reached, and the actions that need to be taken to achieve 
that.       
 
The Living Lab Markers tool can be downloaded via the website. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.marqueurs-livinglab.org/?lang=en
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3. Evaluating the impact of living lab projects on regions 
In this chapter, instead of presenting tools that evaluate living lab operational activities 
or methodology, tools that aim to assess the overall impact of a lab on a regional 
innovation context are introduced. The first tool is Cherries’ “Monitoring and Evaluation” 
package that assesses an entire lab project and its experiments. It results in a thorough 
evaluation of the social, cultural, and economic relevance of a major lab project and 
requires two external evaluators. The second tool, the “TALIA Indicators Benchmarking 
Service for regions”, focuses on the regional impact and is an online self-diagnostic tool 
that evaluates how regions develop place-based policies and strategies that stimulate 
creativity and social innovation, using contextual and demographic data.  

 
The CheRRIes Monitoring and Evaluation Tool 
Constructing Healthcare Environments Through Responsible Research Innovation (RRI) 
and Entrepreneurship Strategies (CheRRIes) is an EU-funded project connecting RRI, 
demand-side policy, and territorial innovation to support healthcare research, 
innovation policy and pilot actions. For this project, RRI methods stimulated societal 
reflection on how people develop and use innovative solutions in three EU regions – 
Cyprus, Murcia, and Örebro. The CheRRIes model supports the innovations in all three 
regions and stimulates them to share their learnings with others (European Commission, 
2021). The evaluation tool is part of the package called "Monitoring and Evaluation" and 
consists of the following: "Monitoring and evaluation tools"; "Experiments monitoring and 
evaluation"; "Overall Impact Assessment" (Colonnello et al., 2020, p.33-47). 

● What is evaluated with the tool? 
A series of hypotheses related to the "heuristic value of changes" created the basis for 
this evaluation tool. It is designed to study policy experiments and innovation pilots 
while assessing the specific project's overall impact. Four knowledge blocks were 
essential for building the evaluation tool: the ASIRPA theory-based realist evaluation 
model, the evaluation approach for "embracing messiness" (CheRRIes RRI), the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the so-called SUPER MoRRI indicators 
(Colonnello et al., 2020, p.20-21). 
 
Derived from these knowledge blocks, six criteria are outlined to effectively assess an 
entire project and its experiments. The six dimensions are as follows:  
 

o Relevance - evaluates the relevance of the initiatives. The social, cultural, and 
economical.  

o Effectiveness - assesses the capacity to achieve the set goals and objectives.  
o Efficiency - assesses the ability to use available resources efficiently while 

meeting deadlines and costs. 
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o Impact - this dimension measures "subjective" and "objective" impact. The direct 
beneficiaries' satisfaction of the actors and the other stakeholders' agreement is 
considered a "subjective" impact. In contrast, the short-term organisational 
changes observed over the project lifespan are regarded as "objective" impacts. 

o Sustainability - assesses the territories' ability to continue to carry out the 
projects even after the project is over. 

o Transferability - assesses if a particular activity has been already transferred to 
another context. Contexts in the different territories involved are assessed in 
relation to the initiatives. 

 
Based on the six dimensions, a set of indicators has been created (see appendix). Those 
indicators refer to the projects' process and the results, could be used by other living 
labs and adapted over time. 
 

• Who uses the tool to evaluate? 
For this tool, two external evaluators with good knowledge of the project need to be 
employed. During the assessment process, both evaluators and the lab team will engage 
in intertwining evaluation and monitoring. The evaluators and the team should establish 
a partnership to successfully work and learn together (Colonnello et al., 2020). 
 

● How is the tool used to evaluate thoroughly?  
The model requires the implementation of five main activities:  

1. Monitoring sessions - during the bi-monthly sessions, the team will reflect on the 
progress of the planned actions and the main obstacles, opportunities, deviations, 
and results. 

2. Evaluative qualitative questionnaires with experiment teams - at the mid-term and 
after the end of the experiment, the team leader will fill in questionnaires.  

3. On-site visits - the evaluation team will visit the location where the experiments are 
conducted and conduct interviews or focus groups with beneficiaries, stakeholders, 
and actors involved in the experiments.  

4. Documentary analysis - the document collected by the evaluation team will be 
analysed by a dedicated grid, which considers the above-presented indicators. Thus, 
the evaluation team will be able to assess the experiment and the project. 

5. Reporting - a mid-term and final report will summarise the evaluation activities. The 
reports represent the final evaluation and the results obtained through the 
experiments and the project.  
 

The D6.1 “Monitoring and Evaluation Tools and Work Plan”  and “Monitoring and Evaluation 
Tool” are available for download on the website.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5d432bf20&appId=PPGMS
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TALIA Indicator Benchmarking Service for Regions 
Partners from 13 countries worked together in the European Cooperation Programme for 
the Mediterranean area, 2014-2020. TALIA (Territorial Appropriation of Leading-edge 
Innovation Actions) was targeted at building and developing a community by 
orchestrating the progress and results of individual projects related to Cultural and 
Creative Industries on the one hand and Social Innovation on the other. The community 
aimed to empower both public and private actors to engage in innovation policy and 
practice towards Creativity Based Innovation; stimulate transitional cooperation 
between quadruple helix actors through capacity building; promote triple loop-policy 
and build an online community (Social&Creative, 2021). TALIA created a benchmarking 
service that allows regions to assess how they are performing in terms of creative and 
social innovations. Living labs could use this service to get an indication of how a region 
is responding to its activities and introduced innovations. 

• What is evaluated with the tool? 
The online self-diagnostic tool allows regions to compare the impact of its place-based 
policies and strategies geared to stimulate creativity and social innovation with that of 
Mediterranean (MED) and European regions. The tool uses contextual and demographic 
data and assesses collective creativity in the Mediterranean based on three drivers 
(Community-Scale Partnerships, Territorial Innovation and Trans Socio-Economic 
Ecosystems). According to Sacco et al. (2013), those three drivers can be connected to 
six transition variables through which culture may work as a system-wide development 
platform. Eighteen indicators, found in table 2, result from the combination of a transition 
variable and a driver (Social&Creative Community, 2019). 
 

 

Table2: TALIA’s 18 indicators resulting for drivers and transitional variables (Social&Creative Community, 
2019, p.11) 
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An additional table (see table 3) summarises each indicator's expected impact (i.e., 
positive/negative impact) on the success of regional innovation. 

 

 

Table 3: Impact quality of the different indicators (Social&Creative Community, 2019, p.11) 
 

● Who uses the tool to evaluate?  
The tool can be used by creatives, NGOs, education and research centres, companies, 
public authorities, and policymakers (Social&Creative, 2021). In fact, the tool is especially 
useful for regional policymakers, researchers, and other stakeholders who want to 
assess how a region of their interest is performing in terms of creativity (Social&Creative 
Community, 2019). 
 

● How is the tool used to evaluate thoroughly? 
When the online tool is accessed, the user selects a region of his interest, and a page 
with three drop-down menus appears, which are “Contextual Variables” (provides 
information about the population, purchasing power standard per inhabitant, as well as 
the employment rate), 18 “Explanatory Variables” (also known as the 18 indicators), and 
the “Creative Innovation Index” (three indicators which show how the region behaves in 

relation to the three drivers compared to MED regions). While the “Explanatory Variables” 
assessment results are given in histograms, the “Creative Innovation Index” results are 
illustrated on an automatically generated spider diagram. In addition, a comment 
explaining the region’s performance is located at the bottom of both the histogram and 
spider diagram (Social&Creative Community, 2019). 

TALIA Indicator Benchmarking Service for Regions is available on the website.  

 

http://90.147.102.57/benchmark/


18 

How do I evaluate “my” living lab? 
Valuable principles for evaluating both organisation and methodology of a living lab were 
developed, whereas impact criteria are still very broad and challenging for a living lab to 
evaluate by itself. Tools have been developed in European projects but are still in the 
testing phase. They are not very accessible either. Publications are scattered and mostly 
delivered in extensive research reports, which are hard to find and analyse for lab 
practitioners. The target areas are operational “KPI’s”, process principles for an 
innovative methodology and indicators of a regional innovation ecosystems. Most 
notably, we could not find an evaluation method or tool targeted at various learnings of 
the different lab stakeholders. Nor could we identify methods that rely on certain key 
moments in the development and workings of a living lab as a platform for different 
innovation projects. These are two areas that should be further researched and 
developed.  

Living labs thinking about a structured evaluation are well advised first to decide what 
they want to evaluate. For the average living lab project, a methodology evaluation tool 
is probably the most useful. Especially Living Lab Markers offer a practical and adaptive 
tool for that. The organisational tools are certainly valuable for living labs that have (or 
want to build up) an independent organisational structure. However, ENoLL’s “common 
attribute areas” are also helpful to reflect on organisational aspects of “mere” living lab 
projects. For labs that want to evaluate their impact on a particular context, the tools 
presented in chapter three might inspire the development of their own impact criteria 
and indicators in particular contexts like sustainability on a local or regional level. 
Certainly, in the Netherlands with its "mission-driven" innovation policy, more research 
and development should go into aligning these impact criteria with goals in the 
transition process. 

Currently existing tools, themselves, as well as the way they are visualised, can be 
characterised as very “managerial”. They are based on numerical scales and form 
flowcharts or diagrams. They are not very engaging. With the goal of inspiring and 
learning, researchers and designers might feel triggered to develop more playful and 
creative ways to evaluate living lab activities and their impact.  

In the coming two years, the Future Proof Labs project will work on a method that 
integrates certain aspects of operational excellence and methodology in living labs with 
impact criteria on different systemic levels of sustainability transitions. We are 
particularly interested in “milestone moments” of learning and ways creative 
professionals can facilitate them. Please check for the latest updates on the Innovation 
Networks website of The Hague University of Applied Sciences.   

 

 

 

https://www.topsectoren.nl/missiesvoordetoekomst
https://www.thehagueuniversity.com/research/research-groups/details/innovation-networks
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Appendix  
 
The CheRRIs Impact Tool has created a set of indicators based on six dimensions 
(relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, sustainability, and transparency; Colonnello 
et al., 2020). The indicators are to be found below: 
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