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Abstract: This paper proposes a reversal of perspective in the evaluation of Regeneration projects.
Until now, attention has been mainly focused on project “internal effectiveness”, in reference to
the environment and life quality improvement of the areas directly affected by the interventions.
The effects induced in the wider urban context are rarely sufficiently analyzed. This aspect instead
opens an important field of investigation, useful for a broader assessment of regeneration initiatives,
especially with regards to Public Housing Neighborhoods where the long-term project success also
depends on the positive effects it generates in the surroundings. Therefore, the aim of this research is
to develop a conceptualization of “Outwards Regeneration Effects” (OREs), based on an extensive
literature review, and to make it operational through a conceptual framework for the qualitative
analysis. The results of this study, on the one hand, highlight several critical issues raised by the
interventions implemented so far, and, on the other hand, provide a more effective assessment
framework, useful in the evaluation of future projects. Further developments of such an approach
could lead to the development of operational evaluation models, combining both qualitative and
quantitative indicators, starting from the implementation of the proposed analytic framework.

Keywords: urban regeneration; public housing neighborhoods; project-induced effects;
assessment framework; multi-criteria decision-making model

1. Introduction

The regeneration of public housing neighborhoods periodically becomes a political and policy
priority. This often occurs in periods of socio-economic crisis, during which specific interventions are
promoted by central and local governments that allocate substantial funds in order to face an emergency
condition. In this context, area-based initiatives are privileged because they respond to the need to
identify priority project areas and to optimize economic resources. However, this approach, not being
tied to long-lasting and overall development strategies, often does not trigger long-term transformation
processes, bringing about a feeling of helplessness among administrators, economic operators,
and citizens. In this way, the negative perception of deprived neighborhoods is often even further
reinforced, producing a vicious circle from which it is difficult to escape.

According to these considerations supported by a literature review (Section 2), this paper suggests
a reversal of perspective, shifting attention from the effects produced by interventions within the
neighborhood which characterize the area-based approach, towards the effects on the surroundings,
which are defined here as “Outwards Regeneration Effects” (OREs) (Section 3). To explain this concept,
the proposed analysis refers to the study conducted by Peter Hall in the late 1990s, who highlighted the
differences between an “inward-looking” and “outward-looking” policy approach to the regeneration
of peripheral housing estates [1]. The first—typical locality-based regeneration policies—are directed
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towards solving internal problems, largely ignoring the impacts of the external environment on the
estate involved in the intervention and vice versa; the second pay attention to the external factors and
their relationships with the area of intervention.

Hall’s study is still very topical and can fruitfully be used as a theoretical basis to develop
an operative assessment model for urban regeneration programs and projects. To that end, the proposed
extension of Hall’s approach allows passing from the analysis of outward-looking policies to the
evaluation of the project-induced effects. By trying to overcome the area-based approach, in fact,
the present proposal recognizes the main factors that affect the areas surrounding the project site,
and hence propose a conceptualization of the Outwards Regeneration Effects (OREs). The purpose
of this study is to develop a preliminary comprehensive framework for qualitative analysis for such
OREs, useful to elaborate on more detailed evaluation models at a later stage.

In Section 4, some conclusive reflections on the usefulness of this framework are presented.
On the one hand, OREs analysis provides an alternative explanation of the success/failure factors in
regeneration projects; on the other hand, it offers a tool for quick assessment of the future projects’ effects.

2. Literature Review

2.1. The Spatial Concentration of Decay and Poverty: An Effective Representation?

Since the 1980s, many governments have promoted a wide range of policy initiatives in order to
ameliorate the conditions of deprived urban areas. Among these, EU countries are the most committed
to the development of regeneration intervention, thanks to the financial support of the European
Community, which has allocated specific funds for this purpose [2–8]. The rapid growth of cities
after the Second World War, in fact, was mainly characterized by poor building and urban quality,
especially in relation to infrastructure, services, and public space. This condition concerns, in particular,
the public housing stock that revealed enormous social, environmental, and economic problems [9,10].
Public neighborhoods mainly on the outskirts of cities, in fact, have been largely recognized as sites of
multiple deprivations, emblems of social and physical degradation, urban areas with a concentration of
disadvantaged populations who do not have access to the opportunities available to other inhabitants
of the city. For this reason, housing and neighborhood regeneration, by which we can “face equity
issues most directly” [11] (p. 77), represents an important field of experimentation for design and
planning projects, as well as one of the main priorities of the European sustainable development
agenda [12]. Governments and public administrations, at least in theory, concentrate many public
investments in poor and degraded areas, in order to redistribute material and nonmaterial benefits
(goods and services) and to rebalance resources within different areas of the city. However, this concept
of urban equity holds certain paradoxical elements both from a socio-spatial and economic-political
point of view.

(1) The socio-spatial paradox. Referring to Nancy Fraser [13], Dlabac et al. [14] (p. 3) point out how
“the claims for egalitarian distribution are being displaced by claims for the recognition of identity
groups”, instead of considering people of any social status as “full partners in social interactions” [15]
(p. 377). In this way, the spatial concentration of poverty and degradation in certain areas risks
becoming a self-sustaining process, highlighting causes of the disadvantage. In addition to the physical
characteristics of the neighborhoods (such as isolated location, poor quality housing, poor services,
public spaces, and green areas [16]), “territorial stigmatization” [17–21], produced by the institutions,
investors, and other citizens, may play a decisive role [22–26], which tends to reinforce the conditions
of the residents of deprived neighborhoods. Thus, as Wacquant [20] (p. 1273) suggests, “in every
country, a small set of urban boroughs have come to be universally renowned and reviled across class
and space as redoubts of self-inflicted and self-perpetuating destitution and depravity”. This locational
stigmatization creates a “topography of disrepute” that favors the production of lasting spatial
structures of privilege and advantage [27]. For this reason, often stigma persists even after regeneration
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interventions [28–30]. It follows that improving the neighborhood’s reputation must be one of the
priority objectives of the urban regeneration project (see: [31–33]).

(2) The political-economic paradox. The policies promoting a homogeneous distribution often
generate the frustration of not being able to achieve this goal, not only for economic limits but also
because a certain degree of distributional inequality is inevitable [34]. Referring to health services,
Soja states that this depends in part on “the differential effects of relative location and distance
friction on consumers and in part due to the locational decision made by individuals producing these
services” [35] (p. 47). Criticizing Fainstein’s theory of The Just City (2010) [11], Soja points out the need
for “devising pro-active spatial strategies directed towards equal access to opportunities on a citywide
scale” [14] (p. 1). This recalls Amartya Sen’s capability approach, which in our context, may relate to
equitable access to urban opportunities. This concept turns out to be particularly true in the context of
globalization and its development logistics, where places must be considered active agents instead of
inert containers [36] (p. 2), and their context is a potential activator of linkages with other places.

2.2. The Area-Based Initiatives: An Effective Approach?

According to the local area-based explanations of deprivation, many policies and studies claim
that areas and problems are closely connected and consequently, to effectively face them—making
governments more responsive, flexible, strategically focused, and integrated with their actions [37]
(p. 318) —it is necessary to spatially delimit the area of intervention (e.g., [38–40]). The prevailing
approach to urban regeneration, in fact, has been to clearly identify and define geographically
the problematic areas in order to promote area-based initiatives (ABIs) focused on specific
neighborhoods. However, the empirical evidence of the “area effects”—particularly for the most
deprived communities—has been contested and often suggested to be inconclusive (see: [21,41–46]).
For instance, through an ex-post assessment of the URBAN Community Initiative (1994–2006)—one of
the most intensive area-based initiatives launched in Europe to deal with the problems of citizens
living in disadvantaged urban areas—Carpenter [24] points at the continuous disbursement of financial
resources by successive governments into often the same deprived areas, claiming that this represents
a proof of failure. In this respect, we can summarize the main problems highlighted by the area-based
approach in two points: (1) the selection of areas and the definition of intervention limits, and (2) the
lack of interest in structural causes of deprivation.

2.2.1. The Selection of Areas and the Definition of Intervention Limits

The selection of deprived areas eligible for funds allocation was considered a strategy to simplify
urban problems and to optimize resources [1] (p. 882). As Carpenter [24] (p. 2146) notes, the area-based
initiatives “play a useful role for governments, as they reinforce the perception that deprivation only
exists in a few well-defined areas. Limited resources can be channeled into delimited neighborhoods
and therefore the impact is greater—to the credit of the government”.

Following this logic, often the delimitation of the areas of intervention are defined by administrative
boundaries or by indicators developed specifically for measuring poverty in certain areas, as in the
case of the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IDM) initially developed for England in the 1990s [47–49].
In reality, it is difficult to define a map of the city by which poverty and degradation can be easily
circumscribed to well-defined areas because each poor neighborhood is different from the others in
terms of socio-economic conditions, cultural integration, and civic evolution [50]. As Galster [51]
(pp. 2112–2114) suggests, “planners and policy-makers hope to identify behaviorally meaningful,
unambiguous boundaries to devise more efficacious neighborhood indicators and interventions, but the
task often is confounded by a lack of congruence among local actors’ perceptions of boundaries (...) It
is precisely these perceptions of boundaries that are most critical in constructing theories or predictive
models of neighborhood change”.

Furthermore, often “much poverty lies outside areas that score highly on indices of multiple
deprivations and not everyone in these areas is poor” [52] (p. 23). A significant number of poor
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people, in fact, are not geographically concentrated in areas that are classified as “deprived” [53,54],
as in the case of low-density urban areas and rural areas [55,56]. As noted by Midgley et al. [57],
the application of the same deprivation measures to different contexts can be misleading. Due to the
variety of territorial contexts and observable problems, the choice of indicators and analysis domains
may risk looking arbitrary [58]. Consequently, “the dividing line between those clusters that are of
public concern and those of no public policy interest is not always clear” [59] (p. 15), and policies in
favor of selected neighborhoods can become a form of spatial injustice [60].

2.2.2. The Lack of Interest for Structural Causes of Deprivation

In many neighborhood regeneration programs, there is a significant lack of recognition of the
structural nature of deprived areas [61] (p. 768) and many such programs propose projects in “splendid
isolation” [62]. With relatively cheap initiatives, ABIs allow governments to obtain visibility without
having to face more complex issues [2]. Therefore, interventions on physical renewal—“highly visible
and relatively easy for governments to engineer” [36] (p. 6)—have often been preferred. However,
as Marcuse [63] claims, spatial remedies are necessary but not sufficient to address spatial injustices.
It follows that ABIs risk becoming a kind of “curative form of urbanism” [64] (p. 619) that “reaffirms
the pathological nature of neighborhood deprivation, whereby their internal characteristics are seen as
the cause of the problem rather than as a symptom of wider structural factors” [65] (p. 335). In the
absence of broader economic progress and deeper social reforms, physical improvements often prove
ineffective over time. Problems, in fact, “may be apparent within, but are not of, areas” [44] (p. 528).
In this respect, neighborhood deprivation must be assumed as a complex phenomenon, whose causes
of the problems and the potential solutions often lie outside its local perimeter. As a result, the problems
cannot be solved at the neighborhood level [66,67], “the geographical scale across which an attribute
varies often is wildly dissimilar among attributes” [51] (p. 2113). For this reason, in a multi-level
spatial view of neighborhoods [68], programs and methods for distributing funds should consider the
different scales at which problems arise and have some degree of flexibility to be able to make the best
possible use of available information to guide decisions. For example, if the improvement of livability
can be easily addressed on a neighborhood scale, especially through the improvement of the public
spaces, other interventions aimed at economic development need a larger area approach. For instance,
applying this reasoning to the employment policies, we can easily observe that “there would be no
rationale for trying to increase the number of jobs available in a small area if it was already surrounded
by areas where job availability was very high” [69] (pp. 69–70).

Observing many government initiatives in Europe and the United States, Todes and Turok [36] (p. 6)
highlight the lack of concrete commitment to rebuild local economies and to create new jobs:
“at worst they merely ameliorated poor living conditions, instead of being catalysts for socio-economic
development”. For this, it proves necessary to consider the uneven economic gains of distribution
processes that limit the access to the labor market or credit services for inhabitants of degraded
areas [70] and favor the concentration of wealth away from disadvantaged people and places [24]
(p. 2146). Furthermore, “problems of duplication and overlap may arise in relation to policy issues
and the targeting of clients and/or areas” [71] (p. 96) which may simply displace problems between
different neighborhoods without addressing the overall economic and social well-being of the city
as a whole [39]. ABIs, in fact, are only part of any solution [50] and they cannot solve the “global”
problem [72].

3. A Conceptual Framework for Outward Regeneration Effects (OREs) Analysis

From the previous considerations, it appears that if many questions remain unresolved, it is in
part due to the inability to represent the deprived neighborhoods as the outcome of an articulated and
heterogeneous set of complex interconnected and multi-scalar processes and, therefore, to understand
the extent of the effects that each intervention can produce in the wider urban context, and vice versa.
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3.1. From Inward to Outward-Looking Approaches to Housing Regeneration

An interesting conceptualization of the critical issues described previously is provided by Peter
Hall [1] who, while analyzing the regeneration policies applied since the mid-1980s in England and
Scotland, highlighted the prevalence of an “inward-looking” approach, aimed at identifying and
solving internal problems (spatial and social characteristics of the neighborhood itself). In contrast,
external problems (economic, social, and political characteristics of the wider city environment),
referred to as an “outward-looking” approach, are not adequately taken into account. The differences
between these two approaches are highlighted in Table 1.

Table 1. Inward and outward-looking regeneration policies (source: [1]).

Policy Aspect
Policy Focus

Inward-Looking Outward-Looking

Environment, Access, and Amenity • improve environment and
provision of amenities for locals

• overcome physical isolation
• transport planning
• improved amenity to

attract outsiders

Housing
• improve housing conditions and

diversify tenure for locals
• decentralized management

• improve housing to attract
new residents

• attention to city-wide
housing allocation processes

Social Regeneration
• community/tenant involvement
• crime strategies
• stabilization of existing population

• measures aimed at
overcoming stigmatization
and social exclusion

Economic Regeneration

• local employment in estate
management and construction

• small business development
and training

• education
• recruitment and placement
• linking estate to

sub-regional development
• attracting inward investment

Institutional Arrangements
• emphasis on tenant and housing

associations control:
area-based partnerships

• emphasis on
city-wide partnerships

• emphasis on linkages
between institutions

Spatial Scale
• area-targeting of estate
• strongly decentralized

planning approach

• linkage of areas of
deprivation and potential

• city-wide strategic planning

However, despite Hall’s holistic view of urban problems and policies, his examination of the
outward-looking approach is mainly aimed at evaluating the “inward effects” to the project area.
What the urban context gains or loses from the project is not the focus. The extension of Hall’s analysis
in this direction can provide useful elements for understanding the set of direct and indirect effects
on the surroundings that any intervention can generate. Each renewal project, in fact, may permeate
outside the area where it is implemented [73] and produce positive or negative post-development
“externalities” on its neighborhoods, which must be carefully evaluated. As noted by Melo and
Cruz [74] (pp. 1–4), ”the effects of urban renewal are wider than the physical assets under intervention
and have social, economic, and environmental implications to agents (owners, tenants, local businesses,
etc.) that are not involved in the renewal processes. . . . Quantifying externalities should be considered
as the starting point to the improvement of those relations between neighborhoods, contributing to
an overall improvement of the city”.
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For all this, a comprehensive evaluation of inward and outward regeneration effects allows
for the understanding of the impacts of projects/programs and can constitute one of the strongest
arguments available from public administration for justifying any renewal intervention. This can
seek to unseat, not only conceptually but also operationally, an inward based approach, which,
as previously described, is still prevalent. Above all, it answers a fundamental question: “who are the
neighborhood-based policies designed for, and who will these policies disadvantage either intentionally
or unintentionally? “ [75]. According to Miceli et al. [76], quantifying externalities is the starting point
to the improvement of those relations between neighborhoods, improving the city to which they belong.
To this end, the next paragraph introduces the concept of “Outward Regeneration Effects” (OREs),
identifying some main categories of analysis. Figure 1 schematizes, through a system of concentric
circles, the neighborhood where regeneration actions are foreseen, its surroundings, and the wider
urban context where the outwards effects are expressed.
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Figure 1. Outward Regeneration Effects (OREs): explanatory scheme. In the center, the renewed
neighborhood (intervention area) and the subsequent levels corresponding to the urban context in which
the effects of intervention occur, the surrounding neighborhoods and the whole city context, respectively.

3.2. OREs: Definitions and Qualitative Evaluation

In order to move from theory to practice—with reference to the extensive literature review
mainly based on case study analyses discussed in the two next sub-paragraphs (Sections 3.2.1
and 3.2.2)—the outward-looking policy focus identified by Hall has been associated with a series
of Outwards Regeneration Effects (Figure 1, Table 2). These were put in the form of questions,
as a preliminary questionnaire to be submitted to local administrators and planners. Each of
these—described in the literature in terms of impacts, externalities, spillover effects, etc.—have
typically been analyzed independently of one another, in reference to a specific sector of analysis
(economic, social, transportation, etc.). The usual approach, in fact, is to take some aspect of data to
capture and represent a given phenomenon. Nevertheless, if we only focus on a single effect, we risk
underestimating the overall effect’s size. Therefore, this study proposes a comprehensive conceptual
framework for the qualitative analysis of project actions and their induced effects.
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Table 2. The outward-looking approach and its corresponding Outwards Regeneration Effects.

Outward-Looking Approach Outwards Regeneration Effects **

Objectives * Actions ** Preliminary Questions

1. Accessibility and Attractivity

• Create new spatial and functional
relationships with neighboring areas

• Overcome physical isolation
• Attract outsiders

• Improve public transport and
soft mobility

• Enhance amenities
and commerce

• What spatial and functional
relationships are
defined between
neighboring neighborhoods?

• Do new transport networks
ameliorate the connectivity of
surrounding neighborhoods?

• Do new amenities and commerce
expand the offer already present
in the surrounding urban area?

2. Housing Implementation

• Attract new residents
• Diversify the housing offer

• Recovery and enhancement of
existing housing stock

• Develop new housing, especially
urban infill

• Does housing improvement
cause a rise in prices of
surrounding residential markets?

• Does the new housing offer
expand the residential choice by
providing alternatives in the
neighboring housing market?

3. Social Regeneration

• Overcome stigmatization and social exclusion
• Enhance human and social capital

• Improve public spaces and green
areas, goods, and social
welfare services

• Expand the educational and
cultural offerings

• Are the new public spaces and
green areas, goods, and social
welfare services attractive to
neighboring communities, and
are the interactions between
inhabitants of different
neighborhoods encouraged?

• Are the new educational and
cultural offerings also addressed
to the inhabitants of the
nearby neighborhoods?

4. Economic Regeneration

• Expand the recruitment and placement
• Link real estate to sub-regional development
• Attract outward investment.

• Create new jobs
• Identify the economic role of the

neighborhood in the wider
city systems

• Attract external economic
resources for the intervention
implementation in order to
compensate for inward and
public financial cuts

• Do employment policies provide
an attractive complementary
offering or do they simply
displace employed people
residing elsewhere?

• Do the new economic activities
build a differentiated offering
compared to the activities
already present in the
surrounding area?

• Do the investments have an
economic return on
neighboring neighborhoods?

5. Inter-Institutional Cooperation Arrangements

• Foster the city-wide partnerships
• Facilitate the cross-scale institutional linkages

• Create new
city-wide partnerships

• Build cross-scale institutional
linkages at horizontal (across
space —different neighborhoods)
and vertical levels (across
levels—different levels
of government)

• Do the new partnerships
encourage cooperation between
the private and public sectors
and different institutions,
favoring the renewal of the
management models of
nearby neighborhoods?

6. Policy and Planning Integration

• Adopt city-wide strategic planning
• Promote functional linkages between

different neighborhoods.

• Include the project in broad-scale
strategies for urban development

• Establish functional linkages
between plans and projects,
especially regarding
neighboring neighborhoods.

• Is the project part of a larger
development plan?

• Do the interventions foster the
development of regeneration
strategies for surrounding areas?

Source: * Adapted from Hall, 1997; ** Elaborated by the author.

Answering these questions allows for the identification of the objectives foreseen by the
project/program and the related impacts on the surroundings that positively or negatively influence
the outcome of the project. In this regard, the analysis pointed out that OREs are not uniform but
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depend both on the Locational and Project/Program characteristics, the combination of which produces
uneven effects. The potential effects produced by these two factors are explained in the text below.

3.2.1. Locational Characteristics (L)

As an adage on real estate would have it, the three most important features in determining
the price of a property are “location, location, location”. Desirable locational characteristics – such
as the accessibility to public transportation, services, stores, workplaces; the environmental values
(e.g., air quality, water quality, land uses); and the quality of surrounding neighborhoods–are key
factors in residential property values of the vicinity. In the same way, the proximity of deprived
areas and neighborhoods depresses neighboring property values because it produces a decrease in
demand and, consequently, in the market and rent prices [77–80]. The same negative impacts were also
observed in the proximity of public housing developments by different authors see: [74,75]. On this,
much research conducted through spatial statistics and spatial econometrics (e.g., price indices for
zones and price gradient analyses) show that the distance is a significant parameter in the evaluation
of locational externalities [74,81,82]. From this perspective, OREs are greater near the project area and
decrease as we move away from it.

Moreover, each project can generate very different impacts from place to place, in relation to its
features and degree of “reactivity” in an urban context; “every redevelopment project is unique in
terms of its design and interaction with the neighboring environment” [78] (p. 170). Support for this
thesis is shown by several studies reporting that neighborhood renewal can generate opposite effects
in terms of raising surrounding property values [83–85], and, therefore, distance could be more or less
a positive factor.

It follows that the impact of an investment cannot be measured without understanding its effects on
the value of the neighboring land [82]. For example, as noted by Baumont [73], urban renewal promoted
by public housing interventions may have direct positive impacts on surrounding properties. De Sousa
et al. [83] have estimated the impacts of publicly assisted brownfield redevelopment, showing that
the increase in nearby residential property values “is significant in both quantity and geographic
scope, as redevelopment led to a net increase” of housing prices in nearby surroundings. Collins and
Shester [86] show that the recovery and enhancement of the existing housing stock increase income
and property value of surrounding areas.

From an opposite scenario, Newell [87] suggests that the overall increase in new housing supply
produced by neighborhood renewal may cause economic losses on the values of homes near the
development, especially if there is no growing demand for housing. In cases where the project aims to
strengthen the housing supply for the lower middle class, “public housing projects allegedly increase
congestion and noise, attract a majority of low-income families, thereby reinforcing the ill repute of
the districts, and drive down housing values” [73] (p. 302). The attraction of further disadvantaged
populations not only is likely to increase the stigma and the social exclusion of the residents but can
also have negative effects on the prices of the neighboring areas. As noted by Gibbons [88], in fact,
home-owners are willing to pay a substantial premium for good neighbors. By contrast, projects based
on recovery and enhancement of housing stock risk to increase the rents to a disadvantage of the
lower-income inhabitants, favoring gentrification processes [89–91].

Finally, another aspect that must be taken into consideration is the characteristics of the urban
environment. Indeed, some studies show that impacts vary according to the classification of neighboring
housing markets and the years of construction [92]. Reviewing a panel of high-rise developments
in the city of Hong Kong, Chau and Wong [93] have demonstrated that urban renewal reduces the
value of buildings located beyond the boundaries of the project, with greater effects for older buildings.
As noted by Newell [87], new construction or renovation increases the aesthetic value of a structure
and the nearby undeveloped homes are not perceived as desirable. As a result, both consumers and
appraisers lower their value assessments of older homes.
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3.2.2. Project/Program Characteristics (P)

From previous considerations, it follows that distance, understood as geographical proximity,
cannot be the only parameter that may influence positive or negative externalities. Housing externalities,
in fact, depend on spatial and functional linkages that are established between the housing project
and the neighborhood environment. These interactions vary for every renewal intervention that can
or cannot generate a positive spillover “through a responsive and beneficial integration of the new
development with the existing neighborhood” [78] (p. 156). Therefore, the evaluation of the spatial
and functional characteristics of the context represents a key factor for maximizing positive synergies
and attaining an efficient distribution of economic and social activities in an urban environment.
Because “larger sites can also accommodate more common facilities and allow more flexible design,
uses, or configurations, the lack of positive synergies arising from the economies of scale that could
have been generated with the surrounding areas weakens the development potential. If they are
present, the marginal gains in nearby property values will increase with the size of the residential
investment” [84] (p. 27).

Furthermore, the regeneration of a well-defined area would reduce the redevelopment option
value of the surrounding areas because after an area-based renewal project has been approved,
the chances of new interventions being carried out in the same area decrease and, consequently, so do
the investments in the surroundings of the project area. The buildings outside the regeneration area,
even in the event of a subsequent intervention, would not reach the maximum regeneration potential
that could have resulted from synergistic development opportunities [93]. Therefore, the neighboring
neighborhoods lose the opportunity to enjoy the synergies generated by the combination of different
economies of scale, with the consequent decrease of their development potential.

In this respect, it is important to consider that the progress of a renewal project can determine
people’s expectations for reconstruction and the possibility of replacement by new housing, as well as for
the surroundings, with economic impacts on the residential market. The large-scale construction of new
neighborhoods or the rehabilitation projects, in fact, “can change the relative attractiveness of existing
neighborhoods” [51] (p. 2115). The concept of the neighborhood as “externality space”, proposed by
Galster [94], allows for the clarification of an important aspect related to the Outwards Regeneration
Effects. From the individual perspective of residents or owners of property, the externality space refers
to the space in which changes to the environment result from the actions of others that are perceived to
be elements capable of significantly altering the level of individual well-being (psychological and/or
financial). This may cause behavioral responses (e.g., migration, sale of housing, etc.) which, in turn,
cause new changes to neighborhoods over the long term [51]. In this regard, Davis and Whinston [95]
use a Prisoner’s Dilemma analysis to explain the behavior of small owners, which tend to overlook
possible improvements of existing structures, waiting for easy profits induced by the project.

Despite their importance, these aspects are still scarcely investigated or duly taken into account
when projects are implemented by local governments. To deal with such issues, there is a need to take
an integrated approach, so as to put to system the current and potential resources of each neighborhood,
with wider regeneration strategies in the city as a whole. This view, primarily turned towards the
external built environment, allows for the improvement of the perception of urban capabilities at
stake, promoting the concept of opportunity as a result of positive exchange between different urban
areas. In this context, social and functional mixity is not an internal condition, but the result of a
resource-sharing program, according to the idea of neighborhoods as collaborative platforms [52].
As Galster [96] (p. 19) notes, in fact, “for formulating and justifying a mixed housing policy on either
efficiency or equity grounds, it is crucial to understand exactly what sort of neighborhood effect(s) is
operating in neighborhoods”. For example, the provision of new public spaces and services can create
extra local value if they are designed “outwards”, not only for the inhabitants of the project area but
also for a wider range of people living in the city.

The analysis of the literature highlights the existence of multiple effects, sometimes diametrically
opposite, that a regeneration intervention can cause on its urban context. Table 3 shows an example of
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some of the OREs referring to the two main policy aspects—Housing and Spatial Scale—described in
the text above.

Table 3. OREs: literature-based evidence of opposite effects, in reference to two of the six main policy
aspects highlighted in Table 2: Housing Implementation and Policy and Planning Integration. Data
reported in this table point out the positive and negative regeneration effects, in order to make the
two-fold perspective more explicit and to underline the need for a thorough assessment of projects.

Policy Aspect
Outwards Regeneration Effects

Positive Negative

2. Housing Implementation

Housing price rise Home values depreciation

n The income and property value of
neighboring properties can rise
(Collins & Shester, 2010; Baumont,
2009; Bourassa, Hoesli & Sun, 2004;
Hwang & Kim, 2016; Kim et al., 2016)

n Overall increase in new housing
supply and consequent depreciation of
home values near development,
especially if there is no growing
demand for housing (Newell, 2010)

n Property value reduction of buildings
located beyond the boundaries of the
project, especially older buildings
(Chau & Wong, 2014)

Reputation amelioration Gentrification process

n New dwellings of higher quality can
raise the standing of the neighborhood
and attract higher-income residents
(Cumming & DiPasquale, 1999)

n The arrival of new residents could
curtail existing bad neighborhood
effects by introducing “social mixity”
and dissuade higher-income
populations from moving out
(Baumont, 2009)

n Increase in rents and taxes to damage
the inhabitants of lower incomes and
cause gentrification processes (Vigdor,
2010; Malpezzi, 1996) that risk
triggering a chain effect in the
surrounding areas, with an increase in
rents and prices of houses in the
adjacent neighborhoods (Atkinson,
2002; Shaw, 2000)

6. Policy and Planning Integration

Raise expectations for future development Reduction regeneration option value

n The nearby housing prices can increase
due to the increase in expectations for
a possible regeneration in neighboring
areas (Choi, 2019; Han & Lee, 2009)

n Older apartments are rated positively
by the real estate market for their
reconstruction potential (Lee, 2004;
Choi, 2007)

n Reduction of regeneration option value
and the consequent lack of investment
in the surrounding areas to project
(Chau & Wong, 2014)

4. Conclusions and Further Developments

The findings of this research reveal a significant correlation between regeneration projects
and the transformation of urban surroundings contextualize and highlight multiple factors that
should be considered to optimize the management of decision-making processes and design choices.
As highlighted by the literature review, current evaluation models are unable to consider these aspects,
or they do so partially.

Trying to overcome these limits, the research shows that there is a low perception of the impacts
of urban regeneration projects in their urban contexts, outside the perimeter of the project areas.
In general, especially in the case of public housing neighborhoods, the project evaluation focuses on
internal quality assessment of renewed areas. In this context, the analysis highlights two key issues,
briefly summarized below.

(1) The effectiveness of the spatial representation of degradation and urban poverty (Section 2.1).
The question we ask ourselves is whether a spatial representation of decay, which tries to limit
urban deprivation processes within well-defined limits, can effectively represent the problems of
a neighborhood, and therefore, suggest effective solutions. In particular, it highlights how public
housing estates are subjected to targeted interventions that often neglect, or do not effectively address,
structural causes of decay and poverty. This shows up in two paradoxes: (1) the socio-spatial paradox
in which the delimitation of the problem areas leads to the construction of a dangerous “urban
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topography of disrepute”, reinforcing the locational discrimination of the neighborhood’s inhabitants;
(2) the political-economic paradox, which takes place in the ideal attempt to homogeneously distribute
amenities and services between different neighborhoods of the city. The impossibility of having
necessary economic resources for this purpose, and above all, the different economic, socio-cultural,
and spatial characteristics that distinguish the various urban areas, make this objective unattainable.

(2) The efficacy of the Area-Based Initiatives (Section 2.2). Taking into account the issues so far
described, this study proposes a critical analysis of the area-based initiatives, offering a sort of an
“operational translation” of the spatially circumscribed concept of urban problems. The promotion of
interventions aimed at specific problem areas, in fact, shows two main underlying issues that limit the
effectiveness of actions launched at the local level. First, the selection of areas and the definition of
intervention limits often prove to be uncertain because it is likely to be inconsistent with the effective
distribution of poverty. In this way, there is a risk of excluding from funding several deprived areas,
producing new spatial injustices. Second, the search for localized solutions, mainly aimed at remedying
the internal problems of neighborhoods—in the absence of interventions aimed at identifying and
correcting the structural causes of degradation—contributes to the spread of curative urbanism with
short-lasting effects.

The analysis of these two issues, which are the basis of the research problem, suggests the
importance of shifting attention from the effects produced within the project area to the external effects
induced by regeneration interventions (OREs) (Section 3). In particular, the evaluation of these requires
answering two questions:

(1) What are the surroundings’ gains or losses from a nearby urban regeneration project?
(2) How much does the context influence the outcome of the project?

In order to operationalize this analysis approach, the six policy aspects identified as being
of relevance for decision support by Peter Hall have been declined in a number of key actions,
consistent with the outward-looking regeneration approach suggested by the author. Among these are
the following:

− Improving sustainable mobility (public transport networks and cycle–pedestrian paths),
networking services, and commerce activities in order to promote daily population movements
across different neighborhoods. This means rationalizing resources, avoiding duplicating the
existing offerings, and making sure that each neighborhood can provide specific services that are
useful to the entire community.

− Expanding the housing offerings (rehabilitation of the existing housing stock and new housing
development, especially infill construction) in order to create diversified offerings and to attract
new residents, as well as to combat the gentrification phenomena. For this to happen, it is
necessary to create a new housing offering according to the wider real estate market with the
objective of ensuring a broader urban social mix.

− Increasing the supply of public spaces and services —especially green areas, goods, and social
welfare services, as well as educational and cultural activities and jobs—in order to
expand the diversity of available options and to encourage interaction among inhabitants
of different neighborhoods.

− From the point of view of institutional arrangements and planning, urban regeneration projects
should be delivered through broader partnership-based governance arrangements that place
more emphasis on concerted action between different neighborhoods and institutions, in order to
favor the renewal of the nearby urban areas and to define city-wide regeneration strategies.

Subsequently, these actions have been turned into a set of preliminary questions that allow
the qualitative evaluation of corresponding OREs, in order to outline a comprehensive conceptual
framework of analysis for regeneration projects and their induced effects. This framework is defined
through a significant sample of research based on the case study methodology. This research evidence
was used to substantiate the OREs selection.
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The OREs analysis provides an alternative approach for assessing the success/failure factors in
regeneration projects and allows a preliminary qualitative framework for the assessment of future
projects. In both cases, this may have important implications in terms of urban policy because this can
provide a forecast of the transformative impacts that a selected project can trigger in a wider urban
context, in terms of environmental, economic, and social benefits/losses.

For this, planners and administrators should be concerned with OREs, especially in order to assess
which interventions can guarantee the greatest benefits for the community. The aim of OREs analysis,
in fact, is to construct a method for evaluating regeneration interventions according to equity and
sustainability principles, in order to reduce one of the possible causes of the theory-practice gap [97].

The proposed research lays the ground for further theoretical exploration and empirical
investigation of the subject. Further development of this research could lead to the definition
of a comprehensive list of strategic and operational criteria. To that end, it will be necessary to
define different qualitative and quantitative indicators, specifying the core assessment criteria for each
question defined in the preliminary qualitative framework, and to select a number of relevant case
studies in order to verify the effectiveness of the proposed indicators.

While this can seem straightforward at first, the implementation of the research findings into
project practice requires great effort. One of the major problems, for example, is how to identify the
data available in each city in order to build simple and generalizable methods for assessing OREs in
different urban contexts.

This brings us to the most telling point. In order to have a great impact, the OREs evaluation
will need to be introduced in ordinary planning practices. The question, therefore, becomes that of
stimulating interest in this new perspective on the evaluation of regeneration projects, while improving
the knowledge of project-induced impacts by the various factors involved in decision-making processes,
in development planning, and in project design and implementation.
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