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Access to decent and affordable housing 
has emerged as a critical bottleneck to 
social cohesion and sustainable urban de-
velopment across Europe. Housing affor-
dability pressures increasingly affect not 
only households traditionally considered 
vulnerable, but a much broader range of re-
sidents struggling to access secure and ap-
propriate homes in constrained urban hou-
sing markets. The political salience of the 
issue has risen accordingly. According to the 
July 2024 Eurobarometer survey, rising hou-
sing costs and wider cost-of-living pressures 
were among the concerns shaping citizens’ 
choices in the European elections. At Euro-
pean level, this growing urgency has been re-
flected in an unprecedented strengthening 
of the EU’s housing agenda, including the 
appointment of the first European Commis-
sioner with an explicit housing portfolio and 
the subsequent development of the first Eu-
ropean Affordable Housing Plan.

While the structural drivers of the housing 
crisis extend across European and national 
housing systems, many of its most imme-
diate consequences are experienced—and 
must be managed—at city level. Local autho-
rities confront intersecting pressures of affor-
dability, housing availability and social inclu-

1	  The CLT model separates ownership of the land from ownership or tenure of the housing, helping protect affordability over the long term.

sion, alongside demographic change, ageing 
populations, changing household structures 
and persistent inequalities. These challenges 
are particularly visible in the Southern Euro-
pean contexts, where limited stocks of social 
and affordable housing and pressures asso-
ciated with tourism and short-term rentals 
compound the difficulty of securing long-
term affordable homes. At the same time, the 
challenge extends beyond the number and 
price of housing units. Cities must consider 
how housing can support social inclusion, 
care, accessibility, environmental sustainabi-
lity, quality of life and stronger forms of com-
munity solidarity. Housing is therefore a par-
ticularly complex field for urban innovation. 

The Cities4Co-Housing is an URBACT In-
novation Transfer Network (ITN) launched 
in 2024—the year housing was placed fir-
mly at the heart of the European political 
agenda. In line with the primary purpose of 
URBACT Innovation Transfer Networks, the 
primary objective of this network has been 
to transfer, adapt, and scale up the innova-
tive, award-winning collaborative housing 
model of the Brussels-based CALICO (‘CAre 
and LIving in COmmunity’) project. Deve-
loped under the European Union’s Urban 
Innovative Actions (UIA) initiative from 2018 

to 2021, CALICO successfully demonstrated 
how strategic public investment can deli-
ver permanently affordable, non-speculative 
housing. By utilizing the Community Land 
Trust (CLT) model—where land ownership 
is held collectively by a non-profit founda-
tion and separated from individual housing 
unit ownership—CALICO secured 34 housing 
units with long-term affordability1. 

CALICO offered an important innovation refe-
rence because successfully integrated seve-
ral dimensions that are often treated separa-
tely. The project brought together long-term 
non-speculative affordability (CLT), parti-
cipatory governance, community care (in-
cluding birth and end-of-life care facilities), 
gender-focused housing clusters, deep re-
sident engagement, and environmental-
ly conscious building design. Community 
Land Trust principles provided an important 
mechanism for safeguarding affordability, 
while the project’s social and governance 
arrangements placed residents, community 
relationships and care alongside the physical 
provision of housing. 

The Cities4Co-Housing ITN brought to-
gether the Brussels-Capital Region, as Lead 
Partner and source of the original innovation, 
and five transfer partners: Vila Nova de Gaia
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(Portugal), Thessaloniki (Greece), Naples 
(Italy), Fuenlabrada (Spain) and Nikšić 
(Montenegro)—to collaborate across a UR-
BACT transnational innovation transfer pro-
cess running from September 2024 to Sep-
tember 2026. The diversity of these partners 
was an important characteristic of the 
network from the outset. They differed consi-
derably in size, housing-market conditions, 
institutional capacity, regulatory frameworks, 
experience of collaborative housing and the 
specific housing challenges they wanted to 
address.

This diversity also meant that transferring CA-
LICO could not be approached as a process of 
straightforward replication. The initial Trans-
ferability Study showed that direct replica-
tion was neither advisable nor feasible across 
such different policy, legal and financial en-
vironments. Instead, CALICO was decons-
tructed into four interconnected modules 
— Governance; Social Integration; Legal 
and Financial Structuring; and Building De-
sign and Sustainability — allowing partners 
to identify the components and underlying 
principles most relevant to their own local cir-
cumstances. Over the course of the network, 
with support from the Lead Expert, partners 
worked through URBACT’s transnational and 
local methodologies to understand, test and 

adapt these elements. Facilitated transnatio-
nal meetings, peer exchange, URBACT Local 
Groups (ULGs), and testing actions provided 
the framework within which the five transfer 
partners could progressively translate rele-
vant elements of CALICO into locally appro-
priate approaches.

For each of the five European partner ci-
ties, the concrete destination of this two-
year journey has been the development of a 
comprehensive, highly operational local In-
vestment Plan (IP). These plans translate two 
years of transnational exchange, Local Group 
(ULG) meetings, and hands-on peer reviews 
into locally owned, investable housing strate-
gies. The Investment Plans challenged cities 
to define precisely how their collaborative 
housing pilots will be governed, financed, and 
implemented, shifting the local conversation 
from “what cannot be copied” to “what can 
be adapted, modified, and delivered” within 
their native systems. Concurrently, the Brus-
sels-Capital Region—acting as the Lead 
Partner—developed its own Continuity Plan 
(CP). This plan leverages fresh, self-reflection 
and external perspectives from the partner 
cities to shift Brussels Housing’s focus from 
daily operational management back to long-
term strategic visioning. The Continuity Plan 
identifies how CALICO’s governance, com-

munity and affordability principles can be 
sustained and how the conditions for wider 
application can be strengthened in Brussels. 

This Final Report documents the complete 
transnational journey, activities, and results 
of the Cities4Co-Housing ITN. The report is 
organized into seven core chapters: Chapter 
1 introduces the network and its structural 
purpose; Chapter 2 presents the core Brus-
sels CALICO practice alongside the network’s 
chronological milestones and comprehen-
sive methodology; Chapter 3 explores the 
five partner cities in their diversity, offering a 
deep, detailed analysis of each city’s starting 
point, challenges, pilot and actions, chronolo-
gical journey, and ultimate achievements and 
outlines the individual city roadmaps; Chap-
ter 4 presents the transnational added value 
of working within an URBACT framework; 
Chapter 5 details the highlights, challenges, 
and adaptation barriers; Chapter 6 synthe-
sizes key lessons learnt for scaling housing 
innovation; and Chapter 7 sets out how the 
Cities4Co-Housing network’s transnational 
legacy can be sustained beyond the network, 
outlining a shared vision for continued col-
laboration and for advancing collaborative 
housing in Europe.



2.	��The Innovative Project
    �Introducing the UIA 

CALICO Project & ITN 
Transfer Methodology
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To understand the transfer journey of the 
Cities4Co-Housing network, it is first neces-
sary to understand the innovative practice 
that provided its foundation, the methodo-
logy developed to support its transfer, and 
the structured process through which it 
was progressively interpreted, tested and 
adapted across different local contexts.

This chapter therefore begins with CALI-
CO, the Brussels-based innovative prac-
tice at the heart of the network, examining 
the interconnected social, governance, le-
gal-financial and building-design dimen-
sions that made it both innovative and 
complex to transfer. It then presents the 
Cities4Co-Housing transfer methodology 
and traces the main stages of the network 
journey—from understanding and decons-
tructing the original practice, through local 
adaptation, to the development of the five 
Investment Plans and the Brussels Conti-
nuity Plan. In doing so, the chapter provides 
the foundation for understanding not only 
the innovative practice, but how the trans-
fer process worked in practice.

1	  2024 Transferability Study: Cities 4 Co-Housing ITN, URBACT, Paris. 

2.1 The Lead Partner Practice: 
Brussels CALICO Innovation Project

The Brussels CALICO (CAre and LIving in 
COmmunity) project, was launched in No-
vember 2018 with co-funding from the EU’s 
Urban Innovative Actions initiative. The 
housing complex was completed and oc-
cupied in 2021. It delivered 34 co-housing 
apartments in the Forest district of the 
Brussels-Capital Region. CALICO was deve-
loped in response to severe housing preca-
rity and the wider socio-economic challen-
ges associated with the “Brussels paradox”: 
a region of considerable economic strength 
and employment opportunities that simul-
taneously faces pronounced poverty, inequa-
lity and housing affordability pressures.

CALICO responded to these challenges 
through an integrated housing model com-
bining participatory multi-stakeholder 
governance; social, demographic and ge-
nerational integration; long-term non-spe-
culative affordability; and accessible and 
sustainable building design. Its 34 residential 
units are organised into three social clusters, 
combining different tenures, target groups 
and approaches to community-based care. 
Long-term affordability is protected through 

the Community Land Trust (CLT) model, 
which separates ownership of the land from 
ownership of the buildings and uses long-
term leases and restricted resale-price for-
mulas to preserve affordability over time.

It is this integrated approach—bringing to-
gether affordable housing, social inclusion, 
community-based care, participatory go-
vernance and long-term protection from 
speculation—that became the innovative 
practice at the heart of the Cities4Co-Hou-
sing URBACT Innovation Transfer Network. 

2.1.1 The Innovative Practice: CALICO

CALICO is developed within a particularly 
challenging Brussels housing context. Ac-
cording to the 2024 baseline data available 
at the outset of the ITN journey1, the Brus-
sels-Capital Region represents around 11% of 
Belgium’s population, generates 18% of natio-
nal GDP and hosts 15% of the country’s jobs. 
Yet 39% of its residents are reported to be at 
risk of poverty or social exclusion, unemploy-
ment stands at around 12%, and significant 
socio-economic inequalities persist between 
municipalities and neighborhoods.

These inequalities are compounded by an in-
creasingly difficult housing market. Brussels 
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is predominantly a city of renters: only around 
40% of dwellings are owner-occupied, while 
public social and other regulated-rent hou-
sing represents only around 7% of the total 
housing stock. Housing costs place pressure 
on lower-income households: half of Brussels 
households spend more than 26% of their in-
come on housing, rising to more than 45% 
among the poorest 10%. Population growth, 
increasing numbers of households and rising 
rents and property prices further intensify 
the challenge of securing decent and affor-
dable housing2.

CALICO project therefore sought to go 
beyond the provision of additional housing 
units. It approached housing as a means of 
simultaneously addressing affordability, so-
cial inclusion, community-based care and 
participatory living and governance. In this 
sense, CALICO responded to the Brussels pa-
radox not simply as a shortage of affordable 
homes, but as a wider challenge of creating 
housing capable of supporting long term af-
fordability, inclusion, solidarity and stronger 
communities.

2	  2024 Transferability Study: Cities 4 Co-Housing ITN, URBACT, Paris.

2.1.2 �The Core Pillars and Strategic 
Objectives of CALICO

The CALICO project—representing “CAre and 
LIving in COmmunity”—was launched in No-
vember 2018 with co-funding from the Euro-
pean Union’s Urban Innovative Actions (UIA) 
initiative. The project was selected under the 
UIA’s third call for proposals under the “Hou-
sing” theme. It provided a rich and complex 
innovative affordable housing project, whose 
individual principles and components of-
fered substantial potential for adaptation 
across different European contexts. Beyond 
providing access to secure, decent, and affor-
dable physical units, CALICO was designed 
around several intersecting social objectives, 
combining social diversity, resident participa-
tion and community-based care:

•	 Building an Intergenerational and So-
cially Diverse Community: CALICO 
sought to create a socially and genera-
tionally mixed community through its 
housing allocation approach. At least 
half of participating households in-
cluded an adult over the age of 55, while 
a substantial proportion of households 
were eligible for social housing. Rather 
than treating housing allocation only as 
a means of providing individual dwel-

lings, the project used it as a mechanism 
for creating an intergenerational and so-
cially diverse community.

•	 Supporting Older Women and Single 
Mothers: Particular attention was given 
to gender and vulnerability through An-
gela.D, which developed a co-housing 
cluster for older women and single mo-
thers. This was accompanied by gen-
der-focused governance and training 
approaches addressing participation, 
legal rights, building maintenance and 
co-living, as well as a gender-mainstrea-
ming toolkit.

•	 Empowering Residents: Resident par-
ticipation formed an important part of 
CALICO’s governance model. The project 
sought to empower residents to take res-
ponsibility for their building, community 
and common spaces, supported by par-
ticipatory processes and capacity-buil-
ding activities. This approach positioned 
residents not simply as recipients of hou-
sing, but as active participants in shaping 
and managing their living environment.

•	 Integrating Community-Based Care: 
CALICO developed a model of commu-
nity-led care integrated into both the 
co-housing community and the wider 
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neighbourhood. This included specia-
lised facilities connected to birth and 
end-of-life care, alongside Le Delta, a 
care space open to the wider commu-
nity and supported by the local associa-
tion Epsylon. More broadly, the model 
explored how informal caregivers, inclu-
ding neighbours, family members and 
volunteers, could complement specia-
lised and formal care provision within a 
community-based setting.

2.1.3 �Housing Tenure and the Three 
Social Clusters

The CALICO complex comprises 34 co-hou-
sing apartments. Its allocation model was 
designed to create a deliberate generatio-
nal and socio-economic mix. At least 50% of 
participating households include an adult 
aged over 55, while at least 66% meet the 
income eligibility requirements for public 
social housing in Brussels. Allocation proce-
dures are further tailored to the social objec-
tives of the project’s three housing clusters.

CALICO’s 34 residential units are divided into 
three distinct clusters, representing a diverse 
mix of housing tenures and ownership mo-
dels:

•	 The Angela.D Cluster (10 Rental Units): 
The Angela.D component focuses on 

a co-housing cluster for older women 
and single mothers. Angela.D developed 
gender-focused governance and trai-
ning tools, including participatory me-
thodologies, legal rights, building main-
tenance and co-living skills, together 
with a gender-mainstreaming toolkit.

•	 The Pass-ages Cluster (10 Coopera-
tive Units): Owned by the Vill’age Coo-
perative and managed by the associa-
tion Pass-ages. This cluster integrates 
community-based care directly into the 
co-housing environment. It features 
specialized birth and end-of-life care 
apartments on the ground floor, where 
residents and volunteers cooperate to 

support families during life’s most criti-
cal transitions.

•	 The CLTB Cluster (14 Units): Owned and 
managed directly by the Community 
Land Trust Brussels. This cluster com-
prises 8 owner-occupied apartments 
and 6 rental apartments, which include 
2 dedicated “Housing First” units de-
signed to provide shelter and intensive 
social support for formerly homeless in-
dividuals.

In addition to these residential units, the 
development also incorporated shared and 
community spaces intended to support in-
teraction between residents and the wider 
neighborhood.

THE CALICO CLUSTERS

Source: VUB for Brussels Housing, Brussels Regional Public Services.
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2.1.4 �Legal-Financial Innovation: The 
Community Land Trust Model

The core legal innovation of CALICO is its 
utilization of the Community Land Trust 
(CLT) model. The CLT model separates land 
ownership from housing ownership or tenure, 
providing a mechanism to protect affordabi-
lity and limit speculation over time. Groun-
ded in the philosophy that land is a shared, 
common resource rather than a speculative 
commodity, the model legally separates land 
ownership from building ownership.

The Land Trust Foundation (CLTB) retains 
permanent, collective ownership of the un-
derlying land. Individual homeowners or 
housing cooperatives (such as Vill’age Coo-
perative and Fair Ground) purchase only 
the physical building structures. To secure 
long-term affordability and block real es-
tate speculation, CLTB utilizes emphyteutic 
leases and enforces strict resale price for-
mulas. When an owner decides to sell their 
apartment, the resale price is restricted by a 
contractually agreed formula, allowing the 
seller to recover their equity plus a modest, 
inflation-adjusted return, while leaving the 
remaining market value in the trust to keep 
the home affordable for the next low-income 
buyer.

3	  https://uia.urban-initiative.eu/sites/default/files/2018-11/Call3_List%20of%20approved%20projects_PDF.pdf

CALICO’s financial model was supported by 
approximately €5 million in European Re-
gional Development Fund (ERDF) funding 
through Urban Innovative Actions (UIA) 

3,complemented by additional financing 
from project partners and the Brussels-Capi-
tal Region. Together, these resources covered 
project implementation as well as investment 
costs related to land, housing and common 
spaces. A key component of the financing 
model was the UIA investment grant, which 
enabled the Community Land Trust Brussels 
Foundation to acquire the land for the deve-
lopment. European funding also extended 
beyond land acquisition, contributing to the 
construction of structural elements, com-
mon areas and communal premises, as well 
as social rental housing. While this financing 
arrangement was instrumental in enabling 
CALICO’s innovative model, its reliance on 
substantial external public subsidy presents 
a significant challenge for direct replication 
by municipal authorities without access to 
comparable European or other public invest-
ment funding.

2.1.5 �Participatory Governance and 
Building Design Co-creation

The operational governance of CALICO is de-
signed to ensure participatory resident gover-
nance within a multi-stakeholder framework 
through a partnership between local public 
administrations, specialized non-govern-
mental organizations, and active residents. 
Led by the Brussels-Capital Region and 
CLTB, the partnership integrated the skills 
of Angela.D, Pass-ages, EVA Bxl (neighbou-
rhood care coordination), the Social 
Real Estate Agency Logement Pour Tous 
(property management), the regional 
administration Perspective.brussels, and 
researchers from the Vrije Universiteit Brus-
sel (VUB).

The governance structure is organized across 
three main levels to balance administrative 
efficiency with direct resident voice:

1.	 The Steering Committee: The central 
governing body responsible for delega-
ting, coordinating, and controlling the 
tasks of all other working groups.

2.	 Partner Committees: Committees brin-
ging together project managers, ad-
ministrators, and volunteer delegates 
from the founding organizations to 
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handle legal, financial, and general pro-
ject coordination under the UIA funding 
framework.

3.	 Resident Committees and Assemblies: 
Groupings of the actual residents wit-
hin each cluster. These assemblies ma-
nage daily life, establish rules for living 
together, coordinate shared spaces, and 
develop community care strategies and 
neighbourhood outreach programs.

To prepare residents to take full control of 
their community and physical building, the 
founding partners (CLTB, Angela.D, and Pass-
ages) provided two years of intensive pre-
paratory support prior to launch, followed 
by one year of post-occupancy coaching. 
Support focused particularly on helping re-
sidents establish their community and deve-
lop the capacity to manage the building and 
common spaces.

However, the project encountered a signi-
ficant operational trade-off in its building 
design process. The three-year UIA imple-
mentation deadline led the partnership to 
opt for a turnkey purchase. This meant that 
CLTB’s “Archilabs”—which are highly collabo-
rative, co-creative workshops where future 
residents and architects design the common 
spaces and building layouts together were 
not implemented. A turnkey purchase in es-

sence meant buying a pre-designed building 
under construction from a private developer 
to guarantee timely deployment of funds for 
the building acquisition.

AN OVERVIEW OF THE CALICO GOVERNANCE SET UP

Source: CALICO project Third Report
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2.2 The Transfer Methodology: 
Aiding Contextualized Adaptation

While CALICO was conceived as an innova-
tive and transferable housing practice, its 
comprehensive and interconnected nature 
meant that direct replication was neither 
advisable nor practicable. The five transfer 
partners operated within different policy, le-
gal and financial systems, addressed different 
population groups, and entered the network 
with different levels of experience and exis-
ting approaches to social and affordable 
housing. The transfer methodology there-
fore focused on identifying which elements 
of CALICO were relevant and adaptable to 
each local context rather than attempting to 
reproduce the Brussels model in its entirety.

To facilitate this process, CALICO was analysed 
and deconstructed into four interconnected 
transfer modules—Governance, Social, Le-
gal and Finance, and Building in the Transfe-
rability Study produced by the Lead Expert at 
the beginning of the network journey4. This 
modularisation provided a common analyti-
cal framework through which partners could 
understand how CALICO worked, identify the 
components most relevant to their own hou-
sing challenges, and assess the local assets 
and barriers affecting their transfer.

4	  Rosenfeld, O (2025) Transferability Study: Cities 4 Co-Housing ITN, URBACT, Paris.

Module 1: Governance (TM1)

Governance was fundamental to CALICO’s 
community-driven approach. The project 
brought together different organisations and 
residents within a structured partnership, 
with a Steering Committee providing ove-
rall coordination and partner and resident 
committees addressing different aspects 
of implementation and community life. The 
Transferability Study nevertheless stressed 
that this precise partnership architecture 
was context-specific; what could be transfer-
red was the learning from its operation and 
the principles underpinning inclusive gover-
nance.

For transfer purposes, the Governance mo-
dule was divided into three principal compo-
nents:

•	 Partnership: CALICO demonstrated 
how different organisations, project ma-
nagers, administrators, volunteers and 
residents could work within a coordi-
nated governance structure. As these 
partnerships were specific to the Brus-
sels context, the intention was not to re-
produce the organisational model itself. 
Instead, partners could learn from CALI-
CO’s governance arrangements, their es-
tablishment and the lessons generated 
through their operation in order to de-
velop or strengthen governance struc-
tures appropriate to their own projects.

•	 Social support: CLTB, Angela.D and 
Pass-ages supported residents before 
and after the launch of CALICO as they 
established their community. This in-

CALICO PROJECT MODULES

Source: Author.
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cluded support for the maintenance 
and management of the building and 
its common spaces and helped resi-
dents develop the capacity required 
for collaborative community life. The 
methods and approaches used to 
provide this support were considered 
transferable to other contexts.

•	 Resident empowerment: A central 
objective of CALICO was to enable re-
sidents progressively to take responsi-
bility for managing their building, 
common spaces and community 
life. The tools and workshops used to 
build this capacity provided another 
element that could be adapted and 
transferred to interested partners.

The Governance module enabled partner ci-
ties to examine not simply who should parti-
cipate in a collaborative housing project, but 
how partnerships, resident responsibilities 
and support structures could be organised 
within their own institutional contexts.

Module 2: Social (TM2)

CALICO’s Social module reflected its com-
munity-led approach to housing vulnerable 
and diverse population groups. The project 
combined housing provision with commu-
nity-building, gender inclusion and commu-
nity-based care, extending some of its acti-
vities beyond residents to the surrounding 
neighbourhood.

Three main components were identified for 
transfer:

•	 Community: CALICO sought to establi-
sh an intergenerational and socially di-
verse community through targeted hou-
sing-allocation procedures. Dwellings 
within the different clusters were allo-
cated according to household and te-
nure characteristics in order to create 
a deliberate social and generational mix.

•	 Gender: Gender inclusion was em-
bedded particularly through the work of 
Angela.D and its co-housing cluster for 
older women and single mothers. This 
included gender-sensitive governance 
and training tools covering participato-
ry methods, legal rights, building main-
tenance, interior design and co-living, 
together with gender-mainstreaming 
tools for the wider partnership.

•	 Care: CALICO developed an approach 
to community-led care embedded wit-
hin both the co-housing project and the 
wider community. This included spaces 
and support associated with birth and 
end-of-life care, alongside the wider in-
volvement of residents, volunteers and 
local organisations.

Although CALICO’s overall social model was 
complex, these components allowed partners 
to consider separately how community com-
position, gender and care could be incorpo-
rated into their own housing initiatives.

Module 3: Legal and Finance (TM3)

The Legal and Finance module addressed 
some of the most context-dependent ele-
ments of CALICO. One of the key innovations 
of the CALICO project is its legal and financial 
backing through the Community Land Trust 
(CLT) model, complemented by different 
forms of housing tenure and a combination 
of European and local financing.

Three areas were examined:

•	 Legal framework and the Community 
Land Trust: The CLT model separates 
land ownership from housing ownership 
in order to support long-term affordabi-
lity. However, the model is not a one-size-
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fits-all legal solution and is not widely 
used for social housing across Europe. 
Transfer therefore required partners to 
understand the legal solutions deve-
loped by CLTB in Brussels and examine 
whether—and how—the underlying CLT 
principles could be achieved within their 
own national and local legal systems. The 
methodology explicitly did not assume 
that the Brussels legal solution it-
self could be directly transferred.

•	 Housing tenure: CALICO incorporates 
different tenure arrangements, inclu-
ding resident and social-investment 
cooperatives, rental and owner-occu-
pied dwellings within the CLTB cluster, 
social rental management and Housing 
First units. Its allocation approach also 
promotes socio-economic and genera-
tional diversity. The transfer methodo-
logy allowed partners to examine which 
tenure arrangements might be relevant 
to their own projects while recognising 
that their application would depend on 
each city’s legal and housing context.

•	 Funding and finance: CALICO com-
bined European funding and partner 
co-financing to support project mana-
gement and investment in land, housing 
and common spaces. The UIA invest-
ment subsidy was particularly important 

to the acquisition of the land and the 
delivery of the project. While this finan-
cing structure offered important lessons 
for partner cities, the methodology re-
cognised that reproducing it in different 
public-funding environments could be 
challenging.

The purpose of transferring this module was 
therefore not to replicate CALICO’s legal and 
financial architecture, but to enable partners 
to explore how comparable objectives—par-
ticularly long-term affordability and protec-
tion from speculation—could be pursued 
through locally appropriate legal, tenure 
and financing arrangements.

Module 4: Building (TM4)

The Building module addressed both the 
physical design process and the environmen-
tal performance of collaborative housing.

It consisted of two principal components:

•	 Co-creation and modification of buil-
ding design: CLTB usually uses 
“Archilabs”, collaborative workshops 
bringing future residents, architects and 
other stakeholders together to co-create 
aspects of housing design, including the 
organisation and use of common spaces. 
CALICO itself could not fully apply this 
approach because the strict implemen-

tation timetable associated with UIA 
funding led to the turnkey purchase of 
a pre-designed building. Both the par-
ticipatory Archilab approach and the 
lessons from CALICO’s more constrained 
design process therefore provided mate-
rial for transfer.

•	 Energy efficiency and climate-related 
features: CALICO was designed and 
constructed to high energy standards. 
The project also demonstrated that 
technical performance alone is insuf-
ficient: residents need to understand 
how to operate energy-efficient homes 
effectively. CLTB therefore provided 
workshops on energy-efficient use of the 
dwellings. Such methods were conside-
red transferable, while recognising that 
the predominantly Southern European 
partner cities faced different climatic 
conditions and would need to adapt the 
technical and behavioural approaches 
accordingly.

The Building module consequently allowed 
partners to consider both how residents 
could participate in shaping their housing 
environments and how environmental per-
formance could be integrated into collabo-
rative housing projects within different cli-
matic and development contexts.
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From Modularisation to Contextualised 
Adaptation

The strategic value of modularising CALICO 
was that it created a common framework 
for five partners with very different starting 
points. The modules were not intended as a 
menu of solutions to be transferred unifor-
mly. Instead, they provided a shared struc-
ture through which each partner could iden-
tify the aspects of CALICO most relevant to its 
own housing challenges, institutional capaci-
ties and ambitions.

This was important because partners’ inte-
rests and opportunities for transfer differed 
considerably. Through the initial consulta-
tions, city visits and local workshops, partners 
examined the CALICO modules against their 
own local assets, barriers and implementa-
tion conditions. Interest extended across the 
practice, but the relevance and feasibility of 
individual components varied according to 
local legal and financial frameworks, existing 
housing policies, governance arrangements, 
target communities and available projects to 
pursue. The transfer process could therefore 
develop from a common understanding of 
CALICO while allowing each city to pursue a 
different pathway.

This became a defining feature of the Cities-

4Co-Housing approach: transfer was un-
derstood as adaptation rather than repli-
cation. What mattered was not reproducing 
the Brussels project in another city, but un-
derstanding the principles and mechanisms 
behind CALICO and determining how they 
could respond to a locally defined housing 
challenge. The modular framework provi-
ded the starting point for this process and, as 
the network progressed, enabled partners to 
move from understanding the original prac-
tice towards selecting, testing and com-
bining relevant elements within their own 
local projects and strategies.

This shift from a single innovative practice to 
five context-specific applications is central to 
understanding the network journey descri-
bed in the following sections. It also provides 
one of the key lessons of Cities4Co-Housing 
for other cities: complex urban innovations 
can be transferred without being copied, 
provided that their underlying components 
are understood and systematically reinter-
preted in relation to local conditions. The 
next section provides an overview of the 
journey.
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2.3 Chronological Milestones and 
Thematic Focus (CALICO Modules) 

In line with the URBACT methodology, the 
Cities4Co-Housing transfer journey was de-
signed as a progressive learning process. 
Partners did not move directly from un-
derstanding CALICO to preparing invest-
ment proposals. Instead, the network moved 
through successive stages of understanding, 
local adaptation, testing, action planning 
and consolidation, with each phase building 
on the previous one. Transnational mee-
tings, city-level work, URBACT Local Groups 
(ULGs), Testing Actions and the preparation 
of Investment Plans were closely connected, 
enabling partners progressively to translate 
the principles of CALICO into locally relevant 
housing strategies. This section provides an 
insight into the Cities4Co-Housing network 
journey. 

1.	 Establishing the foundations: 
understanding transfer potential

The first stage of the ITN work focused on un-
derstanding both CALICO and the very diffe-
rent starting conditions of the five transfer 
partners. Individual city visits by the Lead 
Partner and the Lead expert were used to 
present CALICO to each partner, identify lo-
cal housing challenges, existing assets, insti-
tutional and regulatory barriers, and partner 
interests in the different elements of CALICO.

This work culminated in the Transferability 
Study, completed in February 2025. As noted 
in the previous section, a central conclu-
sion was that CALICO was too complex and 
context-specific to be replicated as a com-
plete model. Instead, it was deconstructed 
into four interconnected transfer modules—
Governance, Social, Legal and Finance, and 
Building—allowing partners to identify which 
components were most relevant to their local 
objectives and which would require signifi-
cant adaptation. This established the me-
thodological basis for the next stage of the 
network: moving from understanding the 
original practice to examining how its prin-
ciples could work in different local contexts.

2.	 Vila Nova de Gaia: 
moving from learning 
to Testing Actions

The first quarter of the Adapt Phase, from 
May to August 2025, marked an important 
transition from analysis towards experimen-
tation. The transnational meeting hosted by 
Vila Nova de Gaia in May 2025 concentrated 
particularly on two of CALICO’s most techni-
cally demanding areas: the Legal and Finan-
cial module and the Building module.

The meeting combined learning about the 
original CALICO practice with practical work 
on how its principles could be adapted. Par-
ticipatory methods—including the OPERA 
method, World Café and Iterative Co-Design 
Workshops—were used to move partners 
from broad ideas towards possible local in-
terventions. Collectively, the partners deve-
loped nearly 50 Testing Actions, which were 
brought together in the Cities4Co-Housing 
Testing Actions Bank, creating a shared re-
pository that partners could draw upon and 
develop further within their own cities.

This was a significant methodological step. 
Testing Actions enabled partners to explore 
aspects of their emerging housing strategies 
on a limited scale rather than moving direc-
tly from learning to major investment. In pa-
rallel, the work on the Investment Plans be-
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gan to give these experiments a longer-term 
strategic direction. By the end of this period, 
partners had made tangible progress on the 
first sections of their plans, covering local 
needs, policy responses and the emerging 
investment proposals.

3.	 Fuenlabrada: 
placing governance 
and community at the centre

The second quarter of the Adapt Phase shif-
ted attention towards CALICO’s Governance 
and Social modules, with the transnational 
meeting hosted in Fuenlabrada in October 
2025. This complemented the more techni-
cal focus of the Gaia meeting by examining 
the institutional and social infrastructure re-
quired to make collaborative housing work.

The meeting reinforced a lesson that became 
increasingly important across the network: 
transferring collaborative housing innovation 
requires more than identifying a building, fi-
nancing mechanism or legal model. It also 
requires clarity about who participates, who 
makes decisions, how residents are invol-
ved, how different municipal departments 
and external organisations collaborate, and 
how a community is supported over time.

By this stage, Testing Actions were being ela-
borated and implemented locally through 
the ULGs, allowing partners to explore these 
questions in relation to real stakeholders and 
local projects. At the same time, preparation 
of the Investment Plans was becoming more 
advanced. The network’s mid-term reflec-
tion provided an opportunity to assess pro-

gress and identify where additional support 
was needed. One practical outcome was the 
decision to introduce an additional physi-
cal transnational meeting in Thessaloniki, 
creating dedicated time for partners to work 
collectively on the operational and financial 
dimensions of their emerging plans.
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4.	 December 2025: 
translating learning 
into Investment Plans

By late 2025, the network had reached a cri-
tical point. The challenge was no longer pri-
marily to generate ideas or identify potential-
ly transferable CALICO elements, but to bring 
the different strands of learning together 
into coherent implementation frameworks.

To support this transition, preparation of the 
Investment Plans followed a phased draf-
ting process, with progressive deadlines, ite-
rative feedback and targeted guidance. In 
December 2025, the five transfer partners 
submitted their draft Investment Plans and 
Brussels its Continuity Plan to the URBACT 
Secretariat, one month ahead of the pro-
gramme deadline.

This milestone was important not simply as 
a reporting achievement. The plans required 
partners to connect the work undertaken 
throughout the network: the local housing 
challenge, the relevant CALICO principles, 
stakeholder and governance arrangements, 
Testing Actions, proposed actions, invest-
ment requirements and implementation 
considerations. The Investment Plans the-
refore became an important mechanism 
through which transfer learning was consoli-
dated into locally owned strategies.

5.	 Thessaloniki: 
stress-testing the Investment and 
Continuity plans

The additional transnational meeting held in 
Thessaloniki from 25–27 February 2026 was 
designed around this need for refinement. 
Rather than introducing another CALICO 
module, the meeting concentrated on stren-
gthening the partners’ emerging Investment 
Plans and increasing their readiness for im-
plementation.

Partners presented and critically reviewed 
their proposed actions through structured 
peer-learning exercises. The Thinking Hats 
method was used to examine proposals from 
different perspectives, while “critical friend” 
exchanges enabled partners to challenge 
assumptions and provide constructive feed-
back to one another.

Particular attention was given to the fi-
nancial and operational feasibility of pro-
posed actions. Through the Cost Estimation 
Challenge, partners examined the costs as-
sociated with implementation, while the UR-
BACT Funding Roadmap Canvas supported 
a more systematic exploration of potential 
funding sources. Further work focused on 
governance, risks, monitoring and evaluation.

The Thessaloniki meeting therefore repre-

sented an important change in the nature of 
transnational learning. Partners were no lon-
ger primarily asking what could be learned 
from CALICO; they were increasingly asking 
whether their own adapted proposals were 
sufficiently clear, realistic and robust to 
move towards implementation. Peer lear-
ning became a mechanism for testing the 
quality of locally developed strategies.
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6.	 Naples: 
from planning 
to implementation readiness

The Prepare for Re-Use Phase, from March 
to May 2026, shifted the emphasis further 
from plan preparation towards implemen-
tation readiness and capitalisation. The fi-
nal transnational meeting, hosted in Naples 
from 5–7 May 2026, brought together the 
work undertaken during the previous phases 
and provided space for partners to reflect on 
the innovation transfer process.

A particularly important element was the 
opportunity for partners to engage directly 
with CALICO residents from Brussels. These 
exchanges provided an opportunity to the 
partners to ‘run their local solutions by the 
original CALICO residents’ who have partici-
pated and co-created their co-living. Partners 
discussed governance arrangements, com-
munity rules, shared spaces and the practi-
cal challenges of collective decision-making 
with people experiencing the CALICO model 
in everyday life.

These conversations provided direct and neu-
tral feedback and reinforced the importance 
of governance arrangements and commu-
nity processes capable of supporting collec-
tive decision-making and the everyday ma-

nagement of shared living. For partners that 
had spent much of the network developing 
governance structures, resident charters and 
participatory approaches, this provided an 
important opportunity to test their thinking 
against lived experience of CALICO residents.

The Naples meeting also created space for 
partners to look back at the innovation trans-
fer journey and the operation of the network. 
By this stage, the transfer process had pro-
duced five locally differentiated Investment 
Plans and a Brussels Continuity Plan, groun-
ded in different housing systems, institutio-
nal arrangements and implementation op-
portunities. The network’s final joint video 
was also developed as a collective capitali-
sation output, capturing the partners’ expe-
rience and learning.

7.	 Brussels: 
connecting local strategies with 
delivery and finance

The formal transnational journey culminated 
with the final network conference in Brus-
sels in June 2026. By this stage, the central 
question had shifted again—from what can 
be transferred? and how can it be adapted? 
to what is required to implement and fi-
nance the resulting strategies?

The conference created a dialogue between 
partner cities and actors involved in housing 
finance and delivery, including representa-
tives from the European Bank for Recons-
truction and Development (EBRD), Crédal 
and Community Land Trust Brussels (CLTB). 
Partners were able to present their emerging 
strategies and Investment Plans, while finan-
cial actors discussed how housing projects 
are assessed, what opportunities they iden-
tify, which barriers frequently prevent imple-
mentation, and what conditions can stren-
gthen the prospects for investment.

This exchange was significant because it 
connected the work of the network with the 
realities of delivery. Rather than waiting un-
til a formal financing application to engage 
with potential financial actors, the confe-
rence created an opportunity for cities and 
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financing organisations to understand one n 
another’s perspectives earlier in the process. 
The final network product – Cities 4 Co-Hou-
sing video -  featuring all six partners in their 
own languages was also produced in this fi-
nal stage, providing the wider public an in-
sight into the network journey. 

A progressive transfer journey

Taken together, these stages show that the 
Cities4Co-Housing journey was not a linear 
transfer of a finished housing model from 
Brussels to five other cities. It was a progres-
sive process through which partners mo-
ved from understanding a complex innova-
tion, to selecting relevant principles, testing 
them locally, developing governance and 
partnerships, and translating the resulting 
learning into Investment Plans and a Conti-
nuity Plan.

The role of the innovation transfer network 
also evolved throughout this process. Ini-
tially, it provided access to CALICO and a 
framework for understanding its transfera-
bility. During the Adapt Phase, it became a 
space for experimentation, comparison and 
peer learning. As the Investment Plans deve-
loped, partners increasingly acted as critical 
friends, challenging one another’s actions, 
governance arrangements, costs, funding 
assumptions and monitoring approaches. 
In the final phase, the network connected 
these locally developed strategies with the 
perspectives of residents, practitioners and 
financing actors.

The result was therefore not five replicas of 
CALICO. It was five different adaptations 

emerging from a common learning process, 
alongside a Continuity Plan through which 
Brussels could reflect on and sustain the ori-
ginal innovation. This progression—from un-
derstanding, to adaptation, to testing, to 
planning and implementation readiness—
provides the framework for examining what 
each partner ultimately learned and how 
those lessons changed their approach to af-
fordable and collaborative housing. The next 
chapter provides a deeper insight into each 
city’s journey.  
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Source: Author.



3.	��Cities 4 Co-Housing 
Partners

    �Their Diversity 
and ITN Journey
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The Cities4Co-Housing network brought 
together five transfer cities with markedly 
different housing systems, institutional ca-
pacities, demographic profiles and starting 
points for innovation: Vila Nova de Gaia in 
Portugal, Thessaloniki in Greece, Naples 
in Italy, Fuenlabrada in Spain and Nikšić in 
Montenegro. This diversity was not inciden-
tal to the transfer process. It was one of its 
defining conditions.

As the Transferability Study, authored by the 
Lead Expert Dr Orna Rosenfeld, established 
at the beginning of the network journey, 
the five partners operated within different 
policy, legal and financial environments, 
addressed different population groups, and 
entered the network with different levels of 
experience in social, affordable and colla-
borative housing. Their interests in CALICO 
consequently differed. Some were seeking 
new approaches to the housing allocation 
and governance; others were exploring how 
vacant public property could support new 
forms of co-housing housing, how existing 
housing programmes could incorporate 
stronger community and care dimensions, 
how non-speculative models could respond 
to severe affordability pressures, or how 
community governance could be connec-
ted with the physical and environmental 
upgrading of existing residential areas.

The differences were also substantial in 
scale and institutional context. The network 
connected Southern European urban 
centres such as Naples and Thessaloniki 
with the smaller Montenegrin city of Nikšić; 
municipalities with existing affordable-hou-
sing programmes and secured funding 
with cities where collaborative housing was 
still a relatively new concept; and partners 
working with new or vacant housing assets 
with others seeking to transform existing 
housing initiatives. The Transferability Stu-
dy therefore concluded that direct replica-
tion of CALICO was neither advisable nor 
practicable. Instead, the transfer process 
needed to identify which principles and 
components of the Brussels innovation 
could respond to each city’s locally defined 
housing challenge.

The five city journeys presented in this 
chapter show what this contextualised ap-
proach meant in practice. Each began with 
a different local challenge and a different 
understanding of what CALICO might offer. 
Through URBACT Local Groups, transnatio-
nal exchange and systematic progressive 
development of their Investment Plans, 
partners selected, tested and adapted diffe-
rent elements of CALICO’s Governance, So-
cial, Legal and Finance, and Building mo-
dules. 

The chapter therefore focuses not only on 
what each city did, but on what evolved 
through the Innovation Transfer Network 
journey. For each partner, it examines the 
starting point and local housing challenge; 
the project or opportunity through which 
CALICO was adapted; the concrete actions 
(testing and future) and transnational lear-
ning that shaped this process; the changes 
in local thinking, partnerships and practice; 
the principal lesson emerging from the 
transfer; and finally, the pathway from the 
Investment Plan towards implementation. 
Read together, the five cases demonstrate 
how a common innovative practice can ge-
nerate very different local solutions—and 
why this diversity is central to understan-
ding transfer as adaptation process in real 
time.
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3.1 Vila Nova de Gaia, Portugal: 
From Housing Allocation 
to Community-Building

3.1.1 Profile and Pilot Overview

Vila Nova de Gaia entered Cities4Co-Hou-
sing with a significant opportunity already 
in place: the municipality already had signi-
ficant housing programmes and investment 
underway to expand affordable and public 
housing provision. The challenge was there-
fore not simply how to increase housing sup-
ply, but how newly available homes should 
be allocated and managed in a way that 
could create a socially mixed, supportive and 
sustainable community.

The transfer process became closely connec-
ted to a concrete housing development in 
Grijó, where 30 dwellings were being incor-
porated into the municipality’s affordable 
housing provision. This gave Gaia an imme-
diate setting in which to explore the rele-
vance of CALICO’s approach. Rather than at-
tempting to reproduce the Brussels project, 
the city concentrated particularly on those 
elements that could strengthen the social 
composition, governance and community di-
mension of the Grijó development.

The 30-unit development consequently be-
came a practical testing ground for a broader 
question: could the allocation of affordable 
housing be used not only to respond to indi-
vidual housing need, but also to deliberately 
support the formation of an intergeneratio-
nal community?

3.1.2 �Starting Point: Resources for 
Housing, but a Need for a More 
Integrated Approach

Gaia’s starting point differed considerably 
from that of several other network partners. 
The municipality already had resources and 
an active programme for acquiring housing. 
What was less developed was an approach 
linking the physical provision of homes with 
household mix, resident participation, com-
munity formation and the longer-term social 
management of the development.

The city’s own reflection at the end of the 
network described an important organisatio-
nal challenge: relevant municipal functions 
had tended to work in administrative silos. 
Housing provision, urban planning and social 
support were connected to the same under-
lying challenge, but were not necessarily 
operating through an integrated collabora-
tive-housing framework.

CALICO therefore offered Gaia a different 
perspective on what happens between the 
acquisition of a dwelling and the creation of 
a functioning housing community. Of parti-
cular relevance was CALICO’s deliberate 
approach to the composition of its resident 
population, including its socio-economic and 
intergenerational mix, together with its em-
phasis on participation, common spaces, re-
sident support and community governance.

For Gaia, the transfer question consequent-
ly became less about reproducing CALICO’s 
Community Land Trust structure and more 
about asking: how could these principles 
be incorporated into a municipally led affor-
dable rental-housing project under Portu-
guese conditions?

3.1.3 �Adapting CALICO: Grijó as a Local 
Testing Ground

The Grijó development provided an oppor-
tunity to translate this question into prac-
tice. One of the most concrete adaptations 
concerned the allocation of the 30 dwellings.

Rather than applying a single allocation cate-
gory across the development, Gaia divided 
the housing into three clusters. Two were tar-
geted towards specific groups—people aged 
over 55 and single-parent families—while the 
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third was open to the general eligible popula-
tion. The existing grading criteria were adap-
ted so that applications could be assessed in 
relation to the objectives of each cluster.

The call for applications ran from June to Au-
gust 2025. Following the selection process, 
the 30 households comprised 17 single-pa-
rent families, three households in which all 
members were over 55, and ten nuclear or 
other adult households. Seven of the selec-
ted families included a household member 
with a disability above 60% or autism.

This was more than an administrative mo-
dification. The underlying objective was to 
create conditions for intergenerational ex-
change, mutual assistance and reduced so-
cial isolation, moving from the allocation of 
individual housing units towards the delibe-
rate composition of a community.

The city also began to explore what would 
be required after allocation. The project en-
visaged participatory workshops through 
which residents could help shape the use of 
communal facilities and spaces, including 
the potential development of a communal 
building in the open area of the site. The pro-
cess was also intended to inform community 
rules for the management and use of shared 
spaces.

In parallel, Gaia developed a more multidis-
ciplinary approach to the transition into hou-
sing, bringing housing and social dimensions 
more closely together. The development of 
a Social and Housing Transition Team reflec-
ted this recognition that the process could 
not end when keys were allocated: suppor-
ting residents as they enter their new homes, 
building relationships and addressing emer-
ging community issues are also part of hou-
sing implementation.

3.1.4 �The Transfer Journey: Learning 
Through Testing and Exchange

Gaia’s trajectory through Cities4Co-Housing 
illustrates how the transfer process evolved 
from initial interest in individual CALICO mo-
dules towards a more integrated understan-
ding of collaborative housing.

During the early transfer work, the city exa-
mined CALICO against its own local assets 
and barriers. As the network entered the 
Adapt Phase, the Grijó project provided an 
increasingly concrete focus for this learning. 
Testing Actions were developed around 
resident selection, intergenerational ap-
proaches and community-building, connec-
ting the Social and Governance dimensions 
of CALICO with an actual municipal housing 
development.

Gaia also played an important transnational 
role by hosting the Cities4Co-Housing mee-
ting in May 2025, when the network concen-
trated particularly on CALICO’s Legal and Fi-
nancial and Building modules. For Gaia itself, 
however, the subsequent experience of Grijó 
demonstrated that physical investment and 
allocation decisions could not be separated 
from the social and governance questions 
being explored elsewhere in the network.

By autumn 2025, the application and se-
lection process for the 30 homes had been 
completed. A ULG meeting held in the Grijó 
neighbourhood examined how the network’s 
modules could be translated into concrete lo-
cal actions. The ULG itself broadened during 
this period to include perspectives from na-
tional institutions, private actors, municipal 
services, academia and technical partners.

The journey was not without disruption. 
Changes in political leadership associated 
with the 2025 municipal elections affected 
the pace of work on the Investment Plan and 
required the project to be presented to the 
new municipal executive. This highlighted 
a wider implementation lesson: innovative 
housing projects depend not only on techni-
cal preparation and funding, but also on sus-
tained political and institutional ownership.
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During the final stages of the network, Gaia 
consolidated the experience of Grijó within 
its Investment Plan and continued to learn 
from other partners. Exchanges with CALICO 
residents in Naples were particularly relevant 
to questions of resident governance, commu-
nity rules and the prevention and manage-
ment of conflict—issues that become increa-
singly important as a housing development 
moves from allocation towards occupation 
and everyday community life.

3.1.5 �What Changed: From Providing 
Homes to Designing a Community

The most important outcome of Gaia’s trans-
fer journey was not the replication of a par-
ticular CALICO structure. It was a change in 
how the housing intervention itself was un-
derstood.

At the beginning of the process, Gaia already 
possessed an important asset: the capacity 
and resources to acquire affordable hou-
sing. The network added another layer to 
this work by encouraging the city to consider 
who would live together, how the composi-
tion of the community could be shaped, how 
residents could participate, and what institu-
tional support would be required after alloca-
tion.

The Grijó allocation process provides the 
clearest practical expression of this change. 
Criteria were adapted not simply to identify 
eligible individual households, but to create 
an intentional mix of residents with the po-
tential to support intergenerational inte-
raction and mutual assistance. At the same 
time, the closer alignment of housing, plan-
ning and social functions helped move the 
project away from a predominantly adminis-
trative and physical conception of housing 
provision towards a more integrated hou-
sing-and-community approach.

This is also where Gaia’s experience connects 
most clearly with CALICO. The city did not 
seek to implement CALICO’s CLT legal struc-
ture at this stage. Instead, it transferred a 
more fundamental principle: housing alloca-
tion can also be an act of community design.

3.1.6 �Key Learning: Allocating Housing 
Is Also Designing a Community

Gaia’s experience points to a broader lesson 
for cities investing in affordable housing. In-
creasing the number of available homes is es-
sential, but the long-term social performance 
of a housing development is influenced by 
decisions made before, during and after allo-
cation.

The experience of Grijó showed the impor-
tance of considering household mix, resident 
transition, participation, shared spaces, com-
munity rules and ongoing support as inter-
connected parts of housing provision. It also 
demonstrated the value of bringing different 
municipal functions together around the 
same project rather than treating housing 
allocation, social support and urban develop-
ment as separate administrative processes.

For Gaia, contextualised transfer therefore 
meant taking selected principles from CA-
LICO—particularly intentional community 
composition, participation, collaborative go-
vernance and ongoing resident support—
and embedding them within a municipally 
led affordable rental-housing model.

The learning can be summarised simply: 
providing dwellings answers an immediate 
housing need; creating the conditions for a 
community to develop requires an additional 
layer of governance, participation and social 
investment.

3.1.7 �From Investment Plan to 
Implementation

Gaia’s Investment Plan consolidates lear-
ning around a broader collaborative-hou-
sing approach, with Grijó functioning as an 
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important practical reference and proof of 
concept. The immediate next stage is there-
fore to continue the work that begins once 
housing allocation is complete: supporting 
the transition of residents into the housing 
development, strengthening community 
relationships, developing participatory ap-
proaches to shared spaces and establishing 
workable arrangements for community ma-
nagement. The Social and Housing Transi-
tion Team provides an important mechanism 
through which this work can be further deve-
loped and consolidated.

The experience gained through implemen-
tation in Grijó can, in turn, inform the muni-
cipality’s wider approach to affordable and 
collaborative housing. Rather than treating 
the 30 dwellings as the end product of the 
transfer process, they provide an opportunity 
to observe, learn and refine how intergene-
rational allocation, resident participation and 
community support function in practice.

Gaia’s next challenge is therefore not sim-
ply to reproduce the Grijó allocation model 
elsewhere. It is to test and evaluate its im-
plementation, consolidate the governance, 
allocation and social-support mechanisms 
that prove effective, and determine which 
elements can progressively become part of 
wider municipal housing policy.

3.2 Thessaloniki, Greece: From 
an Abstract Idea to a Concrete 

Collaborative Housing Plan

3.2.1 �Profile and Pilot Overview: From 
an Abstract Idea to a Concrete 
Collaborative Housing Plan

Thessaloniki entered Cities4Co-Housing 
from a particularly challenging starting 
point. Collaborative housing was considered 
an interesting approach, but one that initially 
appeared difficult to apply within the Greek 
regulatory and housing-policy environment, 
where there is no established permanent so-
cial-housing sector comparable to those ope-
rating in many other European countries.

At the same time, the municipality was be-
ginning to develop new responses to housing 
vulnerability, including an emerging Social 
Rental Agency (SRA) approach and greater 
attention to the potential reuse of vacant 
properties. Participation in Cities4Co-Hou-
sing therefore provided an opportunity to 
explore whether selected principles from CA-
LICO could help Thessaloniki move beyond 
conventional rental support towards a more 
participatory and community-oriented hou-
sing model.

A decisive step was the identification of a va-

cant public property on Siatistis Street in the 
city centre, capable of accommodating ap-
proximately 10 housing units as a pilot colla-
borative-housing development. The property 
gave the transfer process a concrete spatial 
focus. Rather than discussing whether CALI-
CO could theoretically work in Greece, Thes-
saloniki could begin asking a much more 
practical question: what legal, governance, 
social and financial arrangements would be 
required to make collaborative housing work 
in this specific place and within the Greek 
context?

3.2.2 �Starting Point: From Regulatory 
Constraints to an Opportunity for 
Experimentation

Thessaloniki’s starting point was defined 
less by the absence of housing need than 
by the absence of an established institutio-
nal framework through which collaborative 
and social housing could readily be deli-
vered. Greece’s housing system is strongly 
oriented towards private ownership and the 
private rental market, while municipalities 
have limited experience and few established 
mechanisms for developing permanent so-
cial or collaborative housing.

This shaped Thessaloniki’s initial view of CALI-
CO. The Brussels model was compelling, but 
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several of its central features—particularly its 
Community Land Trust structure, long-term 
affordability mechanisms and collaborative 
governance arrangements—could not simply 
be imported into the Greek legal and institu-
tional system according to the partner. The 
Transferability Study therefore positioned 
Thessaloniki as one of the clearest examples 
of why Cities4Co-Housing needed to focus 
on adaptation rather than replication.

The city nevertheless had important as-
sets on which to build. It was developing 
partnerships around housing and social 
vulnerability, exploring the mobilisation of 
vacant properties, and working towards a 
Social Rental Agency model. During the ear-
ly stages of the network, Thessaloniki also 
built a broad local stakeholder network in-
volving municipal authorities, NGOs, acade-
mic institutions and community initiatives. 
During the network operation, Thessaloniki 
consolidated and expanded a this broad local 
stakeholder network.

The challenge was to connect these emer-
ging elements. Rather than creating a Greek 
version of CALICO, Thessaloniki needed to 
identify which of its principles could stren-
gthen a locally viable model. This gradually 
shifted attention towards resident gover-
nance, community-building, social support, 

tenant selection and matching, and the rela-
tionship between collaborative housing and 
the emerging Social Rental Agency.

3.2.3 �Adapting CALICO: Siatistis Street 
as a Local Testing Ground

The identification of the Siatistis Street pro-
perty transformed the transfer process by 
giving Thessaloniki a specific project around 
which the different CALICO modules could 
be explored.

During the Adapt Phase, the city developed 
four Testing Actions through its URBACT Lo-
cal Group. These addressed different dimen-
sions of the emerging collaborative-housing 
model, including resident participation, go-
vernance , social allocation and support, 
and the potential use of vacant public buil-
dings. Rather than functioning as isolated 
experiments, several of these Testing Actions 
subsequently became inputs into the Sia-
tistis Proof of Concept. The final Investment 
Plan brings together tools including Resident 
Voice Labs—small, facilitated workshops de-
signed to capture potential residents’ eve-
ryday needs, concerns and expectations—
neighbourhood “cells” connecting residents 
with nearby initiatives and services, and go-
vernance tools developed through the Sta-
tute Starter Kit. 

A further strand of testing addressed access 
to housing and social support. Working with 
NGOs and potential beneficiaries, Thessalo-
niki explored eligibility, waiting lists and sup-
port needs, including matching approaches 
for single-mother households. This work sub-
sequently informed the Investment Plan’s 
proposal for a gender- and care-sensitive re-
ferral, allocation and support pathway for Sia-
tistis and future Social Rental Agency units. 

As the project developed, particular attention 
was given to how future residents could par-
ticipate in and ultimately govern a collabora-
tive-housing community. Thessaloniki wor-
ked on practical governance tools, including 
the development of a Statute Starter Kit, in-
tended to translate the principles of resident 
participation and collective decision-making 
into a form that could be understood and 
adapted locally. Rather than reproducing 
CALICO’s governance structures, the purpo-
se was to provide a starting framework for 
issues such as resident assemblies, commu-
nity rules and the management of shared 
responsibilities.

The Social dimension of CALICO also became 
increasingly important. The city explored how 
resident selection and matching could take 
account not only of housing vulnerability, but 
also of gender, care needs and the capacity 
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to create a functioning community. Work 
with local social partners, including IRIDA, 
contributed to the development of a more 
care- and gender-sensitive approach, with 
particular attention to vulnerable women 
and single-parent households. In the final In-
vestment Plan, this learning is taken forward 
through a proposed multi-actor referral and 
support blueprint involving Housing Thessa-
loniki, NGOs and municipal services, with Sia-
tistis intended as its first testing ground. 

In addition to the social module, the final In-
vestment Plan also proposed deep energy 
retrofit of a listed building, accessibility im-
provements, nature-based solutions, energy 
monitoring, co-design of common/internal 
spaces and tenant training in energy-effi-
cient living.

These activities reflected an important evo-
lution in Thessaloniki’s understanding of the 
pilot. Siatistis Street was no longer conceived 
simply as a vacant public property that could 
be converted into housing. It was becoming 
a setting in which the municipality could test 
how housing provision, resident participa-
tion, social support and community gover-
nance might operate together. In this sense, 
the property provided a means of connecting 
previously separate Testing Actions within a 
single place-based Proof of Concept.

3.2.4 �The Transfer Journey: Learning 
Through Testing and Exchange

Thessaloniki used the early stages of Cities-
4Co-Housing to explore the four CALICO 
modules against the constraints and oppor-
tunities of the Greek context. The Legal and 
Finance module was particularly important 
in demonstrating the limits of direct trans-
fer: CALICO’s Community Land Trust arran-
gements could provide inspiration around 
long-term affordability and non-speculation, 
but their legal architecture could not simply 
be reproduced. This reinforced an approach 
based on transferring underlying principles 
and functions rather than attempting to re-
produce CALICO’s institutional model in its 
entirety.

At local level, the ULG became an important 
vehicle for widening this discussion. The first 
meeting took place in November 2024, in-
volving 15 stakeholders. Between February 
and May 2025, a series of thematic meetings 
explored inspiring housing practices, legal 
frameworks, financing, community-building 
and sustainability. Strategic planning ses-
sions followed in June 2025. This process pro-
gressively connected municipal actors with 
NGOs, researchers and community organisa-
tions around a housing issue that did not yet 
have an established institutional home.

During the Adapt Phase, the focus moved 
increasingly from analysing CALICO towards 
developing the Siatistis pilot and the Invest-
ment Plan. The Testing Actions described 
above enabled the city to experiment with 
elements of resident participation, gover-
nance and socially sensitive allocation be-
fore these were brought together within the 
Siatistis Proof of Concept. At the same time, 
preparation of the Investment Plan progres-
sively connected these experiments with the 
legal, financial, spatial and institutional re-
quirements of implementation.

By late 2025, this marked a further transi-
tion in the city’s journey: the central question 
was no longer only which CALICO principles 
could be adapted, but how the emerging Sia-
tistis model could be made sufficiently cohe-
rent, financed and governed to move towar-
ds implementation. This coincided with the 
wider network’s shift from Testing Actions 
towards the preparation and refinement of 
Investment Plans. The network chronology 
confirms that draft Investment Plans were 
submitted in December 2025 and that the 
additional Thessaloniki meeting was subse-
quently designed specifically to stress-test 
and strengthen them. 

A particularly important moment came 
when Thessaloniki hosted the additional Ci-
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ties4Co-Housing Transnational Meeting from 
25–27 February 2026. Rather than introdu-
cing another CALICO module, the meeting 
marked the network’s transition towards im-
plementation readiness, using the partners’ 
emerging Investment Plans themselves as 
the subject of transnational learning. 

The Thessaloniki meeting concentrated on 
the partners’ Investment Plans. Cities pre-
sented their proposed actions and subjec-
ted them to structured peer review, inclu-
ding the Thinking Hats and critical-friend 
approaches. The Cost Estimation Challenge 
encouraged partners to examine the finan-
cial implications of their actions, while the 
URBACT Funding Roadmap Canvas was used 
to explore possible funding sources. Gover-
nance, risks, monitoring and evaluation were 
also reviewed. 

For Thessaloniki itself, this process helped 
place its emerging housing initiative within a 
more structured implementation framework. 
The significance of the meeting was there-
fore not simply that Thessaloniki hosted a 
transnational event, but that its own project 
was being developed at the same time as 
the network collectively shifted from ideas 
and experimentation towards actions, costs, 
governance and implementation. This was 
particularly relevant to Siatistis, where im-

plementation depends on bringing together 
physical investment with governance, social 
support and a viable legal-financial pathway. 
The final Investment Plan subsequently de-
velops all of these dimensions as interconnec-
ted components of the Proof of Concept. 

The final exchanges in Naples added ano-
ther dimension. Direct discussions with CA-
LICO residents allowed Thessaloniki and the 
other partners to explore the everyday reality 
behind formal governance arrangements: 
community rules, shared spaces, resident 
responsibilities and decision-making. For a 
city working on a Statute Starter Kit and fu-
ture resident governance before the commu-
nity itself existed, these exchanges provided 
a valuable connection between institutio-
nal planning and lived experience. They also 
reinforced the importance of anticipating 
how collective decision-making, shared res-
ponsibilities and disagreement are managed 
in practice—not simply how governance ar-
rangements are designed on paper.

3.2.5 �What Changed: From “Could Co-
Housing Work Here?” to “How Do 
We Make It Work?”

Thessaloniki’s final reflection provides pe-
rhaps the clearest summary of its Cities-
4Co-Housing journey:

“Before joining the network we had some 
ideas, now we have a plan.”

At the beginning of the network, co-hou-
sing was perceived as an interesting but re-
latively abstract concept whose applicability 
in Greece was uncertain. The lack of an esta-
blished social-housing framework and the 
differences between Greek law and the ins-
titutional arrangements underpinning CALI-
CO made direct transfer appear particularly 
difficult.

By the end of the network, the question 
had changed. Instead of asking whether the 
Brussels model could be reproduced, Thessa-
loniki had identified a specific public proper-
ty, a 10-11 unit pilot, an emerging governance 
approach and a connection with its wider So-
cial Rental Agency ecosystem. Collaborative 
housing had therefore moved from a gene-
ral idea towards a locally situated project and 
implementation framework.

The city’s understanding of transfer had also 
become more nuanced. CALICO’s Commu-
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nity Land Trust could inspire thinking about 
affordability and non-speculation without re-
quiring Thessaloniki to reproduce the Belgian 
legal mechanism. CALICO’s resident gover-
nance could similarly be translated into local-
ly appropriate tools rather than copied insti-
tutionally. Its social and gender dimensions 
could inform tenant selection, matching and 
support within a different welfare and hou-
sing context.

The result was therefore not the institutiona-
lisation of CALICO in Greece, but something 
more consistent with the purpose of the In-
novation Transfer Network: the translation 
of relevant principles into a form that could 
operate within Thessaloniki’s own housing 
system.

3.2.6 �Key Learning: Regulatory 
Constraints Change What Can 
Be Transferred—Not Whether 
Learning Can Be Transferred

Thessaloniki offers one of the network’s stron-
gest examples of contextualised adaptation.

The city’s experience demonstrates that the 
absence of a policy, legal or institutional 
structure does not necessarily prevent hou-
sing innovation transfer. It changes what is 
being transferred and how. Where a legal 
instrument cannot travel directly, its under-
lying objective can still inform a locally ap-
propriate solution. Where a mature collabo-
rative-housing governance structure does 
not yet exist, cities can begin by developing 
the rules, partnerships and resident-support 
mechanisms that will eventually be required 
to operate one.

This distinction was particularly important 
for the Community Land Trust model. The 
value of CALICO for Thessaloniki was not 
dependent on reproducing Brussels’ legal 
structure. It provided a way to think about 
long-term affordability, protection from spe-
culation, resident participation and collec-
tive responsibility and then to ask how these 
objectives could be pursued within Greek 
conditions.

The same principle applied to governance 
and community-building. Tools such as the 
Statute Starter Kit and work on resident par-
ticipation translated a broad principle—resi-
dents should have a meaningful role in go-
verning their housing—into something that 
could be developed before the Siatistis com-
munity itself was established.

For other cities facing restrictive or underde-
veloped housing-policy frameworks, Thes-
saloniki therefore provides an important 
lesson: regulatory constraints should define 
the adaptation process, rather than end it. 
Understanding why an innovative practice 
works can open alternative routes to achie-
ving comparable objectives, even when its 
original legal and institutional mechanisms 
cannot be reproduced as is.
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3.2.7 �From Investment Plan to 
Implementation

Thessaloniki’s Investment Plan brings these 
different strands together around the next 
stage of the Siatistis Street pilot and its re-
lationship with the city’s wider housing and 
social-policy activities. Importantly, Siatistis is 
positioned as a Proof of Concept rather than a 
stand-alone housing project. The intention is 
to test governance, social, legal-financial and 
building approaches that can subsequently 
inform the Social Rental Agency and a wi-
der pipeline for bringing vacant public assets 
into social and collaborative housing use. 

The immediate challenge is to move from 
the framework developed through Cities-
4Co-Housing towards implementation of the 
approximately 10–11-unit pilot. This requires 
progress on the property itself—including 
renovation, energy performance, accessibi-
lity and the co-design of shared spaces—but 
equally on the governance and social in-
frastructure that will determine how the fu-
ture community operates. 

The Statute Starter Kit and related gover-
nance work provide a basis for developing 
resident participation and community rules 
further. The Investment Plan translates these 
principles into a proposed governance archi-

tecture comprising a Project Steering Com-
mittee, a Partner Committee and resident-le-
vel participation structures, alongside 
mechanisms for collective decision-making, 
conflict resolution and joint monitoring. The 
work on gender- and care-sensitive tenant 
matching can similarly inform how future re-
sidents—including single-parent families, ol-
der people and Housing First beneficiaries—
are identified and supported. 

Implementation also requires a viable le-
gal and financial pathway. The Investment 
Plan proposes identifying legal mechanisms 
capable of protecting long-term, non-spe-
culative use; structuring a financing pac-
kage for Siatistis; and updating the Social 
Rental Agency business plan to incorporate 
cost-rental, mixed-tenure, affordability and 
reinvestment principles. These mechanisms 
are intended not only to make Siatistis delive-
rable, but also to strengthen the institutional 
basis for future social and collaborative hou-
sing projects. 

Siatistis Street should therefore be un-
derstood not as the conclusion of Thessa-
loniki’s transfer journey, but as the place 
where the propositions developed through 
that journey can now be tested in practice. 
The next challenge is to turn this Proof of 
Concept into a functioning demonstrator, 

evaluate which elements prove workable un-
der Greek conditions, and use that learning 
to strengthen Housing Thessaloniki and pro-
gressively develop a wider vacancy-to-social/
cohousing pipeline.
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3.3 Naples, Italy: From Housing 
Emergency to a Framework for 

Non-Speculative Delivery

3.3.1 Profile and Pilot Overview

Naples entered Cities4Co-Housing facing a 
severe and multifaceted housing challenge. 
Rising housing costs, limited public resources 
and the condition of parts of the existing hou-
sing stock had increased the difficulty of se-
curing affordable housing for vulnerable and 
lower-income households. The city’s interest 
in CALICO therefore centred particularly on a 
fundamental question: how could affordable 
housing be developed and protected from 
speculation while mobilising actors and re-
sources beyond the municipality itself?

Over the course of the network, this broad 
challenge became increasingly focused 
around the Stadera 1.3.7 Solidarity Condomi-
nium, selected as Naples’ principal pilot for 
the Investment Plan. The project provided a 
concrete setting in which the city could ex-
plore how principles drawn from CALICO—
particularly non-speculative affordability, 
partnership, community participation and 
social support—might be adapted to the 
Neapolitan context. 

The project envisages the regeneration of 

a municipally owned courtyard building in 
Poggioreale into a solidarity condominium 
comprising at least 24 social housing units, 
together with shared spaces and neighbou-
rhood-facing services.

Alongside Stadera, Naples used other exis-
ting solidarity-housing experiences, particu-
larly the Via San Nicola a Nilo social condomi-
nium, as practical environments for Testing 
Actions around resident participation, com-
munity management and social support. The 
city’s transfer journey therefore developed 
across two complementary dimensions: es-
tablishing a more viable framework for deli-
vering non-speculative affordable housing, 
while also exploring the social and gover-
nance infrastructure required to make soli-
darity housing work in practice.

3.3.2 �Starting Point: Finding New Ways 
to Deliver Affordable Housing

Naples’ own final reflection described its 
starting point clearly: the city faced a severe 
housing emergency but lacked the tools and 
frameworks needed to involve actors and 
resources beyond the municipality in delive-
ring non-speculative affordable housing.

This was an important constraint. Municipal 
resources alone could not address the scale 
of housing need, yet conventional private in-

vestment could not automatically guarantee 
long-term affordability. Naples therefore 
needed to explore arrangements capable of 
bringing public and private actors together 
without losing the social objectives of the 
housing intervention.

CALICO was relevant because it demons-
trated that affordability could be supported 
not only through subsidy, but through a wider 
system connecting land, ownership, gover-
nance, financing and resident participation. 
The Community Land Trust model was parti-
cularly important as a reference for thinking 
about how land and housing assets might be 
protected from speculation over time.

The challenge for Naples was not to repro-
duce the Brussels CLT legal structure. Instead, 
the city began examining how its under-
lying principles could inform non-specula-
tive public-private partnership arrangements 
compatible with the Italian and Neapolitan 
context.

At the same time, Naples recognised that 
affordability could not be addressed only 
through institutional models. The city also 
needed a stronger evidence base for unders-
tanding what households could actually af-
ford, and practical approaches for supporting 
residents once solidarity-housing projects 
were occupied.
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3.3.3 �Adapting CALICO: Stadera and 
Solidarity Housing as Local 
Testing Grounds

The transfer process developed along several 
connected strands, progressively translating 
the four CALICO modules into locally relevant 
tools and actions.

A major strand concerned the develop-
ment of a non-speculative public-private 
partnership model. A multisectoral working 
group was established to explore Community 
Land Trust principles and alternative PPP ar-
rangements, with particular attention to how 
private and social-sector participation could 
be mobilised while protecting the public 
and social objectives of affordable housing. 
Rather than seeking to reproduce CALICO’s 
Community Land Trust structure, this work 
used its underlying principles—particularly 
long-term affordability, non-speculation and 
the protection of public value—to explore 
a partnership model compatible with the 
Neapolitan context. 

A second strand addressed the meaning of 
affordability itself. Naples developed a da-
ta-driven housing-affordability calculation 
tool capable of estimating the amount of 
housing that different categories of workers 
could afford to buy or rent in different parts 
of the city. Following the initial data collec-

tion and development of the tool, the mu-
nicipality began work on transferring it to a 
georeferenced platform, with the intention 
of making housing-affordability information 
more dynamic and useful for housing-policy 
planning. This introduced an important evi-
dence-based dimension to the transfer: af-
fordability was treated not simply as a policy 
label, but as something that needed to be as-
sessed in relation to household incomes and 
differentiated housing-market conditions 
across the city. 

A third Testing Action focused on the social 
and governance dimensions of housing. At 
the Via San Nicola a Nilo solidarity condomi-
nium, the municipality initiated work with 
residents towards a Solidarity Charter. Infor-
mal meetings were held in the condominium 
courtyard to introduce the process and en-
gage residents. The existing condominium 
provided a real-life environment in which the 
principles underpinning the Charter could be 
developed with residents before their future 
application to Stadera, where the eventual 
resident community has not yet been iden-
tified. The Charter is intended to go beyond 
conventional condominium rules by addres-
sing shared values and responsibilities, soli-
darity between residents, participatory go-
vernance and the management of common 
spaces. 

A fourth strand emerged through the Buil-
ding module and concerned the future inte-
gration of citizen participation into the design 
of solidarity-housing environments. Drawing 
on CALICO’s participatory approach, Naples’ 
final Investment Plan proposes a co-design 
process through which citizens and stakehol-
ders can contribute to shaping community 
spaces and services in solidarity-housing pro-
jects. In Stadera, this approach is intended 
to complement the planned housing units, 
collaborative spaces and neighbourhood-fa-
cing services, strengthening the relationship 
between physical design and the social ob-
jectives of the project. Unlike some of Naples’ 
other Testing Actions, however, this partici-
patory co-design process remained an im-
plementation action to be developed beyond 
the network period rather than an activity 
already completed through Stadera. 

Together, the Testing Actions and the actions 
subsequently consolidated in the Investment 
Plan demonstrate how Naples progressively 
interpreted CALICO as more than a legal 
or financial model. The transfer connected 
four dimensions: how long-term affordabi-
lity could be protected through appropriate 
partnership and financing arrangements; 
how affordability could be measured in rela-
tion to household circumstances; how resi-
dents and communities could participate in 
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governing solidarity housing; and how parti-
cipatory approaches could inform the future 
design of housing and shared spaces. Stadera 
provided the principal project around which 
these dimensions could be brought together, 
although they had reached different stages 
of development by the end of the network.

3.3.4 �The Transfer Journey: Building 
Partnerships and Testing New 
Approaches

Naples’ transfer journey was characterised 
by the gradual construction of a broader lo-
cal coalition around housing. Its URBACT 
Local Group grew to include more than 40 
stakeholders, bringing municipal depart-
ments into dialogue with universities and 
other organisations. This multisectoral envi-
ronment was particularly important for a city 
attempting to develop housing solutions that 
crossed conventional boundaries between 
housing policy, welfare, urban regeneration, 
finance and community development.

During the Adapt Phase, Naples progres-
sively refined its Testing Actions while deve-
loping the Stadera pilot and Investment Plan. 
The transnational network provided a space 
in which the city’s emerging ideas could be 
compared with approaches being tested by 
the other partners and critically reviewed as 
they became more concrete.

This process culminated locally when Naples 
hosted the final network Transnational Mee-
ting from 5–7 May 2026. Unlike earlier mee-
tings, which concentrated heavily on develo-
ping and refining plans, the Naples meeting 
shifted attention towards implementation 
readiness, knowledge capitalisation and the 
lived experience of collaborative housing.

For Naples itself, this was particularly rele-
vant. On 5 May, members of the local ULG 
met directly with CALICO residents and the 
wider network to discuss collaborative living 
and community participation. These conver-
sations allowed local actors to examine both 
the possibilities and the practical difficulties 
associated with cooperative and collabora-
tive housing.

The network also visited the Via San Nicola 
a Nilo solidarity condominium, connecting 
discussions about CALICO with Naples’ own 
experience of community-oriented housing.

The exchange with CALICO residents was es-
pecially valuable because it moved beyond 
an institutional description of governance. 
Residents discussed the everyday realities of 
community rules, common spaces, collective 
decision-making and the management of di-
sagreement. This provided practical learning 
for Naples’ own work on the Solidarity Char-
ter and social-support arrangements.

3.3.5 �What Changed: From an Abstract 
Housing Challenge to Concrete 
Delivery Tools

Naples’ before-and-after reflection demons-
trates a significant change in the way the city 
approached its housing challenge.

At the outset, the problem was clear—there 
was substantial demand for affordable hou-
sing—but the city lacked a sufficiently de-
veloped framework for involving actors and 
resources beyond the municipality while 
safeguarding affordability and public value.

By the end of the network, Naples had selec-
ted Stadera 1.3.7 as its principal pilot, created 
a multisectoral working environment around 
non-speculative housing, explored CLT prin-
ciples and non-speculative PPP arrange-
ments, and developed a practical tool for cal-
culating household housing affordability.

This represented a movement from a broad 
policy problem towards a set of concrete ins-
truments and an integrated implementation 
framework linking governance, social affor-
dability, legal-financial arrangements and 
participatory design.

The transfer process also broadened the 
city’s understanding of what affordable-hou-
sing delivery requires. Financial and legal 
innovation needed to be accompanied by 
social infrastructure: resident participation, 
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community rules, support mechanisms and 
governance arrangements capable of sustai-
ning collective living.

In this sense, Naples’ adaptation of CALICO 
was not centred on importing a Commu-
nity Land Trust. It involved using CALICO to 
reconsider the relationships between public 
land and public value, private participation 
and affordability, data and policy decisions, 
and housing provision and community sup-
port.

3.3.6 �Key Learning: Affordability 
Requires Governance and 
Measurement

Naples’ experience points to an important 
lesson for cities facing acute housing pres-
sures: affordable housing cannot be se-
cured through financing alone.

Where public resources are constrained and 
actors beyond the municipality (eg. private 
actors) are needed to support delivery, cities 
must consider the governance arrangements 
through which public objectives will be pro-
tected. Questions of who owns land, how 
affordability is defined, how private invest-
ment participates, how housing costs relate 
to household incomes and how projects are 
governed over time become interconnected.

CALICO provided Naples with a reference 
point for approaching these questions as 
parts of the same housing system. The re-
sulting adaptation was necessarily different 
from Brussels, but the underlying principle 
remained relevant: long-term affordability 
depends on institutional arrangements de-
signed to protect it.

Naples added an important dimension to this 
learning through its affordability tool. Defi-
ning housing as “affordable” requires an un-
derstanding of what households in different 

economic circumstances can actually pay. 
Combining this evidence with governance 
and financing models can provide a stronger 
foundation for developing locally appropriate 
affordable-housing strategies.
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3.3.7 �From Investment Plan 
to Implementation

Naples’ Investment Plan consolidates these 
strands around the implementation of Sta-
dera 1.3.7 and the wider development of 
non-speculative and solidarity-housing ap-
proaches. Stadera is positioned not simply as 
an individual housing intervention, but as a 
demonstrator for a potentially replicable mo-
del of solidarity housing based on the reuse 
of public assets. The project envisages at least 
24 social housing units alongside shared and 
neighbourhood-facing spaces, combining 
physical regeneration with social and com-
munity innovation. 

The Investment Plan translates the four CA-
LICO modules into four concrete actions: 
development and testing of the Solidarity 
Charter; further development of the hou-
sing-affordability assessment model; establi-
shment of a non-speculative public-private 
partnership model; and integration of active 
citizen participation into the co-design of so-
lidarity-housing complexes. Together, these 
actions provide a framework through which 
governance, affordability, financing and phy-
sical design can be tested as interconnected 
components of the Stadera model. 

The affordability tool can also be further de-

veloped as a practical input into housing-po-
licy planning, including the work initiated to 
transfer it to a georeferenced platform. At 
community level, the Via San Nicola a Nilo 
Testing Action provides an opportunity to de-
velop and test the Solidarity Charter with re-
sidents of an existing solidarity condominium 
before applying the resulting framework to 
Stadera, where future residents have not yet 
been identified. 

Importantly, the Investment Plan already 
looks beyond Stadera. Naples is mapping 
other unused public properties that could 
accommodate solidarity condominiums, 
with preliminary designs developed for some 
potential sites. The municipality has also se-
cured regional funding for an action-research 
project to develop a catalogue of inclusive, 
sustainable and adaptable social-housing 
models, incorporating co-housing/co-living 
approaches, collective services and participa-
tory design. This creates a potential pathway 
through which learning developed during 
Cities4Co-Housing can inform a broader ge-
neration of municipal housing interventions. 

Naples therefore leaves the network not with 
a finished model to reproduce, but with a 
clearer framework, concrete tools and a pilot 
through which non-speculative affordable 
housing can move from policy ambition 

towards delivery. The next challenge is to test 
how these components operate together 
through Stadera and San Nicola a Nilo, refine 
the mechanisms that prove workable, and 
translate that learning into a replicable muni-
cipal approach to solidarity housing and the 
reuse of public assets.
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3.4 Fuenlabrada, Spain: 
From an Existing Housing 

Project to an Intergenerational 
Community Model

3.4.1 Profile and Pilot Overview

Fuenlabrada entered Cities4Co-Housing 
from a distinctive starting point: unlike 
partners that were still searching for a pro-
ject through which to apply CALICO prin-
ciples, the city already had a substantial hou-
sing initiative under development through 
the European Urban Initiative (EUI) SHARE 
project: the refurbishment of the former San 
Esteban public school is intended to provide 
20 new dwellings for older people. Their for-
mer homes are then intended to enter an af-
fordable rental pathway for younger people, 
creating the basis for an intergenerational 
housing and care model. 

Fuenlabrada’s challenge was not principally 
to find a site or create a new housing pro-
gramme, but to strengthen SHARE through 
community-building, shared-space manage-
ment, inclusive design, care, contractual/fi-
nancial arrangements and resident support.

The SHARE project provided the practical 
setting in which Fuenlabrada could examine 
CALICO’s approach to intergenerational com-

munity, resident participation, care, shared 
spaces and affordability. The transfer process 
became particularly concerned with the re-
lationship between younger people seeking 
affordable housing and older residents fa-
cing isolation or changing housing and care 
needs.

This gave Fuenlabrada a clear transfer ques-
tion: how could an existing affordable-hou-
sing project become the basis for an in-
tentionally intergenerational and mutually 
supportive community?

3.4.2 �Starting Point: From a Project 
Framework to a Method for 
Collaborative Housing

Fuenlabrada’s final network reflection provi-
des a useful description of its starting point. 
Before joining Cities4Co-Housing, the muni-
cipality already had the EUI SHARE project 
framework, but needed a more concrete me-
thodology for developing its Investment Plan 
and incorporating participatory governance 
and co-housing principles effectively.

The city also brought useful experience to the 
network. Fuenlabrada had a history of coo-
perative housing and was already exploring 
affordable-housing responses. CALICO there-
fore did not introduce community-oriented 

housing as an entirely new concept. Ins-
tead, it offered a more integrated framework 
through which Fuenlabrada could connect 
housing provision with community care, par-
ticipation, governance and intergenerational 
relationships.

This was particularly relevant to SHARE. The 
physical housing intervention could create 
the setting for intergenerational living, but 
the existence of different age groups in the 
same development would not by itself pro-
duce a functioning community. The city 
needed to explore what mechanisms could 
encourage interaction, mutual support and 
resident involvement while remaining attrac-
tive and workable for future residents.

The transfer process consequently focused 
increasingly on the governance and partici-
patory arrangements around the housing, 
alongside the legal and spatial mechanisms 
needed to make them workable.  

3.4.3 �Adapting CALICO: SHARE as a 
Local Testing Ground

Fuenlabrada used its Testing Actions to 
explore these questions directly with the 
groups that could eventually participate in 
the project.

One strand focused on younger residents 
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and the concept of a ‘voluntary banking 
time’. Workshops and consultations explored 
whether young people would be willing to 
contribute time to cultural, social or interge-
nerational activities within the future com-
munity. Rather than assuming that an in-
tergenerational exchange mechanism would 
be attractive, the Testing Action enabled the 
city to discuss the proposition directly with 
young people and assess their responses.

A second strand concerned the governance 
of common and shared spaces. The Invest-
ment Plan proposed involving potential older 
and younger residents in defining rules for 
their use and management. This recognised 
that creating common spaces would not in 
itself generate collaborative living: future re-
sidents would also need to negotiate how 
these spaces would be used, what responsi-
bilities they would entail and how collective 
arrangements could coexist with residents’ 
privacy and independence.

A third strand addressed the legal and 
contractual model underpinning SHARE. 
Participation requires older residents moving 
into the new SHARE dwellings to make their 
former homes available to the municipality 
so that they can enter the affordable-ren-
tal pathway for younger people. The Invest-
ment Plan therefore proposed testing the 
attractiveness and comprehensibility of the 

contractual arrangements with potential ol-
der participants and refining the contract 
accordingly, including through a more acces-
sible, easy-to-read version. This introduced an 
important user perspective into what might 
otherwise have remained a predominantly 
legal question: the model could only function 
if the arrangements required of participating 
households were understood and considered 
acceptable by them. 

A fourth strand concerned the physical de-
sign of the collaborative environment. Under 
the Building module, the Investment Plan 
proposed a co-design process involving po-
tential participants and the architecture team 
in shaping the common areas of the SHARE 
building. This complemented the work on 
governance of shared spaces: one action 
addressed how common spaces would be 
managed, while the other addressed how 
they should be physically designed to res-
pond to residents’ needs and support inte-
raction. 

Together, these actions translated CALICO’s 
broad principles into practical questions 
specific to Fuenlabrada. Intergenerational 
solidarity became something whose terms 
could be negotiated with younger and ol-
der participants; collaborative governance 
extended to the rules governing shared 
spaces; contractual arrangements could be 

assessed from the perspective of the people 
expected to accept them; and potential resi-
dents could contribute to shaping the phy-
sical environment in which community life 
would take place. The adaptation therefore 
shifted SHARE beyond the coexistence of two 
age groups towards the deliberate design of 
the relationships, rules and spaces through 
which an intergenerational community could 
function.

3.4.4 �The Transfer Journey: Using 
CALICO to Strengthen SHARE

Throughout the network, Fuenlabrada’s 
transfer journey remained closely connected 
to SHARE. This gave the city an advantage: 
learning from CALICO could be considered 
against an existing project rather than remai-
ning theoretical.

The local ULG provided an important envi-
ronment for this work, bringing residents and 
organisations into discussions around the 
emerging model. Testing Actions became a 
mechanism for engaging younger and older 
residents before key assumptions were fixed 
into the project.

Fuenlabrada also made a major contribu-
tion to the transnational learning process 
by hosting the Cities4Co-Housing meeting 
in October 2025. The meeting concentrated 
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particularly on CALICO’s Governance and So-
cial modules, which were directly relevant 
to Fuenlabrada’s work on intergenerational 
community, resident participation and social 
support.

The transnational process also allowed Fuen-
labrada to compare its experience with other 
partners. The network’s final reflections show 
reciprocal inspiration between Fuenlabrada 
and Naples around intergenerational com-
munities and resident/community charters, 
while Gaia’s work provided another example 
of how intentional household composition 
could be used to support community-buil-
ding.

As the Investment Plan developed, the Tes-
ting Actions were further elaborated to clarify 
their objectives and implementation. Fuen-
labrada also developed a risk and barriers 
matrix, intended to be updated periodically, 
and began identifying relevant cross-cutting 
issues for evaluation and monitoring.

This progression was important: participa-
tion in Cities4Co-Housing helped connect an 
existing funded project with a more systema-
tic process of testing assumptions, involving 
future users, identifying risks and translating 
learning into an implementation framework.

3.4.5 �What Changed: From an 
Intergenerational Housing Idea to 
Tested Community Propositions

Fuenlabrada’s change was less about iden-
tifying a new project than about augmen-
ting the way the existing SHARE project was 
being developed.

At the beginning of the network, the broad 
framework existed, but the city needed prac-
tical methods through which participatory 
governance and co-housing principles could 
be incorporated. By the end, it had developed 
concrete Testing Actions, engaged younger 
and older residents, explored voluntary time 
banking and shared-space design, examined 
the attractiveness of legal arrangements, and 
developed an initial financial framework for 
rental models.

The significance lies in the move from desi-
gning for a community to designing with po-
tential members of that community.

CALICO’s influence can be seen particularly 
in this shift. Its relevance to Fuenlabrada was 
not dependent on reproducing the Brussels 
tenure structure or Community Land Trust. 
Instead, the city drew on CALICO’s emphasis 
on resident participation, community care 
and deliberate governance composition and 
operation to strengthen the existing SHARE 

model. By the final stages of the network, it 
had translated these points into concrete ac-
tions: determining a workable time-banking 
arrangement with younger and older parti-
cipants; co-defining rules for shared spaces; 
testing the attractiveness of the proposed 
legal framework with older residents; and 
involving potential users in the co-design of 
common areas.

The network also helped demonstrate that 
the “governance” component of an interge-
nerational housing project cannot simply be 
added after construction. Questions about 
participation, mutual support, shared spaces, 
governance and resident expectations need 
to be addressed while the housing model it-
self is being developed.

3.4.6 �Key Learning: Intergenerational 
Housing Must Be Co-Designed 
with the Future Community

Fuenlabrada’s experience suggests a clear 
lesson: placing younger and older people in 
the same housing development does not au-
tomatically create an intergenerational com-
munity.

Community relationships require mecha-
nisms through which residents can partici-
pate, contribute and negotiate how collective 
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life will work. The proposed time-banking 
mechanism, consultation around the legal 
model, and participatory work on shared 
spaces provided Fuenlabrada with concrete 
mechanisms through which these assump-
tions could be tested with potential partici-
pants.

This also illustrates the value of Testing Ac-
tions within housing innovation. Instead of 
assuming that potential residents would 
accept a proposed social model, the city 
could ask them. Instead of defining common 
spaces entirely through professional design, 
potential users could help identify what they 
needed. And instead of treating legal arran-
gements as purely technical instruments, 
their attractiveness to residents could be ex-
plored.

For other cities, the Fuenlabrada experience 
therefore highlights that participatory gover-
nance begins before occupation. The future 
community can become part of the design 
process while the housing, tenure and social 
model are still being shaped.

3.4.7 �From Investment Plan 
to Implementation

Fuenlabrada’s next phase remains closely lin-
ked to the implementation and continuation 
of SHARE. Unlike partners whose Investment 
Plans are intended to establish a new pilot, 
Fuenlabrada is integrating learning from Ci-
ties4Co-Housing into an already funded pro-
ject running until August 2027. This provides 
a concrete implementation framework wit-
hin which the collaborative and intergene-
rational dimensions developed through the 
transfer process can continue to be tested 
and refined. 

The immediate challenge is therefore to 
translate the Investment Plan actions into 
the practical delivery of SHARE. This includes 
determining a workable time-banking arran-
gement with younger and older participants; 
co-defining rules for the use and manage-
ment of common spaces; testing and refi-
ning the contractual arrangements through 
which older residents make their former 
homes available to the municipality; and in-
volving potential participants in the co-de-
sign of the common areas of the SHARE 
building. These actions are supported by an 
increasingly structured local governance ar-
chitecture, bringing together the municipal 
coordinating committee, the URBACT Local 

Group as a co-design space, and an expert 
group involving organisations with expertise 
in architecture, ageing, youth and legal mat-
ters. 

The city’s risk and barriers matrix provides a 
mechanism for identifying implementation 
challenges as SHARE progresses, while the 
monitoring framework creates a basis for as-
sessing whether the project’s social, partici-
patory and intergenerational objectives are 
being achieved in practice. This will be par-
ticularly important because the success of 
SHARE cannot be assessed only through the 
delivery of housing units: it will also depend 
on whether the arrangements developed 
around participation, mutual support, shared 
spaces and intergenerational exchange prove 
workable and attractive to residents. 

The Investment Plan also looks beyond the 
immediate SHARE intervention. Although 
the initial project is limited in scale, with 20 
new dwellings for older residents, Fuenlabra-
da sees it as a potential demonstrator for a 
wider municipal housing approach. If the 
model proves successful, elements could be 
adapted for other groups with specific hou-
sing needs and potentially applied through 
the reuse of other disused municipal buil-
dings. In this sense, SHARE provides an op-
portunity not only to deliver an individual in-
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tergenerational housing project, but to test 
whether its combination of affordable hou-
sing, participation, community support and 
collaborative living can inform future munici-
pal interventions. 

Fuenlabrada therefore leaves Cities4Co-Hou-
sing with a distinctive implementation 
pathway: an already funded physical hou-
sing project into which the governance and 
collaborative dimensions developed through 
the transfer can be progressively embedded, 
tested and evaluated. The next step is not 
simply to complete the physical intervention, 
but to determine whether the community ar-
chitecture developed around SHARE works in 
practice—and, if it does, which elements can 
be consolidated and replicated elsewhere in 
the city.

3.5 Nikšić, Montenegro: Connecting 
Community Governance, Energy 
Transition and Social Inclusion

3.5.1 Profile and Pilot Overview

Based in an IPA country, Nikšić entered Ci-
ties4Co-Housing from a distinctive institutio-
nal starting point within the network. For the 
local project team, participation represented 
its first experience of a European cooperation 
project of this kind, creating a particularly 
steep learning curve but also an opportunity 
to introduce new approaches to participatory 
housing and neighbourhood management.

The transfer work focused on the Stara Va-
roš local community, where existing multi-
stair-core residential buildings provided the 
setting for exploring how CALICO principles 
could be adapted to a very different housing 
environment. Unlike partners developing 
new collaborative-housing schemes, Nikšić 
was working primarily with existing residen-
tial blocks and an existing community.

The emerging pilot connected two issues 
that had previously lacked a structured re-
lationship locally: environmental upgrading 
and social inclusion. Plans for energy-effi-
ciency improvements and renewable energy 
depended on residents being able to orga-

nise and act collectively. At the same time, 
the city explored whether the benefits ge-
nerated through environmental investment 
could ultimately contribute to wider commu-
nity and social objectives.

Nikšić’s transfer question therefore became 
particularly practical: how can residents first 
be organised to govern shared assets collec-
tively, so that physical and environmental 
investment can generate wider community 
benefits?

3.5.2 �Starting Point: Building the 
Governance Capacity for 
Collective Action

Nikšić’s own final reflection identifies two 
central features of its starting point. The 
partner had no prior experience with Euro-
pean projects, and the Stara Varoš commu-
nity lacked structured mechanisms connec-
ting energy transition with social inclusion.

This meant that some of the assumptions 
underlying CALICO could not be taken for 
granted. CALICO operated through establi-
shed organisational partnerships and re-
sident governance structures. In Stara Varoš, 
one of the first challenges was much more 
fundamental: establishing the collective-ma-
nagement arrangements through which re-
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sidents of multi-stair-core buildings could 
make decisions together.

The relevance of CALICO therefore shifted. 
Rather than focusing primarily on its hou-
sing tenure or physical design, Nikšić be-
came particularly interested in resident em-
powerment, community governance and the 
connection between shared assets and social 
objectives.

The existing residential blocks also created 
a different type of transfer environment. The 
city was not assembling a new community 
around a new housing project. It needed to 
work with existing residents, existing buil-
dings and established patterns of neighbou-
rhood life. Any collective initiative therefore 
depended on building trust, participation 
and organisational capacity among people 
already living in the area.

This became a prerequisite for the environ-
mental ambitions of the Investment Plan. 
Without functioning management boards, 
collective decisions concerning energy in-
vestment and potential future revenue-sha-
ring could not be implemented effectively.

3.5.3 �Adapting CALICO: 
Stara Varoš as a Local 
Testing Ground

The most concrete expression of Nikšić’s 
transfer process was the work to establi-
sh and operationalise management boards 
in the multi-stair-core residential blocks 
drawing on CALICO’s governance module.

By November 2025, management boards had 
been established in 9 of 12 stair-cores. The re-
maining three were still outstanding, and the 
partner explicitly identified this as an imple-
mentation constraint because the absence of 
complete governance arrangements delayed 
planned energy projects and management 
of potential solar-energy revenues and com-
munity funds.

This is an important result because it demons-
trates the relationship between CALICO’s 
Governance module and Nikšić’s very diffe-
rent physical context. Resident governance 
was not transferred as a Brussels committee 
structure. Instead, the underlying principle—
that collective housing requires structures 
through which residents can make and im-
plement decisions—was adapted to the ma-
nagement of existing apartment buildings.

A second strand focused on resident 
knowledge and participation in the energy 

transition. Nikšić began preparing training 
on energy communities and energy effi-
ciency with NGO OZON and the local project 
team. The proposed training covered energy 
communities, energy efficiency, circular eco-
nomy, smart buildings and digital tools, with 
the objective of enabling residents to partici-
pate more actively in future local energy ini-
tiatives.

The Building and Energy dimension became 
the most substantial component of Nikšić’s 
adaptation of CALICO. Rather than trans-
ferring CALICO’s approach to new housing 
construction, the city applied the Building 
module to the rehabilitation and energy 
transition of existing residential blocks. The 
Investment Plan sets out a sequence begin-
ning with a solar-PV feasibility study and pre-
liminary environmental assessment, followed 
by roof insulation as a necessary precondition 
for the installation of rooftop photovoltaic 
systems. In this way, physical upgrading was 
linked directly to the emerging governance 
model: the energy investment would depend 
on residents’ capacity to organise collectively, 
while its future benefits could contribute to 
wider community objectives.

A third strand connected the project more 
directly with social inclusion. The Investment 
Plan developed a pathway linking future 
benefits from environmental investment 
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with local social needs, including childcare, 
home-based support for older residents 
and opportunities for women-led social en-
trepreneurship, particularly involving single 
mothers and older women. These remained 
implementation actions rather than comple-
ted outcomes, but they broadened the emer-
ging model beyond the physical upgrading 
of residential blocks and established a poten-
tial connection between environmental in-
vestment, community organisation and the 
needs of vulnerable residents.

Taken together, these strands produced an 
adaptation considerably different from CALI-
CO. Building and Energy became Nikšić’s pri-
mary transfer focus, supported by the Gover-
nance and Social modules and selected Legal 
and Financial elements. Rather than transfer-
ring CALICO’s housing form, Nikšić adapted 
its underlying principles of resident gover-
nance, collective benefit and social inclusion 
to the rehabilitation and energy transition 
of existing residential blocks. The emerging 
model therefore connected a sequence of 
interventions: strengthening resident gover-
nance, building capacity for participation in 
energy communities, improving the physical 
and energy performance of the buildings, 
and creating the possibility that future be-
nefits from renewable-energy investment 
could be reinvested in community and social 
objectives.

3.5.4 �The Transfer Journey: 
Building Capacity Through Local 
and Transnational Learning

For Nikšić, the Cities4Co-Housing journey 
involved capacity-building at several levels 
simultaneously: within the project team, 
within the local community and in the rela-
tionship between local actors and municipal 
government.

The local work on management boards and 
resident engagement provided the practi-
cal foundation. As the Investment Plan de-
veloped, the city progressively refined acti-
vities drawing primarily on the Governance, 
Social and Building/Energy modules, with 
selected Legal and Financial elements, while 
identifying more clearly the challenges asso-
ciated with implementation. 

Transnational exchange played a particularly 
important role because the partner was re-
latively new to European cooperation. Peer 
review exposed the Nikšić team to different 
ways of analysing its emerging Investment 
Plan and identifying risks, costs and imple-
mentation requirements.

In February 2026, representatives of the pro-
ject and ULG—including municipal repre-
sentatives—participated in the Thessaloniki 
peer-review meeting. The exchange provided 
additional perspectives on the four modules 

of the Investment Plan and helped stren-
gthen connections between the project, ULG 
and local government.

The Thessaloniki visit also generated a direct 
bilateral exchange between Nikšić and mu-
nicipal counterparts in Thessaloniki around 
urban-management challenges. Although 
separate from the core housing pilot, it de-
monstrated one of the wider benefits of the 
URBACT network: relationships established 
around one policy challenge could open op-
portunities for cooperation in other areas of 
municipal practice.

At local level, work with OZON continued 
around future resident training on energy 
communities and efficiency. These activi-
ties show how the network journey moved 
progressively from learning about CALICO 
towards constructing the local partnerships 
and capacities needed to implement Nikšić’s 
own Investment Plan.
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3.5.5 �What Changed: 
From Separate Environmental and 
Social Challenges to an Integrated 
Local Approach

Nikšić’s before-and-after reflection identifies 
the most significant change clearly.

At the beginning of the network, energy tran-
sition and social inclusion were not connec-
ted through a structured local mechanism. 
At the same time, the partner had limited 
experience with European projects and the 
community lacked some of the collective 
governance structures needed to manage 
shared investment.

By the end of the network, the city had be-
gun to bring these issues together. Mana-
gement boards had been established in 9 of 
the 12 targeted stair-cores, creating part of 
the governance infrastructure required for 
future energy investment. Resident training 
around energy communities and efficiency 
was being prepared, while targeted work had 
connected single mothers with women-led 
social entrepreneurship opportunities.

The significance of this change is not that 
the complete energy-community model had 
already been implemented. It is that Nikšić 
had developed a clearer understanding of 
the sequence required to make such a model 
possible.

Physical investment could not come first. 
Residents needed organisational structures 
through which decisions could be taken. 
Knowledge and capacity needed to be de-
veloped so that residents could participate 
meaningfully. Relationships with municipal 
and civil-society actors needed to be stren-
gthened. Only then could environmental in-
vestment and any future collective benefits 
be governed effectively.

In this respect, CALICO’s emphasis on go-
vernance and resident empowerment was 
translated into a setting that looked very 
different from collaborative housing in Brus-
sels but faced a related underlying challenge: 
how to enable residents to become active 
participants in the management and future 
of their housing environment.

3.5.6 �Key Learning: 
Physical Investment Requires 
Community Governance First

Nikšić provides one of the clearest demons-
trations in the network that governance is a 
prerequisite for investment, not an adminis-
trative addition to it.

Plans for solar energy, energy efficiency or 
other improvements to collectively occupied 
buildings depend on the ability of residents 
to make decisions, accept responsibilities and 

agree how shared assets and potential bene-
fits will be managed. Where those structures 
do not exist, even technically viable invest-
ments can be delayed.

The establishment of management boards 
therefore matters beyond the administrative 
act itself. It begins to create the institutional 
infrastructure through which residents can 
participate in decisions about their buildings 
and through which future environmental 
projects can be organised.

This experience also illustrates why the social 
and environmental dimensions of urban in-
vestment should not necessarily be treated 
separately. If energy investment eventually 
produces collective benefits, decisions about 
how those benefits are used become ques-
tions of governance, solidarity and commu-
nity priorities.

For other cities working with existing re-
sidential blocks, particularly where collective 
building management is weak, Nikšić’s expe-
rience suggests a clear sequence: organise 
the community, strengthen resident capa-
city, establish workable governance and then 
build physical investment on that foundation.
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3.5.7 �From Investment Plan to 
Implementation

Nikšić’s immediate implementation priori-
ties follow directly from this learning. The 
city leaves the network not with a comple-
ted energy-community model, but with a 
sequenced pathway connecting community 
governance, resident capacity, physical in-
vestment and the future use of collectively 
generated benefits.

The first priority is to complete the gover-
nance architecture by establishing func-
tioning management boards across all 12 
targeted stair-cores. By November 2025, 
boards had been established in nine, while 
the remaining governance gap was explicit-
ly identified as a constraint on planned en-
ergy investment and the management of 
future revenues. Completing this structure 
is also intended to enable the next institutio-
nal step: the establishment of a citizen ener-
gy community in each of the four targeted 
residential buildings. These communities 
would provide a mechanism through which 
residents could participate collectively in re-
newable-energy production and the gover-
nance of shared benefits. 

The second priority is to strengthen residents’ 
capacity to participate in this emerging mo-

del. The Investment Plan includes training 
on energy communities and energy efficien-
cy, to be developed with OZON and other 
relevant partners. This is intended to equip 
residents with the knowledge required to 
participate actively in future environmental 
initiatives rather than positioning them sim-
ply as beneficiaries of technical investment. 

The principal implementation challenge then 
shifts from planning towards financing and 
physical delivery. The Investment Plan provi-
des for roof insulation as a precondition for 
solar investment, followed by rooftop photo-
voltaic installations across the four buildings. 
These capital interventions represent the lar-
gest component of the Investment Plan’s es-
timated €152,347.50 budget, with a proposed 
financing pathway combining municipal and 
donor resources, national Eco-Fund support 
and potential co-financing from the national 
energy provider. 

The social dimension remains an implemen-
tation objective rather than a completed out-
come. The proposed model envisages using 
part of the revenues generated through re-
newable-energy production to support com-
munity needs, including childcare, home-
based assistance for older residents and 
women-led social entrepreneurship. Further 
needs assessment, resident engagement, 

training and partnership development will 
therefore be required to translate this pro-
posed connection between environmental 
investment and social inclusion into functio-
ning services and economic opportunities. 
The Investment Plan estimates that the so-
lar installations could eventually generate 
approximately €12,000 annually, providing a 
potential resource for community-managed 
funds. 

Implementation will therefore provide the 
critical test of whether the different compo-
nents developed through the Investment 
Plan can operate as an integrated model: re-
sident governance enabling collective invest-
ment; energy communities providing an ins-
titutional framework; physical improvements 
reducing energy needs and generating re-
newable energy; and community-managed 
resources potentially extending the benefits 
of that investment towards wider social ob-
jectives. Monitoring will need to assess not 
only technical and financial performance, but 
also resident participation, the effectiveness 
of governance arrangements and whether 
the proposed social benefits materialise in 
practice. 

If the model proves technically, financially 
and socially viable in Stara Varoš, the Invest-
ment Plan envisages its replication in other 
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neighbourhoods of Nikšić and potentially 
elsewhere in Montenegro. The four residen-
tial buildings can therefore function as a first 
demonstrator through which the municipa-
lity tests whether community governance, 
renewable-energy investment and social 
reinvestment can operate as a coherent local 
model. 

Nikšić therefore leaves Cities4Co-Housing 
with an implementation pathway rather 
than a completed energy-community model. 
Its next challenge is to complete the gover-
nance prerequisites, build resident capacity, 
secure the necessary financing and deliver 
the planned energy interventions, while tes-
ting whether the resulting environmental 
and financial benefits can be collectively go-
verned and translated into wider community 
value.

3.6 Brussels-Capital Region, 
Belgium: From Source of ITN 
Innovation to Sustaining and 
Scaling the CALICO Legacy

3.6.1 Profile and Project Overview

Brussels occupied a unique position wit-
hin Cities4Co-Housing. As Lead Partner, it 
brought to the network the CALICO pro-
ject—the original innovation that the five 
transfer partners sought to understand, test 
and adapt. But Brussels’ role was not simply 
to present a successful practice for others to 
reproduce. Over the course of the network, 
the transfer process also created an opportu-
nity to return to CALICO several years after its 
completion and examine what had happe-
ned to the innovation in practice.

CALICO had already demonstrated that af-
fordable housing could combine long-term 
protection from speculation with social and 
generational mix, community-based care, 
resident participation and shared spaces. 
The original UIA project formally concluded 
in 2021. Its 34 homes were occupied by the 
end of that year. By the beginning of Cities-
4Co-Housing URBACT IT in 2024, Brussels 
was therefore working with an innovation 
that had moved beyond project delivery into 

the much more demanding phase of every-
day occupation and long-term management.

This gave Brussels a different transfer ques-
tion from the other five partners. For Gaia, 
Thessaloniki, Naples, Fuenlabrada and Nikšić, 
the question was how selected CALICO prin-
ciples could be translated into different local 
contexts. For Brussels, it became:

What can be learned from CALICO after seve-
ral years of lived experience, and what needs 
to change if its principles are to be sustained 
and potentially scaled within the Brussels-Ca-
pital Region?

The resulting Continuity Plan concentrated 
this question around three interconnected 
challenges: integrating affordable housing 
models such as CALICO more effectively into 
regional housing policy; sustaining resident 
engagement and community management 
over time; and simplifying governance struc-
tures to facilitate future replication.

3.6.2 �Starting Point: A Successful 
Innovation Facing the Challenge 
of Continuity and Scale

Brussels entered Cities4Co-Housing from a 
position of considerable experience. CALICO 
was not an emerging concept but an imple-
mented and occupied housing project, de-
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veloped through a partnership between the 
Brussels-Capital Region, Community Land 
Trust Brussels and specialised social, hou-
sing, care and research organisations. Its in-
tegrated model had brought together hou-
sing tenure, affordability, governance, care, 
gender equality and resident participation 
within a single development.

Yet the project also exposed questions that 
could not have been fully answered during 
the original innovation project.

The first concerned scale. CALICO demons-
trated what could be achieved with 34 dwel-
lings, but its financial model had depended 
substantially on UIA investment. The Conti-
nuity Plan consequently identifies both the 
dependence on significant European sup-
port and the relatively small scale of the de-
velopment as constraints when considering 
wider replication. It asks how a CALICO-type 
approach could be financed differently and 
how its principles might be extended to mul-
tiple or larger projects.

This question had already begun to gene-
rate further work in Brussels. The Region 
had explored a “Housing Deal” experimental 
framework examining the conditions under 
which a CALICO-like development might be 
reproduced and scaled. The Continuity Plan 
therefore did not begin from zero: it built 

upon an emerging debate about whether 
public, private, cooperative and social actors 
could combine resources to expand the sup-
ply of permanently affordable housing.

The second challenge concerned governance 
and community continuity. CALICO’s original 
governance arrangements were necessa-
rily elaborate. During the UIA project, com-
mittees, partner structures, resident groups 
and assemblies were established to coor-
dinate a complex partnership and prepare 
residents for collaborative living. Once the 
funded project ended, however, the question 
changed. Governance was no longer prima-
rily about delivering an innovative European 
project; it had to support everyday collective 
life among residents with different circums-
tances, capacities and amounts of time avai-
lable to participate.

The Continuity Plan explicitly identifies this 
challenge, including inequalities in residents’ 
capacity to contribute—for example between 
retired residents and single mothers com-
bining employment and care responsibilities.

Brussels therefore entered the network with 
an unusual starting point: the innovation 
existed, but its long-term operation was itself 
becoming a new field of learning.�

3.6.3 �Adapting CALICO: Using the 
Existing Community as a Testing 
Ground

The Continuity Plan brought together three 
strands of work corresponding to the struc-
tural and lived dimensions of the original in-
novation.

The first addressed the legal-financial and po-
licy conditions for scaling. Brussels sought to 
reopen discussion about whether affordable, 
non-speculative approaches such as CALICO 
could occupy a more significant place within 
regional housing policy. This built on the ear-
lier Housing Deal work and culminated in a 
dedicated discussion on financing affordable 
housing at scale during the network’s final 
Brussels event. The purpose was not to claim 
that a new financing model had already 
been secured, but to connect the CALICO ex-
perience with a wider discussion about the 
public, private, cooperative and financial re-
sources required for expansion.

The second strand focused on sustaining 
resident engagement and community ma-
nagement. Here, the existing CALICO com-
munity became an important testing en-
vironment. Rather than assuming that 
participation created during project develop-
ment would simply continue, Brussels exa-
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mined how engagement could be renewed 
through concrete activities rooted in every-
day community life.

One particularly revealing intervention 
centred on the shared garden. Participatory 
work in April 2026 introduced a simple collec-
tive project around chickens and the use of 
the garden. The results recorded in the Conti-
nuity Plan are significant: 14 households 
signed up to help manage the initiative; re-
sidents of different ages used the garden; 
attendance at the subsequent General As-
sembly reached 25 households; and the new 
activity reopened discussion around CARE 
within the community.

The significance of this small intervention lies 
less in the Chicken Coop itself than in what 
the experiment revealed. A tangible shared 
activity provided an accessible entry point 
into collective responsibility, created encoun-
ters between residents and subsequently re-
connected people with more formal commu-
nity governance.

The third strand addressed the complexity 
of CALICO’s governance structure. The ori-
ginal model had been designed around the 
requirements of a complex innovation pro-
ject involving numerous organisations, res-
ponsibilities and funding arrangements. The 
Continuity Plan therefore asks which struc-

tures remain necessary after the project-de-
velopment phase, which can be simplified, 
and how future CALICO-inspired projects 
might benefit from a more streamlined go-
vernance architecture. This does not mean 
abandoning participatory governance. 
Rather, it means distinguishing between the 
governance required to deliver an innovative 
project and the governance required to sus-
tain a functioning community once people 
are living there.

3.6.4 �The Transfer Journey: From 
Presenting CALICO to Learning 
Through Transfer

At the beginning of Cities4Co-Housing, Brus-
sels’ primary role was that of the innovation 
source city. It provided partners with access 
to CALICO’s experience and helped unpack a 
complex project into the Governance, Social, 
Legal and Financial, and Building dimensions 
through which transfer could be explored.

As the network progressed, however, this re-
lationship became increasingly reciprocal.

Questions raised by the transfer partners—
about governance complexity, financing, 
resident participation, allocation, common 
spaces, care and the feasibility of CLT-ins-
pired approaches under very different legal 

systems—also encouraged Brussels to reeva-
luate which aspects of CALICO were essential 
and which were products of the particular 
circumstances under which the UIA project 
had been delivered.

The network’s emphasis on Testing Actions 
was particularly relevant. While transfer 
partners tested selected principles in new 
settings, Brussels was able to apply a similar 
logic to CALICO itself: identify an assumption 
or operational problem, intervene on a ma-
nageable scale, observe what happened and 
use that learning to inform continuity.

The latter stages of the network made this 
reciprocal learning especially visible. At the 
Naples transnational meeting in May 2026, 
CALICO residents participated directly in ex-
changes with the transfer cities. Discussions 
about governance, shared spaces, commu-
nity rules and collective decision-making 
consequently moved beyond the institutio-
nal description of CALICO towards the expe-
rience of people living within it.

This was an important evolution in the role of 
Brussels within the network. CALICO ceased 
to function only as a case study presented by 
institutions and increasingly became a lived 
practice that could itself be questioned, re-
flected upon and improved.
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The journey culminated in Brussels in June 
2026. By then, the discussion had moved 
from transfer towards delivery and scale. The 
final conference brought the cities into dia-
logue with housing and financing actors, in-
cluding EBRD, Crédal and Community Land 
Trust Brussels. Rather than treating finance 
as a question to be addressed only once pro-
jects were complete, the exchange examined 
how affordability, governance, risk and in-
vestment requirements interact in determi-
ning whether collaborative-housing projects 
can move from innovative pilots towards wi-
der delivery.

3.6.5 �What Changed: From 
Demonstrating Innovation to 
Understanding the Conditions for 
Its Continuity

The most important change for Brussels was 
therefore not the creation of another CALI-
CO project during Cities4Co-Housing. Cities-
4Co-Housing allowed Brussels to ask a diffe-
rent set of questions:

Which governance structures continue to be 
useful? How can resident engagement be 
sustained when participation becomes part 
of everyday life rather than project develop-
ment? And what would need to change for 
a model demonstrated through one highly 

supported pilot to influence housing delivery 
at a larger scale?

The Continuity Plan shows that CALICO’s 
long-term value depends partly on preser-
ving its core principles—permanent affor-
dability, social inclusion, participation, com-
munity care and collective stewardship—but 
also on being prepared to evolve and adapt 
the mechanisms through which those prin-
ciples are delivered.

The resident-engagement experiment il-
lustrates this particularly clearly. A relatively 
simple shared activity generated participa-
tion from 14 households and coincided with 
increased attendance at the General Assem-
bly and renewed discussion around care. The 
lesson was not that every collaborative-hou-
sing project requires the same activity. It was 
that community governance may sometimes 
be strengthened through concrete collective 
practices rather than through additional for-
mal structures.

At the same time, the work on financing and 
governance brought the question of scale 
into sharper focus. Scaling CALICO does not 
necessarily mean constructing a series of 
identical CALICO buildings. It means iden-
tifying which principles should be protected, 
which organisational arrangements can be 
simplified, and which financial and policy 

conditions would allow permanently affor-
dable collaborative housing to become less 
exceptional.

3.6.6 �Key Learning: Innovation Must 
Be Maintained After It Has Been 
Delivered

Brussels’ experience points to a dimension of 
innovation transfer that is easily overlooked.

Successful innovation is not finished when 
the pilot is delivered.

Collaborative housing is particularly de-
pendent on what happens afterwards. Buil-
dings require management; shared spaces re-
quire collective arrangements; partnerships 
change; residents’ lives and capacities 
evolve; and participation can weaken or take 
new forms. Governance therefore cannot be 
treated only as the machinery through which 
an innovative project is implemented. It is 
part of the infrastructure required to sustain 
its social value.

The CALICO experience also demonstrates 
that continuity and scaling are interconnec-
ted. A model that is too dependent on com-
plex project structures, exceptional funding 
or intensive external support may be diffi-
cult to reproduce even when its underlying 
principles remain valuable. Conversely, sim-
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plifying governance without protecting par-
ticipation, care and affordability risks losing 
precisely what made the innovation distinc-
tive.

The Brussels message can therefore be sum-
marised as:

Scaling an Innovation Requires Learning How 
to Sustain It.

Cities seeking to transfer successful housing 
innovations should not ask only whether 
the original model can be transferred. They 
should also ask what happens several years 
after residents move in, which arrangements 
survive, which need to change, and what 
institutional and financial conditions are re-
quired to carry the innovation beyond the ex-
ceptional circumstances of the original pilot.

3.6.7 From Continuity Plan to Scaling

Brussels leaves Cities4Co-Housing with a 
different type of roadmap from the five 
transfer partners. Its Continuity Plan does 
not propose a new local pilot equivalent to 
Grijó, Siatistis, Stadera, SHARE or Stara Varoš. 
Instead, it establishes a pathway for consoli-
dating what has been learned from CALICO 
and examining how that learning can in-
fluence future housing policy and delivery in 
the Brussels-Capital Region.

The first pathway concerns scale and finance. 
The Continuity Plan calls for renewed political 
and institutional discussion about integra-
ting affordable models such as CALICO into 
regional housing policy, building on the Hou-
sing Deal work and the financing dialogue 
initiated through the final Cities4Co-Housing 
conference. The challenge is particularly im-
portant in a context where demand for affor-
dable housing continues to exceed available 
public provision and where reproducing the 
exceptional funding structure of the original 
UIA project cannot be assumed.

The second concerns the long-term sustaina-
bility of the existing CALICO community. The 
network period generated practical evidence 
that resident engagement can be renewed 
through accessible, tangible collective activi-
ties. The next challenge is to retain this lear-
ning and continue adapting community-ma-
nagement arrangements as residents and 
circumstances change.

The third concerns governance for future re-
plication. CALICO’s complexity was part of 
its strength: it brought together organisa-
tions and policy objectives that conventional 
housing delivery often treats separately. But 
complexity also creates costs and barriers to 
replication. Future development therefore 
requires determining which elements of that 

governance architecture are essential to pro-
tecting CALICO’s principles and which can be 
simplified.

In this sense, Brussels’ Continuity Plan com-
pletes the transfer cycle. The Lead Partner 
began Cities4Co-Housing by offering CALICO 
as an innovation project from which five ci-
ties could learn. It ends the network having 
used their questions, adaptations and expe-
riences to look again at CALICO itself.

The next stage for Brussels is therefore not 
simply to preserve CALICO as a successful Eu-
ropean pilot. It is to determine how the prin-
ciples demonstrated through CALICO can 
move from an exceptional project towards a 
more durable component of affordable hou-
sing practice in the Brussels-Capital Region.



4.	��The Transnational 
Added Value 
of Working in an 
URBACT Network
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The five city journeys demonstrate that the 
added value of Cities4Co-Housing extended 
beyond access to the CALICO innovative 
practice itself. The network created a struc-
tured environment in which cities could 
question existing approaches, test alter-
natives, compare solutions across different 
housing systems and progressively turn 
learning into locally grounded implementa-
tion strategies.

This was particularly important because 
collaborative and affordable housing sits 
across multiple policy domains. It involves 
not only housing provision, but also urban 
planning, social policy, legal frameworks, 
financing, community development, en-
ergy transition and local governance. No 
single municipal department, professional 
discipline or organisation could address all 
these dimensions alone. The transnational 
process therefore operated simultaneously 
at two levels: locally, by widening the range 
of actors involved in housing projects; and 
transnationally, by giving cities access to 
the experience, challenge and support of 
their peers.

The value of this approach became increa-
singly visible as the network progressed. 
Partners moved from examining what 
could or could not be transferred from CA-
LICO towards testing specific propositions, 
challenging one another’s assumptions 
and developing Investment Plans capable 
of responding to their own institutional and 
housing contexts. By the final stages of the 
network, partners were not simply learning 
from Brussels: they were learning from one 
another and contributing knowledge back 
to the Lead Partner.
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4.1 Opening Administrative Silos 
and Building Local Partnerships

The issues explored through CALICO cut 
across housing, social policy, planning, com-
munity development, energy, finance and 
governance. Consequently, transfer required 
cities to bring together actors who did not 
necessarily work together routinely.

URBACT Local Groups (ULGs) became an im-
portant mechanism for this. They created lo-
cal spaces in which municipal departments 
could work alongside housing providers, so-
cial organisations, community representa-
tives, researchers, residents and other rele-
vant stakeholders depending on the partner. 
Several partners reported that participation 
in Cities4Co-Housing encouraged them to 
experiment with new ways of working lo-
cally, opening institutional silos and forming 
partnerships and alliances around affordable 
housing.

The city journeys show how this worked diffe-
rently in practice.

In Vila Nova de Gaia, the process helped 
connect housing, urban planning and the 
municipal company GAURB around the Gri-
jó development. This mattered because the 
city’s challenge was no longer understood 
simply as acquiring and allocating homes. 

Creating an intergenerational community 
required housing allocation, social support, 
spatial planning and resident participation to 
be considered together.

In Naples, the ULG developed into a broad 
multisectoral environment involving more 
than 45 stakeholders. This provided a setting 
in which questions of affordability, non-spe-
culative public-private partnerships, commu-
nity support and urban regeneration could 
be examined across municipal, academic and 
other organisational perspectives. The city’s 
work on Stadera 1.3.7 demonstrated why this 
breadth mattered: the challenge was simul-
taneously financial, legal, social and spatial.

In Thessaloniki, the network helped build a 
stakeholder environment involving munici-
pal authorities, NGOs, academic actors and 
community organisations around an emer-
ging field of collaborative housing. This was 
particularly important in a context without 
an established permanent social-housing 
framework. The network helped connect 
work on vacant public property, the Social 
Rental Agency, resident governance and so-
cial support into a more coherent local hou-
sing proposition.

For Nikšić, collaboration had another mea-
ning. Establishing management boards in re-
sidential blocks required the project to build 
governance capacity among residents while 
strengthening relationships between the lo-
cal community, municipality and civil-society 
organisations. This governance infrastruc-
ture was necessary before the proposed en-
vironmental and energy investments could 
progress.

In Fuenlabrada, the network brought an ad-
ditional participatory and community-go-
vernance dimension to the existing SHARE 
project. Engagement with younger and ol-
der residents allowed assumptions about 
voluntary time banking, shared spaces and 
intergenerational living to be explored before 
they became fixed elements of the project.

Across these different experiences, the com-
mon lesson was that the ULG was not simply 
a consultation mechanism. At its most effec-
tive, it became part of the implementation 
infrastructure: a way of bringing together the 
organisations, expertise and communities 
that would ultimately be required to deliver 
the proposed housing interventions.
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4.2 From Peer Exchange to a 
“Critical Friend” Culture

Transnational exchange also gave partners 
something that is difficult to reproduce 
within a single municipal administration: a 
group of peers who understood the challen-
ges of implementation but were sufficiently 
removed from each other’s institutional en-
vironments to question assumptions openly.

As the network progressed, this developed 
into a structured “critical friend” culture. 
Partners did not simply present good prac-
tices to one another. They reviewed emerging 
proposals, asked difficult questions and iden-
tified weaknesses that could be addressed 
before implementation.

This was particularly visible during the Fe-
bruary 2026 Transnational Meeting in Thes-
saloniki. Partners presented actions from 
their Investment and Continuity Plans and 
reviewed them through structured methods 
including the Thinking Hats approach and 
the Action & Critical Friend template.

The structured review examined the 
challenge being addressed, links to CALICO 
modules, expected outcomes, implementa-
tion arrangements, governance, resources, 
risks, stakeholders, timelines, monitoring in-
dicators and cross-cutting issues. Reviewing 

partners provided qualitative feedback and, 
within the Action & Critical Friend exercise, 
scored different elements on a 0–5 scale for 
clarity, robustness and feasibility.

This moved peer learning beyond general 
encouragement. Cities were expected to ex-
plain who would implement an action, with 
whom, at what cost, using which resources, 
facing which risks and with what evidence of 
progress.

Financial assumptions were subjected to the 
same process. Through the Cost Estimation 
Challenge and URBACT Funding Roadmap 
Canvas, partners examined the costs asso-
ciated with their proposed actions and consi-
dered possible funding sources. Monitoring 
and evaluation frameworks were similarly 
reviewed.

The city profiles demonstrate the impor-
tance of this external challenge. Thessalo-
niki used it while consolidating the Siatistis 
pilot; Nikšić strengthened its understanding 
of implementation requirements and rela-
tionships with local government; and the 
other partners used peer feedback to refine 
their actions, governance arrangements and 
implementation frameworks.

The added value was therefore not simply ac-
cess to other European examples. It was the 
creation of a trusted but demanding peer 
environment in which proposals could be 
challenged before cities had to defend them 
to political decision-makers, residents, fun-
ders or investors.
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4.3 Learning Across Different 
Contexts: From Brussels-to-City 

Transfer to Network Learning

Cities4Co-Housing began with an apparently 
straightforward transfer relationship: Brus-
sels held the innovative CALICO practice and 
the five partner cities would learn from it. In 
practice, the transnational process became 
considerably more multidirectional.

The diversity of the partners became an as-
set. Each city was attempting to apply ele-
ments of CALICO within a different legal, fi-
nancial, institutional and social environment. 
As a result, partners could observe different 
solutions to related problems.

The final network reflections show that 
inspiration increasingly flowed across the 
partnership. Thessaloniki’s early progress on 
its Investment Plan provided a reference for 
other partners. Gaia drew inspiration from 
Fuenlabrada’s work, while Fuenlabrada and 
Naples exchanged ideas around interge-
nerational communities and approaches 
to resident and community charters. The 
network’s methods—peer review, shared 
Testing Actions and collective work on In-
vestment Plans—made these horizontal ex-
changes possible.

This matters because transfer was no longer 

understood as a one-directional movement 
of knowledge from an “innovative city” to 
“learning cities”. The five partners progres-
sively became producers of transferable 
knowledge themselves.

Their different adaptations illustrate this 
clearly. Gaia demonstrated how housing al-
location could become a tool for intentional 
community-building. Thessaloniki showed 
how principles could be adapted when the 
original legal and institutional mechanisms 
were unavailable. Naples connected affor-
dability with governance and non-specula-
tive financing. Fuenlabrada tested how an 
intergenerational housing proposition could 
be co-designed with future users. Nikšić de-
monstrated why collective governance may 
need to precede physical and environmental 
investment.

The transnational added value therefore 
came partly from difference rather than si-
milarity. Because the partners could not copy 
CALICO—or one another—they had to iden-
tify the principles behind each approach and 
consider whether those principles were use-
ful in their own context. 

The transfer process also generated value 
for the Lead Partner. Brussels entered the 
network as the source of the CALICO inno-
vative practice, but participation required 
the city and CALICO partners to explain the 
model, reflect on its operation and respond 
to questions from cities attempting to adapt 
its principles in very different environments.

As the network progressed, Brussels deve-
loped its Continuity Plan, shifting attention 
from the original implementation of CALICO 
towards the question of how its governance, 
partnerships and learning could be sustained 
and developed beyond the lifetime of the 
project and the transfer network.
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4.4 Conclusion: What the URBACT 
ITN Network Added

Taken together, the Cities4Co-Housing expe-
rience suggests that the principal added va-
lue of the URBACT network was not simply 
access to an innovative housing model. CA-
LICO could be studied through documents, 
presentations and site visits. What required a 
network was the collective process of turning 
that inspiration into locally workable strate-
gies.

The transnational framework gave partners 
a structured opportunity to test ideas be-
fore investing, expose emerging proposals to 
critical peer review, learn from cities facing 
different constraints and translate local ex-
perimentation into Investment Plans. At the 
same time, ULGs extended this learning lo-
cally by connecting municipal departments 
with residents, civil-society organisations, 
researchers and other actors required for im-
plementation.

This combination of local partnership and 
transnational challenge was particularly va-
luable for a field as complex as housing. The 
network did not remove the legal, financial 
or institutional barriers faced by partners. Ins-
tead, it strengthened their capacity to iden-
tify those barriers, work across organisational 

boundaries and develop locally appropriate 
responses.

Perhaps the clearest indication of this added 
value is the change visible across the five 
partner journeys. The cities finished the 
network with five differentiated approaches 
and five clearer pathways towards implemen-
tation. The transnational network provided 
the environment in which those differences 
could be explored, tested and strengthened 
rather than treated as obstacles to transfer.

In this sense, Cities4Co-Housing demons-
trates that the value of transnational coope-
ration lies in enabling them to learn systema-
tically from one another while developing 
solutions that remain firmly grounded in 
place.



5.	��Challenges, and Local 
Adaptation Barriers
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While the network achieved notable strate-
gic successes, partner cities encountered 
real-world friction and structural barriers 
during the transfer process. An honest, 
practitioner-focused analysis of these 
challenges is essential to guide future ur-
ban policymaking. Three points are worth 
considering. 

5.1 Legal and Regulatory 
Incompatibility

The legal foundation of CALICO—separating 
land ownership from building ownership via 
the Community Land Trust (CLT) model pre-
sented severe transfer challenges. In Sou-
thern Europe, national legislations often lack 
legal definitions for land trusts, cooperative 
tenure models, or emphyteutic lease protec-
tions. In Greece, for example, the absence of 
a coherent national housing policy and esta-
blished social-housing system created addi-
tional constraints for transferring CALICO’s 
legal and institutional arrangements. Trans-
ferring the Brussels legal framework was 
not possible. Instead, the network prompted 
partners to treat the CLT as a flexible source 
of inspiration. 

5.2 Political Transitions

Municipal projects are highly sensitive to lo-
cal electoral cycles. For instance, in Vila Nova 
de Gaia, local municipal elections in October 
2025 led to a significant change in the city’s 
executive power. This political transition 
caused technical slowdowns as the technical 
team representing Vila Nova de Gaia in Cities 
4 Co-Housing network had to formally re-pre-
sent, defend, and secure renewed commit-
ments from the newly elected municipal exe-
cutives, demonstrating the vulnerability of 
long-term housing projects to political shifts 
during the network implementation cycle.

5.3 Different starting points 

One of the first challenges of Cities4Co-Hou-
sing was the very different starting points 
of the transfer partners, in terms of Euro-
pean cooperation experience, maturity of 
housing policy, institutional capacity and 
access to investment. Vila Nova de Gaia en-
tered with established housing instruments 
and considerable delivery experience, while 
Nikšić was participating in a European coo-
peration project of this kind for the first time 
and operated within a relatively young hou-

sing-policy framework; Thessaloniki faced 
the additional constraint of Greece lacking 
a coherent national housing policy and es-
tablished social housing sector. Rather than 
allowing these inequalities to divide the 
network, the facilitation approach led by Dr 
Orna Rosenfeld treated them as a learning 
asset, starting from the principle that eve-
ry partner had knowledge and experience 
to contribute. Through structured peer ex-
change, Testing Actions and a “critical friend” 
culture, partners progressively learned from 
one another rather than simply receiving 
knowledge from Brussels. The structural 
differences remained, but a more equal and 
cohesive learning environment emerged, en-
abling all partners to progress towards locally 
grounded Investment Plans. The experience 
showed that different starting points can be-
come a strength when diversity is actively 
facilitated and every partner’s knowledge is 
valued.



6.	��Conclusions and 
Lessons Learnt on 
Scaling Housing 
Innovation
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The Cities4Co-Housing ITN URBACT expe-
rience offers a set of practical lessons for 
cities seeking to move complex housing 
innovation from inspiration to investment 
and implementation. These lessons concern 
not only housing models themselves, but 
the conditions that make innovation deli-
verable: community engagement, gover-
nance, institutional cooperation, testing, in-
vestment planning, partnerships and early 
engagement with the financial ecosystem.

Taken together, they show that scaling hou-
sing innovation is not simply a question of 
replicating a successful project or securing 
finance. It requires cities to build the local 
capacity, partnerships and governance ar-
rangements that allow an innovative ideas 
to become an implementable and inves-
tible strategy.

Eight lessons emerge from the network ex-
perience.

6.1 Lesson One: 
Community Comes Before Buildings

One of the clearest lessons from Cities-
4Co-Housing is that collaborative housing 
begins with people and relationships, not 
only buildings.

CALICO demonstrated this from the out-
set. Its social model sought to create an in-
tergenerational and socially diverse com-
munity through targeted allocation, while 
residents were supported in developing the 
skills required to manage buildings, com-
mon spaces and community life. The origi-
nal transfer analysis therefore treated social 
support, resident empowerment and com-
munity composition as transferable compo-
nents of the practice rather than seconda-
ry outcomes of the physical development. 
The five transfer cities interpreted this prin-
ciple differently.

Vila Nova de Gaia adapted allocation crite-
ria for the 30 homes at Grijó to create an in-
tentional mix of single-parent families, older 
people and other households. Its experience 
demonstrated that allocating housing can 
also mean designing the foundations of a 
community.

Fuenlabrada approached the same principle 
before occupation, testing the voluntary 

time-bank proposition with younger people 
and discussing common spaces and housing 
arrangements with older residents. 

Thessaloniki’s work on resident participation, 
governance tools and care- and gender-sen-
sitive matching similarly recognised that the 
social architecture of Siatistis Street needed 
to be developed alongside the physical and 
institutional project.

These experiences suggest that commu-
nity-building should not be treated as a soft 
measure added once a housing project is 
complete. It is part of the development pro-
cess itself.

For cities, this has practical consequences. 
Resources need to be allocated not only for 
land, construction and renovation, but also 
for resident engagement, facilitation, parti-
cipation, community governance and social 
support. These activities require time and 
professional capacity, and they need to be-
gin sufficiently early to influence the project 
rather than simply respond to it.
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6.2 Lesson Two: 
Governance Is the Infrastructure 

of Implementation

Cities 4 Co-Housing Core Article #25 described 
governance as the “hidden infrastructure” 
of collaborative housing. The experience 
accumulated by the end of the network al-
lows this conclusion to be stated even more 
strongly: governance is the infrastructure of 
implementation.

This distinction matters.

Governance is sometimes treated as the 
administrative layer surrounding the “real” 
housing investment—the building, finance 
or land. Cities4Co-Housing demonstrated 
the opposite. Without clear governance, res-
ponsibilities remain uncertain, partnerships 
weaken, resident participation becomes dif-
ficult to sustain and investment can stall.

The city experiences illustrate this at different 
scales.

In Thessaloniki, developing locally appro-
priate governance arrangements, including 
the Statute Starter Kit, was necessary be-
cause the future collaborative-housing com-
munity could not rely on an established

5	  https://urbact.eu/articles/inspiration-implementation-what-european-cities-learned-transferring-calico-collaborative 

 Greek co-housing governance framework.

Nikšić approached governance through 
the establishment of management boards 
in residential buildings within the Stara Va-
roš neighbourhood. While initially linked to 
future energy-efficiency investments, the 
initiative also created the foundations for 
collective decision-making and community 
management.

Naples’ exploration of non-speculative pu-
blic-private partnership arrangements raised 
the same issue at institutional level. Bringing 
private actors into affordable-housing delive-
ry is not simply a financing question: cities 
need governance arrangements capable of 
safeguarding affordability and public value.

The same principle applies within establi-
shed collaborative-housing communities. 
CALICO’s governance combines institutional 
partnerships with resident committees and 
assemblies through which residents manage 
daily life, common spaces and community 
activities. The transfer process emphasised 
that the exact partnership structure was 

context-specific; what could transfer was the 
learning needed to help other cities develop 
governance suited to transfer and adapt in-
novation in their own projects.

https://urbact.eu/articles/inspiration-implementation-what-european-cities-learned-transferring-calico-collaborative
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6.3 Lesson Three: 
Testing Before Investing

Housing investment is capital-intensive, poli-
tically and institutionally complex. Innovation 
therefore carries risk, particularly when cities 
are working with unfamiliar tenure models, 
resident groups, governance arrangements 
or partnerships. 

Cities4Co-Housing demonstrated the value 
of Testing Actions as practical risk-manage-
ment instruments.

Instead of moving directly from CALICO-ins-
pired ideas to full-scale investment, partners 
tested specific assumptions locally. These 
experiments helped cities understand how 
residents and stakeholders might respond, 
where institutional barriers existed and what 
needed to change before larger commit-
ments were made.

Fuenlabrada tested interest in voluntary time 
banking and engaged older residents around 
shared spaces and housing arrangements. 
Naples developed and tested an affordability 
tool and experimented with resident enga-
gement around the Solidarity Charter. Thes-
saloniki tested participation and governance 
approaches before the Siatistis community 
existed. Nikšić’s work on resident manage-
ment structures demonstrated whether the 

governance conditions for later environmen-
tal investment could be established. Gaia 
tested how allocation criteria could be adap-
ted to support an intentionally intergenera-
tional community.

The Testing Actions demonstrated that in-
novation transfer is not a linear process. It re-
quires experimentation, learning and adjust-
ment. It requires experimentation, learning 
and adjustment. Testing does not eliminate 
risk. It makes risk more visible and therefore 
more manageable. Importantly, completed 
Testing Actions can also provide proof of 
concept, generating practical evidence that 
can help build political support and stren-
gthen the case for future investment.

6.4 Lesson Four: 
Housing Innovation Requires 

Institutional Innovation

Affordable housing sits at the intersection 
of housing, planning, social policy, finance, 
legal administration, community develop-
ment, care and, increasingly, climate and 
energy policy. 

This complexity means that innovative hou-
sing cannot be delivered sustainably through 
entrenched administrative silos. It requires 
new forms of collaboration. 

Across Cities4Co-Housing, URBACT Local 
Groups became environments in which diffe-
rent municipal departments and external 
stakeholders could begin working around a 
shared housing challenge. The city journeys 
show how important this became.

Gaia brought housing, planning and GAURB 
into a more integrated discussion around Gri-
jó. Naples assembled a multisectoral environ-
ment around affordability, non-speculative 
finance and solidarity housing. Thessaloniki 
connected municipal actors, NGOs, resear-
chers and community organisations around 
an emerging collaborative-housing proposi-
tion. Fuenlabrada brought residents and so-
cial actors into the development of SHARE. 
Nikšić connected resident organisations, mu-



69Cities 4 Co-housing - FINAL NETWORK REPORT 

nicipal actors and civil society around energy 
and social objectives.

The Cities4Co-Housing URBACT Innovation 
Transfer Network demonstrated that suc-
cessful innovation transfer depends on ci-
ties’ capacity to adopt new ways of working 
and build innovative forms of institutional 
collaboration at the local level.

6.5 Lesson Five: 
When Investment Plans Became 

the Transfer Mechanism

One of the most important findings of Cities-
4Co-Housing is that the Investment Plans 
were not merely URBACT programme de-
liverables produced at the end of the trans-
fer process. They became the mechanism 
through which innovation was translated 
into locally implementable strategies.

The critical shift came when partners moved 
from assessing what could or could not be 
transferred from CALICO to answering prac-
tical delivery questions: What will we do lo-
cally? Who needs to be involved? How will 
actions be governed and financed? What 
resources are required, and how will pro-
gress be monitored?

The Thessaloniki Transnational Meeting in 
February 2026 reinforced this transition. 
Through critical-friend review, the Cost Es-
timation Challenge and Funding Roadmap 
work, emerging plans were tested against 
practical questions of resources, governance, 
risk and implementation.

The resulting Investment Plans were ne-
cessarily different. Transfer did not produce 
standardisation; it produced locally owned 
implementation strategies shaped through 

a common learning process.

Investment Planning therefore became the 
critical interface between innovation and in-
vestment: translating learning into actions 
and structuring those actions so that cities 
could begin meaningful discussions with the 
partners, funders and institutions needed for 
delivery.
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6.6 Lesson Six: 
Governance Is Continuous—

Partnerships Must Be Maintained 
Beyond the Project

The experience of CALICO provides an im-
portant lesson: governance is not “comple-
ted” once a housing project is delivered and 
residents move in. Affordable and collabora-
tive housing, including co-housing, is dyna-
mic. Residents change, organisations evolve, 
common spaces generate new questions 
and collective priorities shift. Governance ar-
rangements therefore require continuous at-
tention and adaptation.

This is a key message emerging from the 
Brussels Lead Partner’s Continuity Plan. Des-
pite CALICO’s success, innovation and reco-
gnition, the Lead Partner critically reassessed 
the structures that made the project possible 
in the first place: innovative governance and 
partnership arrangements. These can be 
understood as living ecosystems that must 
evolve to sustain long-term affordability and 
community cohesion.

This lesson is equally relevant for the transfer 
cities as they move towards implementation. 
Establishing a resident charter, management 
board, working group or partnership is only 
the beginning. These structures must remain 

useful, legitimate and capable of responding 
to changing circumstances.

The same applies to institutional partnerships. 
Relationships assembled around a funded 
European project do not automatically conti-
nue beyond programme deadlines. Where 
these partnerships are important to delive-
ry, cities need to consider how relationships, 
responsibilities and coordination will be sus-
tained once the network ends.

Brussels’ Continuity Plan illustrates this 
challenge from the perspective of the source 
city. The next phase is not simply about 
preserving CALICO unchanged, but about 
reviewing its governance arrangements, 
simplifying them where appropriate and op-
timising the experience for potential future 
projects in Brussels and beyond.

Embedding innovation and creating the 
conditions for wider uptake therefore re-
quires experimentation as well as continuity 
and adaptation. A successful pilot creates 
knowledge; sustained governance turns 
that knowledge into institutional capacity.

6.7 Lesson Seven: 
Engage the Financial 

Ecosystem Early

The final stages of Cities4Co-Housing 
brought another lesson into sharper focus: 
good housing ideas do not automatically 
become financeable and investible housing 
projects.

Collaborative housing can be particularly 
challenging in this respect because projects 
often combine objectives and organisational 
forms that do not fit neatly within conven-
tional investment categories. Long-term af-
fordability, Community Land Trust principles, 
community governance, social rental, care 
functions and non-speculative approaches 
can deliver significant social value while re-
quiring funders and investors to understand 
less familiar governance, partnership and risk 
structures.

The network therefore highlighted the im-
portance of connecting cities with the finan-
cial and investment ecosystem early in pro-
ject development. Rather than developing 
projects internally and approaching financial 
institutions only once the investment plans 
are submitted, earlier dialogue can help cities 
understand what approach, solutions, evi-
dence, partnerships and level of project ma-
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turity may be required to unlock financing.

This principle was put into practice at the 
final conference in Brussels in June 2026, 
where cities entered into dialogue with fi-
nancial and implementation actors, inclu-
ding the EBRD, Crédal and Community Land 
Trust Brussels. Partners presented their 
emerging strategies, while these organisa-
tions provided perspectives on how projects 
are assessed, available opportunities, poten-
tial barriers and the conditions that influence 
financing and investment decisions.

For cities seeking to move collaborative hou-
sing beyond individual pilots, the lesson is 
clear: engage the financial ecosystem ear-
ly enough to inform and strengthen Invest-
ment Plans before they are finalised, rather 
than only once they are being submitted for 
evaluation.

6.8 From Successful Pilots 
to the Conditions for Scaling

The Brussels Continuity Plan offers a useful 
perspective on what happens after an inno-
vative housing pilot has proved its value. CA-
LICO’s next challenge is not to reproduce the 
original project unchanged, but to determine 
which conditions would allow its principles to 
become more sustainable, replicable and re-
levant to housing policy at a wider scale. The 
Continuity Plan identifies three interconnec-
ted priorities: embedding affordable hou-
sing models more firmly within policy and 
financing frameworks; sustaining resident 
engagement and community management 
over time; and streamlining governance to 
make future projects easier to deliver.

This shifts the discussion on scaling from the 
project itself to the enabling environment 
around it. CALICO benefited from substantial 
European funding, a committed partnership 
and a sophisticated governance structure. 
The Continuity Plan asks what must change 
when those exceptional conditions are no 
longer available: how alternative affordable 
housing models can operate with different fi-
nancing arrangements; how community par-
ticipation can remain viable after initial pro-
ject support ends; and how governance can 

be simplified without losing the social values 
that made the innovation distinctive.

Importantly, scaling also means connecting 
successful experimentation to the wider hou-
sing system. In Brussels, this includes explo-
ring how CALICO-like approaches could com-
plement existing housing policies and how 
lessons from the Housing Deal could inform 
future affordable housing provision. The ob-
jective is therefore not simply to create more 
CALICOs, but to translate what worked in 
CALICO into conditions that make future in-
novation easier to finance, govern and sus-
tain.

The broader lesson for Cities4Co-Housing 
is that successful pilots are only a starting 
point. Scaling begins when the knowledge 
generated by a pilot starts to influence the 
structures, policies and delivery conditions 
that determine what can happen next.
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The Real Work Starts Now

The completion of the Cities4Co-Housing 
network does not mark the completion of 
the partners’ housing projects. It marks the 
transition from transfer to implementation.

The five Investment Plans and Brussels Conti-
nuity Plan provide locally grounded pathways 
for this next phase. The implementation of 
some actions are already underway; others 
require further political approval, technical 
development, financing, partnership-buil-
ding or resident engagement. Their trajec-
tories will inevitably differ because the local 
housing systems and institutional conditions 
remain different.

This is not a weakness of the transfer process. 
It is one of its principal findings.

Cities4Co-Housing demonstrates that com-
plex housing innovation can travel across 
Europe without being copied. What makes 
transfer possible is the ability to understand 
why an innovative practice works, separate its 
underlying principles from its context-speci-
fic mechanisms, test those principles locally 
and rebuild them around local needs, institu-
tions and opportunities.

CALICO provided the starting point. The 
network provided the environment in which 

its principles could be questioned, tested and 
adapted. The Investment Plans converted this 
learning into implementation pathways. The 
next stage depends on the local partnerships 
capable of carrying those plans forward.

For urban policy-makers and housing prac-
titioners, the central message of Cities-
4Co-Housing is therefore not that European 
cities need a single collaborative-housing 
model. It is that cities need the capacity to 
govern housing innovation: to bring com-
munities, public authorities, social actors, 
technical expertise and finance together 
around a shared long-term objective.

The experience of the network suggests 
that the future of affordable and collabora-
tive housing will depend less on the repli-
cation of individual flagship projects than 
on cities’ ability to create the governance, 
partnerships and implementation capacity 
through which innovation can become nor-
mal practice.

The transfer journey may be complete. The 
work of implementation—and of turning 
successful experimentation into lasting 
housing capacity—starts now.



7.	��Sustaining the 
Transnational Legacy: 
A Vision for 
Collaborative Housing 
in Europe
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Cities4Co-Housing concludes at a pivotal 
moment for European housing policy. The 
network began as housing rose rapidly up 
the European agenda and concludes as at-
tention increasingly shifts from policy am-
bition to delivery. Across Europe, the central 
challenge is no longer only how to generate 
innovative housing ideas, but how to imple-
ment, finance, sustain and scale those that 
have demonstrated their value.

European programmes have generated a 
wealth of innovative projects and practices. 
The challenge now is to create the condi-
tions through which successful innovation 
can travel and achieve wider impact. Cities-
4Co-Housing contributes to this challenge by 
providing practical lessons on how complex 
housing innovation can be transferred, adap-
ted and moved towards implementation.

Its contribution is not a single model for 
collaborative housing. Rather, the network 
demonstrates how cities can learn from a 
complex housing innovation such as CALI-
CO, identify the principles relevant to their 
own challenges, test them locally, build the 
partnerships required for delivery, and trans-
late that learning into locally owned invest-
ment strategies.

This is the foundation of the network’s lon-
ger-term legacy.

7.1 From Transfer to Local 
Implementation Capacity

CALICO provided the original innovation, but 
the transfer process established from the 
outset that direct replication was neither 
advisable nor practicable. Different legal 
frameworks, housing systems, institutional 
structures, target groups and financing en-
vironments required each city to determine 
what could be transferred and what needed 
to be reinterpreted locally.

By the end of Cities4Co-Housing, this process 
had produced five distinct Investment Plans 
and a Continuity Plan for Brussels. Their di-
versity is itself an important result. One in-
novative practice generated multiple locally 
adapted pathways towards implementation.

The Investment Plans also changed the na-
ture of the transfer process. Actions were de-
fined, governance arrangements clarified, 
stakeholders identified, costs considered, 
funding opportunities explored, risks exa-
mined and approaches to monitoring deve-
loped. The plans therefore provide a bridge 
between the learning generated by the 
network and the practical requirements of 
delivery.

7.2 From Investment Plans to 
Investment Partnerships

The next challenge is to turn these plans into 
partnerships capable of implementation. Mo-
ving towards investible housing strategies re-
quires credible governance, institutional coo-
peration and delivery capacity that can give 
confidence to funders, investors and imple-
mentation partners.

The Investment Plans provide a platform for 
this next stage, but the dialogue initiated 
through Cities4Co-Housing must continue. 
Scaling collaborative housing is unlikely to 
depend on public grants alone. It will require 
combinations of public, social and, where ap-
propriate, private finance that remain com-
patible with long-term affordability and so-
cial objectives.

This places municipalities in an important 
convening role. Cities may provide land, po-
licy instruments, finance or housing direc-
tly, but they can also assemble and govern 
partnerships that combine the capacities 
needed for delivery. This does not imply a 
retreat of the public sector. On the contrary, 
innovative partnerships require strong public 
leadership to establish objectives, safeguard 
affordability and public value, and ensure ac-
countability.
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The long-term potential of Cities4Co-Hou-
sing therefore lies not in establishing a stan-
dard partnership model, but in strengthe-
ning each city’s capacity to build the right 
partnership for the housing challenge it is 
seeking to address.

7.3 Keeping the Transnational 
Relationships Alive

The network also leaves an important trans-
national legacy. During Cities4Co-Hou-
sing, learning progressively moved beyond 
a one-directional transfer from Brussels. 
Partners became resources for one another, 
exchanging experience across different hou-
sing systems and institutional contexts.

The value of these relationships may beco-
me even greater during implementation, 
when cities encounter new regulatory, finan-
cial, governance and community challenges. 
Continuing this exchange does not require 
creating a permanent formal network. What 
matters is preserving sufficient connections 
for partners to seek advice, share progress 
and challenges, and mobilise one another’s 
experience when it is useful.

Maintaining these relationships can stren-
gthen not only individual housing projects, 
but also the European capacity for collabora-
tive problem-solving and innovation.

7.4 From Six Cities to a Wider 
European Conversation

The significance of Cities4Co-Housing 
extends beyond the six participating cities. 
The network has operated within a wider 
European debate about housing affordabi-
lity, demographic change, social vulnerabi-
lity and the limitations of conventional hou-
sing-delivery approaches. Its contribution is 
not a universal solution, but a method and a 
body of practical experience.

The network demonstrated how a complex 
housing innovation can be deconstructed 
into understandable and transferable com-
ponents; how these can be assessed against 
local assets and barriers; how assumptions 
can be tested before major commitments are 
made; and how residents and stakeholders 
can participate in shaping solutions. It also 
demonstrated how Investment Plans can 
connect this experimentation to implemen-
tation and how partnerships can connect 
emerging strategies with the institutional 
and financial capacity required for delivery.

Importantly, transfer does not require uni-
formity. The legal framework supporting a 
Community Land Trust in Brussels does not 
need to exist in identical form elsewhere for 
its underlying principles to stimulate innova-
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tion. As anticipated in the Transferability Stu-
dy, the CLT is better understood as a flexible 
framework whose fundamental components 
must be explored within each city’s legal and 
housing context rather than transplanted di-
rectly.

This offers a realistic proposition for European 
housing innovation: cities can face common 
challenges, learn across borders and still 
develop fundamentally different local res-
ponses.

7.5 Beyond Transfer: 
A Legacy of Capacity

The enduring legacy of Cities4Co-Housing 
is not a collection of replicas of CALICO. It is 
the capacity created through the process of 
transfer.

Locally, the five transfer cities leave the 
network with Investment Plans that provi-
de concrete pathways towards implementa-
tion, supported by partnerships, tested ap-
proaches and a clearer understanding of the 
governance, social, financial and institutional 
conditions required for local delivery. Brussels 
leaves with a Continuity Plan that turns the 
same critical lens back onto CALICO, asking 
how a successful innovation can remain so-
cially relevant, operationally sustainable and 
capable of informing future affordable hou-
sing initiatives.

Transnationally, the network leaves so-
mething less tangible but equally valuable: 
relationships between cities that have 
learned how to learn from one another. 
What began as a transfer from Brussels 
progressively became a multidirectional ex-
change in which every partner contributed 
experience and practical knowledge. As im-
plementation proceeds, these relationships 
provide a continuing resource for cities 

confronting new challenges beyond the for-
mal life of the network.

At European level, Cities4Co-Housing offers a 
wider proposition about how housing inno-
vation can travel. European cities face com-
mon pressures, but they operate within pro-
foundly different housing systems. What can 
travel across these systems are principles, 
methods, tested practices and accumu-
lated knowledge—provided cities have the 
capacity to reinterpret them within their own 
legal, institutional, financial and community 
realities.

This matters particularly at a moment when 
the European housing debate is moving in-
creasingly from ambition to delivery. Europe 
already possesses a considerable body of inno-
vative housing practice. The challenge ahead 
is to create the conditions through which 
successful innovation can move beyond in-
dividual projects: capable local institutions, 
meaningful community participation, effec-
tive governance, durable partnerships and 
credible pathways to investment and imple-
mentation.

Cities4Co-Housing began by asking how CA-
LICO could be transferred to five very diffe-
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rent European cities. The experience of the 
network leads to a more ambitious conclu-
sion:

Europe does not need cities simply to repro-
duce the housing innovation. It needs cities 
with the capacity to govern implementa-
tion—to learn, adapt, partner, invest and 
deliver.

This capacity can be understood as the go-
vernance of implementation: the ability to 
bring together political leadership, institu-
tional capacity, community participation, 
partnerships, finance and learning around 

the long-term delivery of an innovative idea. 
It is what connects experimentation with 
investment, and investment with lasting 
change.

CALICO demonstrated what becomes pos-
sible when affordability, governance, care, 
participation and design are brought to-
gether within one housing project. Cities-
4Co-Housing demonstrated something diffe-
rent: that the ability of innovation to travel 
ultimately depends not only on the quality of 
the original idea, but on the capacity of cities 
to govern its adaptation and implementa-
tion.

This may be the most important lesson of 
the Cities4Co-Housing journey. Europe has 
no shortage of innovative urban projects. 
The next frontier is to strengthen the capa-
city through which their learning can move 
beyond the exceptional conditions of indi-
vidual pilots and become part of how cities 
routinely act.

The network ends here. Its central pro-
position should travel further: innovation 
creates possibilities; the governance of im-
plementation turns those possibilities into 
lasting urban change.



Co-funded by 
the European Union
Interreg


	Bouton 2: 
	Page 4: 
	Page 5: 
	Page 6: 
	Page 7: 
	Page 9: 
	Page 10: 
	Page 12: 
	Page 13: 
	Page 14: 
	Page 15: 
	Page 16: 
	Page 17: 
	Page 18: 
	Page 19: 
	Page 20: 
	Page 21: 
	Page 22: 
	Page 23: 
	Page 24: 
	Page 25: 
	Page 26: 
	Page 28: 
	Page 29: 
	Page 30: 
	Page 31: 
	Page 32: 
	Page 33: 
	Page 34: 
	Page 35: 
	Page 36: 
	Page 37: 
	Page 38: 
	Page 39: 
	Page 40: 
	Page 41: 
	Page 42: 
	Page 43: 
	Page 44: 
	Page 45: 
	Page 46: 
	Page 47: 
	Page 48: 
	Page 49: 
	Page 50: 
	Page 51: 
	Page 52: 
	Page 53: 
	Page 54: 
	Page 55: 
	Page 56: 
	Page 58: 
	Page 59: 
	Page 60: 
	Page 61: 
	Page 62: 
	Page 64: 
	Page 66: 
	Page 67: 
	Page 68: 
	Page 69: 
	Page 70: 
	Page 71: 
	Page 72: 
	Page 74: 
	Page 75: 
	Page 76: 
	Page 77: 

	Bouton 3: 
	Page 4: 
	Page 5: 
	Page 6: 
	Page 7: 
	Page 9: 
	Page 10: 
	Page 12: 
	Page 13: 
	Page 14: 
	Page 15: 
	Page 16: 
	Page 17: 
	Page 18: 
	Page 19: 
	Page 20: 
	Page 21: 
	Page 22: 
	Page 23: 
	Page 24: 
	Page 25: 
	Page 26: 
	Page 28: 
	Page 29: 
	Page 30: 
	Page 31: 
	Page 32: 
	Page 33: 
	Page 34: 
	Page 35: 
	Page 36: 
	Page 37: 
	Page 38: 
	Page 39: 
	Page 40: 
	Page 41: 
	Page 42: 
	Page 43: 
	Page 44: 
	Page 45: 
	Page 46: 
	Page 47: 
	Page 48: 
	Page 49: 
	Page 50: 
	Page 51: 
	Page 52: 
	Page 53: 
	Page 54: 
	Page 55: 
	Page 56: 
	Page 58: 
	Page 59: 
	Page 60: 
	Page 61: 
	Page 62: 
	Page 64: 
	Page 66: 
	Page 67: 
	Page 68: 
	Page 69: 
	Page 70: 
	Page 71: 
	Page 72: 
	Page 74: 
	Page 75: 
	Page 76: 
	Page 77: 

	Bouton 4: 
	Page 4: 
	Page 5: 
	Page 6: 
	Page 7: 
	Page 9: 
	Page 10: 
	Page 12: 
	Page 13: 
	Page 14: 
	Page 15: 
	Page 16: 
	Page 17: 
	Page 18: 
	Page 19: 
	Page 20: 
	Page 21: 
	Page 22: 
	Page 23: 
	Page 24: 
	Page 25: 
	Page 26: 
	Page 28: 
	Page 29: 
	Page 30: 
	Page 31: 
	Page 32: 
	Page 33: 
	Page 34: 
	Page 35: 
	Page 36: 
	Page 37: 
	Page 38: 
	Page 39: 
	Page 40: 
	Page 41: 
	Page 42: 
	Page 43: 
	Page 44: 
	Page 45: 
	Page 46: 
	Page 47: 
	Page 48: 
	Page 49: 
	Page 50: 
	Page 51: 
	Page 52: 
	Page 53: 
	Page 54: 
	Page 55: 
	Page 56: 
	Page 58: 
	Page 59: 
	Page 60: 
	Page 61: 
	Page 62: 
	Page 64: 
	Page 66: 
	Page 67: 
	Page 68: 
	Page 69: 
	Page 70: 
	Page 71: 
	Page 72: 
	Page 74: 
	Page 75: 
	Page 76: 
	Page 77: 



