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Executive summary

This report (Deliverable D3.5, “Co-production of Proposals”) presents the final results of Work
Package 3 of the Fairville project. It brings together the work of eight Fairville Labs that ran co-
production pilots between 2023 and 2026: in Berlin, Brussels, Dakar, Giza, London, Marseille (two
Labs, Atelier 4-5 and Belle de Mai) and West Attica. The Labs address the three project topics
planning and housing, environmental inequalities, and risks and work through participatory action
research, together with residents, community groups, local organisations, academics and, where

possible, public authorities.

The report has three parts. Part | sets out the shared methodology: a five-phase action-research
cycle, the toolbox of method-cards produced in D3.2, the WP3 coordination model and the cross-
Lab learning routines (cross-reading, Mutual Learning Seminars and peer-to-peer sessions), the
collective mapping campaigns, and the link with the co-evaluation work of WP4. Part Il presents
summaries of the eight Labs, each with its context, its action-research design, its co-production
outcomes and the lessons learned. Part Ill reads across the Labs, comparing topics and scales, the
different geographies of co-production, what the Labs actually produced, and the conditions that

helped or held back the work.

Across the eight cases, co-production appears less as a set of methods than as a practice shaped by
local conditions and unequal power. The same method works differently depending on who defines
the problem, whose knowledge counts, and which institutions are willing to respond. Methods did
travel between Labs, but only after being adapted to each context. The Labs produced concrete
results (maps, surveys, plans, public claims and demands, prototypes and learning materials) and,
in several cases, lasting community capacity. They also met recurring difficulties: weak or slow
institutions, the gap between project timelines and residents’ priorities, and the effort needed to

reach the least visible residents.

The report does not propose a single model. It offers documented experience and a set of
recommendations for co-production in unequal urban settings, addressed to the rest of the project

and, through WP5, to policy. This report and the supporting material are publicly available.

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No. 101094991. Views and opinions expressed
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Introduction to D3.5

In the Grant Agreement
D3.5, “Report of Co-production of Proposals”, is the public final deliverable of Work Package 3 (lead

beneficiary: commonspace, participants: UCL-DPU and all pilot partners). The Grant Agreement
frames it under Task T3.5 and structures it around the project’s three topics: Planning & Housing,
Environmental Issues, and Risks. The initial delivery date set in the Grant Agreement is M34 (October

2025), now realigned with the consortium calendar to June 2026 submission.

Scope

D3.5 is the only comprehensive written report of the FAIRVILLE participatory action-research case
studies. It documents what the consortium did, why, and how, what was achieved, and which
directions the work opens for the future. It is empirical and reflective, it describes the activities of
the Labs and the cross-Lab work of WP3, and provides insights for the conditions under which co-
production took place and the lessons that can be carried forward by activists, practitioners,

intermediaries, researchers, grass-roots organisations and public authorities.

Audience

The intended audience consists of readers with at least a minimal awareness of co-production
processes who are looking for examples and specific feedback with critical and documented
analysis. The deliverable is therefore written in a way that is rigorous enough for academic citation

and accessible enough for non-academic intermediaries.

Structure

D3.5 is organised in three parts.

1. Part | - “The WP3 model”: sets out the action-research work, the participatory

methodology, the cross-Lab architecture, the WP3 coordination model, the ethics and

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No. 101094991. Views and opinions expressed
are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them 14
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inclusion framework, the co-assessment contribution, and the cross-Lab collective
mapping work.

2. Part Il - “The FAIRVILLE Labs”: opens with a short introduction to the Labs as a network
and presents eight Lab chapters. Each chapter is a summary drawn from the Lab's own
contribution. The full narrative are provided as separate documents and feed into the
counter-manual 'Labs' stories'.

3. Part lll - “Reading across the Labs”: brings together the co-produced outcomes of the
eight Labs, and gives insights into recommendations, scaling, and policy demands, in

dialogue with WP5.

Links with other FAIRVILLE (co-)productions and WPs

e WP2: D3.5 is conceptualised as consistent with the counter-manual, especially Part Il, related
to Labs’ stories. Also, it supports the comparative analysis through information, and first-
level analysis from WP3 readings and the writers’ point of view (full documents).

e WPA4: a dedicated chapter (chapter 5) presents the co-evaluation method and a synthesis of
the 2024-2025 co-evaluation sessions. D3.5 feeds back to WP4, to support the final

deliverable, especially the comparative analysis.

e WP5: Part lll is the principal hand-off to WP5.

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No. 101094991. Views and opinions expressed
are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. 15



Sl

* *

=

FAIRVILLE  tomcontue,

WP1
Inequalities Data > D5.1 "Analyzing
Barriers"
Enablers, - .
interviews with labs' members, Emerging Pathways = D|a|°gues. in
stakeholders and key informants to Scaling Co-production

> political participation and Co-production
democratic quality

> Shared T3.1 "Taking
Stock"
> Counter-Manual: Words
in action, Method-Cards,
Labs' portraits...

> Cartes Blanches
>Video Capsules
> Articles

Research questions
and field practices

sme Project
> Long Tables Management

Image 1. Links with other WPs

Preparing the D3.5 — previous steps
e 21 November 2024. WP3 online meeting with all FAIRVILLE Labs: feedback on activities and

finalisation of Operational Plans for Year 2.

e 12 December 2024. WP3 online meeting with all partners, dedicated to D3.5, working
session in two groups and a plenary session.

e 21 March 2025. Milestone 3 “Hybrid Meeting on Co-production of Proposals”, organised
around the three FAIRVILLE topics.

e 22 May 2025. D3.5 working group meeting (CNRS, UCL-DPU, commonspace).

® 29 July 2025. design meeting for the Labs’ contribution template (commonspace and CNRS).

e All Fairville Labs provided their full narrative, describing their pilot case-study and co-

production conditions and insights.
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Data, code and materials statement

All learning material that supports D3.5 is openly accessible on the participatorylab repository at
https://repository.participatorylab.org/en/organization/fairville. The repository is organised into
six groups (data collection, multi-partner workshops, mutual-learning seminars, peer-to-peer
sessions, toolbox, locally co-produced material) and 38 datasets (26 public, 12 private as of February
2025). Method-cards (D3.2), story maps (D3.3), and the Stakeholders and Key Actors’ Database

template (D3.1), Operational Plan template and Lab stories template are publicly downloadable.

All previous deliverables, presentations, project reports, milestones, and personal notes of the WP3
coordination team were used to construct this report. All final drafts of Fairville Labs’ contributions

were also used to draft mainly Part Il and to extract information for this document.
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PART I

The WP3 Model

Part | sets out the participatory action-research approach of FAIRVILLE’s Work Package 3, the
methodology shared across all the local cases, the eight FAIRVILLE Labs, the cross-Lab architecture
that holds the network together, and the WP3 coordination process. It situates the work in its

ethical framework and presents the co-assessment contribution (link to WP4).
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1. Action-research and co-production

1.1 The FAIRVILLE problem

FAIRVILLE responds to a recognised gap. Although the link between inequalities and the decline of
trust in democratic institutions has been demonstrated, the ways in which citizens and institutions
face these inequalities and (re)build a sustainable common future remain under-documented,
particularly when these attempts go beyond conventional state-led participation. The project’s
answer is to document and propose pilot models of urban intervention that engage local academics,
authorities, community-based organisations, residents and users in the collective improvement of
deprived urban neighbourhoods through a deepening of resident’s and user’s participation in

democratic processes.

1.2 Co-production practice anchored in action research

Co-production is treated in FAIRVILLE as both a political, activist-driven, and epistemic practice. It
argues that urban policies should not be made “for” populations but “with” them. It recognises that
co-production processes are not devoid of unequal power relations even if the teams are engaged
to reduce them. The Fairville Labs (pilot case studies) therefore explore the ways in which academic
researchers, local communities and local authorities can work together to reduce the power and
information imbalances among them and citizen’s initiatives contesting planning decisions framed
as unjust or inequitable or claiming for sharing decision-making and not being left out from public
policies, but urban and environmental (see RP2). Even when the labs are not entirely driven by
community claims, they share a common concern for a coproduction steming from residents’
priorities especially in underprivileged neighborhoods. This initial “demands” are at a later stage
jointly reformulated and developed by civic initiatives, universities and/or facilitators and

sometimes experts and adressed to local authorities.
This framing is operationalised in each Lab’s methodology and in the cross-cutting design of WP3.
The central methodology of WP3 is participatory action research and action learning, by the

consortium, that combines field-based co-investigation with engaged stakeholders and beyond in
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the pilot cases. This stance is reflected in D3.5 report. The report cannot present its content as a
neutral inventory of methods and outputs. There is an effort to articulate the conditions and the
value commitments under which these methods were used. The relationship between the
researcher and the field is itself a unit of investigation, made visible in the Lab chapters. This
deliverable’s methods, approaches, and tools are useful and replicable, but the value is mostly

landed on the documented quality of context-sensitive judgment.

1.3 Three topics, eight Labs, one flow

The pilots are organised around three FAIRVILLE topics: environmental inequalities, housing and
planning inequalities, and risks. Within these topics, eight FAIRVILLE Labs operate in distinct local
contexts and are introduced in Chapter 6. This deliverable presents the eight Lab chapters
corresponding to the fully developed pilot cases that participated in all WP3 activities and
deliverables. In addition, the WP3 team and the lead partner supported the Calarasi pilot in
Romania, which participated partially in WP3 but is not included in this report. The diversity of
contexts is treated, in the consortium’s own formulation, as a strength rather than a weakness

because it enables comparison without forcing homogeneity.
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Image 2. Eight (8) Fairville Labs, (plus 1 following) in 8 countries

The three FAIRVILLE topics

Environmental inequalities (Giza, Marseille Atelier 4-5, West Attica): exposure to pollution,
waste, industrial nuisances, and unequal access to environmental amenities. Housing and
planning inequalities (Berlin, Marseille Belle de Mai, London): sub-standard housing, urban
renewal, evictions, governance of public space and master-planning. Risks (Brussels, Dakar,

London): flood and other climate-related risks, housing-related health risks, livelihood
erosion in markets, social-care deficiencies.
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2. The participatory action-research path

2.1 An empirically grounded five-phase “cycle”

Across the eight Labs, a five-phase “cycle” organises the participatory action-research process. The
cycle was not imposed top-down, nor in advance. It was discussed at length among the participants
when some emerging coproduction situations did not figure out clearly from the beginning what
the major milestones of such a dense collaboration could be. The different tools and templates used

throughout the operational phase supported the process.

The following analysis emerged from the final comparative reading of the Berlin ethnographic
accompaniment, the Brussels feedback-loop, the Dakar three-phase plan, the Giza dual-track
methodology, the London three-strand approach, the Marseille Atelier-4-5 pedagogic engaged
research, the Marseille Belle de Mai previous engagement of several members and the West Attica
four-phase Atlas methodology. The cycle is therefore a synthesis with empirical grounding, but non-

linearity. Iteration is the key to reading it.

Table 1. The five-phase participatory action-research cycle

Phase Name Working question
Through which alliances and prior practices is the Lab
1 Relationship and trust- connected to its territory? How is the coproduction initiated
building with the initial stakeholders especially within local

communities? How is the circle enlarged ?
How are the issues at stake collectively defined? Where are the
points of disagreement? What does co-diagnosis produce
beyond a shared description?
Which methods and learning tools are used (e.g. mappings,
interviews, story-maps, workshops, training)? How is local and
empirical knowledge integrated with technical and academic
knowledge?
How are interventions co-defined, developed, reformulated
Action and and tested in the field? What kind of public address is
implementation performed (e.g. open letters, advocacy days, exhibitions,
planning interpellations, pilot installations)?
. . . How is the process evaluated and adapted? Which feedback
Reflection and iterative e . .
5 . formats are used (individual, collective, public)? How does co-
learning . . . .
evaluation feed back into the next iteration?

Collective inquiry and
problem framing

3 Knowledge co-production
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The cycle is therefore best read as a heuristic that helps a Lab or a reader locate where they are
while accounting for back-and-forth movement, simultaneous threads, and time frames that do not
coincide. We read this diversity as a methodological strength that allows the cycle to be

operationalised across very different governance contexts.

2.2 Methodological principles applied across the Labs

A few methodological principles run through all eight Labs. Each Lab defines who the co-researchers,
facilitators and participants are, and gives roles to paid staff and volunteers. These roles might
change as the Lab matures. Methods are always tied back to the project's two cross-cutting issues,
democracy and inequality, and at the same time, place-based and “audience” based. The
methodology itself changes over time because what worked at the start does not always fit later, so
methods are revised, replaced or combined. There is an active effort to recognise the power
imbalances inside the Labs (e.g. between academics and grassroots actors, between paid staff and
volunteers, between dominant and quieter voices in community organisations). Actions are taken
in order to name the imbalances openly and manage through facilitation and deliberate effort to
include voices that are not usually heard. All this require a shift in the action path for the labs that
rely on existing actions and are not trained to question their own practices. Here there has been
constant differences in the capacity to adapt according to the time duration of the labs and their
anteriority and also to their level of adjustement to people’s priorities and concerns.

Consent, anonymisation, transparency, conflict resolution and the protection of vulnerable
participants run through every step. Rigorous documentation at the lab level and the project level,
as long as reflection and co-assessment are proven to be a strong key, but also a coordination

challenge especially in labs with few researchers involved

2.3 The toolbox: methods as recipes

The toolbox produced as Deliverable D3.2 catalogues fifteen method-cards. Each card was authored
by the Lab that uses (or is inspired by) the method and cross-read by another Lab. This is a deliberate

practice that turned the toolbox itself into a moment of cross-Lab co-production. The cards are
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framed by an explicit “warning” that methods do not carry an objective in themselves and can be
used for very different, even opposed, purposes. The metaphor of the recipe is used in D3.2 to signal
that a method-card provides guidance and inspiration but must be adapted to the locally available

ingredients, the local know-how and the local taste.

Table 2. The D3.2 toolbox of method-cards

Method-card Originating Lab Typical phase of the cycle
Atelier Populaire d’Urbanisme Marseille Belle de Mai 3/4
Atlas Caremaps & Community London 3
Mapping

Feedback session Marseille Atelier 4-5 5
Focus group discussions Giza 2/3
Open letter Brussels 4
Participant observation Berlin 1/3
Participatory mapping Dakar 2/3
Participatory Time Machine West Attica 2/3
Pedagogical innovation week Brussels 3/4
Power mapping West Attica 2/3
Qualitative interviews Berlin 2
Seasonal calendar mapping Giza 2/3
Video interviews London 3/4

2.4 Methods used or observed during implementation
The D3.2 toolbox (April 2024) classified the methods that the Labs had used in the past or planned

to use at that point, in the form of fifteen method-cards. The Lab contributions to D3.5 show that

what was actually implemented between 2023 and 2026 is broader.
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Image 3. Word-cloud of methods used

The following table below organises the methods reported in the Lab chapters by family and groups
variants that appear under different names (for example, participatory / community / collaborative
/ co-mapping are all listed as one family of cartographic methods). Co-evaluation formats are
described separately in WP4, in a short summary in chapter 5 of the present document, and, even

if documented as part of the WP3 Lab activity, are not duplicated here.

Lab abbreviations: BER = Berlin; BRX = Brussels; DAK = Dakar; GIZ = Giza; LON = London; M4-5 =
Marseille Atelier 4-5; MBM = Marseille Belle de Mai; WAT = West Attica.

Table 3. Methods used or observed during implementation (by family)

Method family Method Labs reference it
. Stakeholder mapping and network Visualisation =~ BER, BRX, DAK, GIZ, M4-5,
Stakeholder analysis . . .
(issue-oriented and process-oriented) MBM, WAT
L Participatory / community / collaborative / co- BRX, DAK, GIZ, LON, M4-5,
Participatory cartography .
mapping (general) MBM, WAT
Care / ecosystem mapping LON
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Method family

Surveys

Qualitative interviews

Group discussions

Field observation & walks

Workshops &
participatory formats

Method

Power mapping (actors along influence/interest

axes)

Participatory Time Machine (spatio-temporal

layering)

Seasonal calendar mapping

Use cartographies of the site
Counter-cartography (alongside official
cartography)

Drone-supported aerial mapping
(orthomosaics, DTM)

Vacant-lot / electoral mapping (district

typology)
Door-to-door household survey

Resident testimonial / incidence form
Survey on uses of public space (citizen-led)

Informal trader / market-user survey
Infrastructure / services field survey
Semi-structured / in-depth interviews with
stakeholders, residents and partners
Oral-history / life-story interviews (audio-
recorded)

Video interviews

Audiovisual storytelling (youth-produced)
Focus group discussions (segmented by
community / role)

Participant / non-participant observation
(ethnographic)

Urban walks / walkshops / guided walks (with

residents)
Collective site visits (e.g. landfills, industrial
sites, street markets, housing regeneration)

Co-design / co-production workshops

Local thematic workshops (with residents and

activists)
Atelier populaire d’urbanisme (APU)

Pedagogical Innovation Week (with university

students)

Engaged-research studio sessions (students,

councillors, residents)
School-based workshops (with pupils and
teachers)

Counter-expertise workshops (alongside official

consultations)

1:1 scale spatial experiments / pilot installations
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Labs reference it

LON, WAT

WAT

Glz
BER, GIZ

BRX, MBM
DAK

M4-5

BRX (180 hh), MBM (53 hh)
BRX (45+ households)

M4-5 (Parc Longchamp, 950
respondents)

LON
DAK

all eight Labs (WP1)

WAT (12 interviews), MBM
(10 interviews)

BER, LON
GlzZ

GlZ, M4-5
BER, BRX, M4-5
BRX, DAK, M4-5, MBM

DAK, GIZ, WAT, LON

BER, BRX, DAK, GIZ, MBM,
LON

DAK, GIZ, WAT

MBM

BRX

M4-5, BRX, MBM, DAK, GIZ
GIZ, WAT

MBM

BER
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Method family

Public action & advocacy

Dissemination

Training

Method

Festive / informal engagement formats (e.g.
treasure hunt)

Open letter to institutional actors

Citizen interpellation to municipal council and
developers

Advocacy Day

Petition to council

Participation in formal planning consultations
Public exhibitions / interactive photo
exhibitions

Restitution / public feedback events
Multilingual outreach materials

Local festival / public-space outreach
Story-mapping

Fanzines
Posters / leaflets
Video / podcasts / audiovisual material

Travelling exhibition

Technical training of community members
(earth-construction; GIS, KoBo, GPS; recycling)
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Labs reference it
BRX, MBM
BRX, MBM
BRX, MBM

DAK

LON

BRX, LON, M4-5, WAT,
MBM

BER, GIZ, M4-5, WAT,

all eight Labs
MBM (Arabic, Comorian)
MBM (Belle Féte de Mai)

all eight Labs (one online
story map per Lab, D3.3)

WAT (3 fanzines)
BER, MBM, M4-5
BER, GIZ, LON, WAT
All (WP6)

DAK (~40 FSH members),
GIZ (also to participatory
mapping)

We can observe that some methods that did not appear as cards in D3.2 became central in
implementation, notably the door-to-door household survey (Marseille Belle de Mai, Brussels), the
citizen interpellation (Brussels), drone-supported aerial mapping (Dakar) and the school-based
workshops (Giza, West Attica). At the same time, the Lab-specific methods documented in D3.2
(Atelier Populaire d’Urbanisme in Marseille Belle de Mai, Atlas Caremaps in London, Time Machine
and Power Mapping in West Attica, seasonal calendar mapping in Giza) are actually implemented.

An interesting observation is that several methods traveled between Labs after D3.2 finalisation.

2.5 Tools, platforms and shared frameworks

The methods above were carried out with a combination of project-level shared frameworks

(templates provided to all Labs), software and online platforms, and field equipment. The table
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below shows what was actually used, although the list is not exhaustive. Shared frameworks are

listed first, as they are part of the WP3 coordination infrastructure and not specific to any Lab.

Table 4. Examples of tools, platforms and shared frameworks

Category

Project-level shared frameworks

Software & online platforms

Field equipment

Tool / platform / framework
Stakeholders and Key Actors’ Database
(D3.1), 39-column Excel template & text
guidance

Operational Plans (Year 1 and Year 2),
strategic working document template
Online Table of Activities, running
record of Lab activities

Toolbox of method-cards (D3.2), 15
cards with cross-reading guideline
ArcGlIS Story Maps (D3.3), online
narrative-mapping platform

Open repository (D3.4), CKAN-based
open learning material repository
Map-IT, collaborative cartography tool
Kumu, online network-mapping
software

KoBo Toolbox, mobile data-collection
app for field surveys

WebGIS / GIS software, spatial data
integration (including satellite)

Miro boards, collaborative whiteboard
(cross-Lab work, P2P and T3.4)

Drones, aerial photography for
orthomosaics

GPS devices, field georeferencing
Audio / video recording equipment -
interviews, oral histories, video content

Labs using it

all eight Labs

BRX
LON

DAK
DAK, WAT, GIZ
cross-Lab

DAK
DAK

BER, GIZ, LON, WAT

The project-level shared frameworks are used by all Labs and are part of the coordination

infrastructure described in chapter 3, the toolbox of method-cards (D3.2) is shared in the same way.

The Lab-specific tools (e.g. Map-IT, Kumu, KoBo, drones, GPS, WebGlIS) reflect the particular

methods each Lab chose to use. Their presence in only a few Labs is not a sign of patchy coverage

but of context-fit.
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3. The WP3 coordination model

3.1 Roles and responsibilities

WP3 is led by commonspace in close collaboration with the project coordinator, and supported by

task co-leads ICLEI Europe (T3.3, “Capacity building and peer-to-peer learning”), Co-Produce IT CIC

(T3.4, “Collective Mapping Campaigns”). Coordination across tasks is exercised by commonspace in

close articulation with the project coordinator (CNRS) and the Lab coordination teams in each case.

3.2 Coordination routines

Coordination operates at four levels.

Project-level milestones: the Berlin Workshop (May 2023), the Brussels Open Citizen
Meeting (November 2023), the Marseille Workshop during the midterm meeting (June
2024), the London, Cairo and Athens face-to-face meetings (2024 and 2025), and the
Milestone-3 hybrid meeting on co-production of proposals (March 2025) integrate WP3 with
the rest of the project.

Recurring WP3 routines: the Fairville Labs Support Meetings and WP3 plenary meetings
(held roughly monthly), together with the cross-Lab learning routines and digital and in-
person co-working sessions, provide the heartbeat of the work package.

Bilateral channels, one-to-one online meetings between the WP3 coordination team and
each Lab coordination team (held as needed, depending on tasks and deliverables), handle
on-boarding, template testing, and clarifications that do not need plenary attention.
Cross-WP coordination with all other WPs, on an ongoing basis through the project's
coordination cycle and around key milestones, secures coherence across the project's

conceptual and operational layers."
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3.3 Cross-Lab learning routines

Three recurring routines hold the Labs’ network together: the cross-reading practice introduced in
D3.2, the Mutual Learning Seminars curated by CNRS, and the peer-to-peer (P2P) sessions
coordinated first by commonspace and then by ICLEI Europe with commonspace. They differ in

purpose and audience and complement each other.

Cross-reading

Cross-reading is a small but significant methodological signature. In the production of D3.2 and again
in D3.3, each Lab’s contribution was read by a member of another Lab using a guideline drawn up
by commonspace and CNRS. The reviewer commented and questioned, and the original author
revised. Cross-reading is at once a quality-control mechanism, a peer-learning device and a small

instance of the project’s own value commitments.

Mutual Learning Seminars (MLS)

The Mutual Learning Seminar series, coordinated by CNRS, is the project’s methodological training
space a public-facing showcase. Multiple MLS sessions were held between September 2023 and
February 2025, with rotating co-leads. For example, MLS#7 with Eva Alvarez de Andrés (Madrid
University) on socio-spatial justice, MLS#9 with UrbaSEN, commonspace and NSCE on collaborative
mapping, MLS#10 with Marcela Brand3do (Porto Alegre university) and the Ethics Board on ethics in
co-production. The MLS is cross-disciplinary, open to invited external guests and is linked to the
methodological training needs of several work packages, to the scientific coordination of the
consortium and to the public-facing dissemination side of the project. Recordings and material are

archived in the open repository [D3.4].

Peer-to-peer (P2P) sessions

The P2P sessions are the Lab-facing counterpart to the MLS. The series responded to a set of needs
and challenges that the Labs raised early on: building mutual understanding and trust between
partners with very different profiles and working cultures; reaching shared meanings for key terms

(in some Labs the word “co-production” is not used, in others it is used with suspicion, in others it
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is familiar); finding non-standard formats able to accommodate academics, activists and
practitioners on more equal terms; treating FAIRVILLE as a common framework that does not flatten
the diversity of approaches; and providing a safer space than the formal project structures for

discussing field-work challenges and ideas.

The series was organised in two rounds. During the first phase, from July 2023 to April 2024,
commonspace organised and facilitated seven P2P sessions, mostly focused on specific topics or
outputs (for instance the D3.2 methodology cards), but with a deliberate margin of unstructured
time so that questions from the field could surface. The need for a clearer plan for the second phase
led to a preparatory process during summer 2024 coordinated by ICLEI Europe, with commonspace
and CNRS support. The process collected peer-learning examples from other initiatives, gathered
the Labs’ needs through one-to-one interviews and a survey, produced a concept note, and resulted
in a P2P action plan complemented by a monitoring tool. With validation from the project partners,

the second round opened in January 2025 and ran six sessions across the year.

Topics covered across the two rounds included community building and involvement; the roles of
partners and stakeholders; relations with authorities and institutions; communication and
dissemination; video-making to present the Labs; collaborative mapping; networking for advocacy;
the place of universities and activists in co-production; and a two-session co-writing exercise (one
online, one in person) on the “publics” of co-production led by CNRS. The format relied on
interactive tools such as Miro and remained intentionally flexible, so that the focus could move with

the Labs’ situation rather than with a pre-set agenda.

The series also met real limits. Monthly sessions proved an ambitious pace given the rest of the
project workload, and underestimated the organising time required, especially with a large group
of partners; close cooperation between organisers and Labs was needed to keep the calendar viable.
The range of topics raised by the Labs was wider than the series could absorb. For example, topics
related to the governance of labs, the impact of co-production on partner organisations, working
with clientelistic or repressive environments and other threads remained open at the end.
Expectations about format and outcome were not uniform: some participants expected pragmatic

outputs (joint reports, comparative analyses), others valued the sessions mostly as open spaces for
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field reporting; the series attempted to do both. Language was a continuing constraint: French—
English interpretation was provided by some participants (mostly CNRS and DPU staff), but it slowed
exchanges. Participation was uneven across Labs and within Labs, some teams were more present
than others; some individuals attended consistently while broader circles remained out of reach and
the limits of online meetings, after several rounds, became increasingly visible against the value of

face-to-face encounters.

Across the two rounds, the sessions enabled a better mutual knowledge of what each Lab was doing
visible, for instance, in the sense of common framework that emerged and harder to count than to
recognise. They identified topics shared across very different contexts and turned some of them
into joint writing. They produced learning material that is now archived in the open repository (D3.4)
and accessible to other Labs, partners and external users. In practice they provided the
methodological path for sharing knowledge between cases that would otherwise have had no
occasion to compare notes, ncluding on questions raised during the work in the field, such as how
to reach the least visible residents, how to work around hostile authorities or clientelistic relations,
where to meet locally with attention to accessibility and confidentiality, and how to handle complex

relations between stakeholders inside a Lab’s governance.

3.4 Workflow between Labs and WP3

Every coordination routine is built so that it produces a record (minutes, slides, video, story map,
repository entry) and a learning artefact (method-card, story, feedback note), it is a co-learning
exercise too. This is the operational meaning of the project’s commitment to open science, whereas

also the work of coordination is visible, citable and reusable.
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Image 4. WP3 coordination scheme

3.5 The different levels of the ethics framework

As with most processes, ethics in FAIRVILLE WP3 operates at different but interconnected levels.

¢ Consortium level. The Fairville Ethical Charter, the Advisory Board and the Ethics Board. The Ethics
Board has been engaged on demand, including in MLS#10 (February 2025) on “Ethics in Co-

production”.

¢ Methodological level, for example, method-cards in D3.2 contain ethical considerations: consent,
anonymisation, positionality of the researcher, conflict-resolution, attention to power

asymmetries.

¢ Field level, where concrete inclusion practices are documented across the Labs. For example:
° two women joining the Giza core team for the first time in neighbourhood waste governance
° the integration of Rroma children in the West Attica school workshops

o the centrality of women’s housing cooperatives in the Dakar Lab
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o the multilingual leaflets produced in Marseille Belle de Mai (Arabic, Comorian, French) and the

development over time of a close cooperation with local associations (CHO3 for instance)
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4. Collective mapping campaigns (T3.4)

Task 3.4, “Collective Mapping Campaigns to challenge inequalities in planning”, is one of the most
distinctive cross-Lab signatures of WP3. Mapping was not treated as a technical layer added on top
of co-production. It was itself a co-production of knowledge, simultaneously a method, an evidence
base, and a claim. The eight Labs produced mapping outputs across very different scales and topics.
The methods and the tools used are inventoried in Section 2.4 (cartography family) and Section 2.5.

This chapter is a short reflection on the work as a whole.

A map is rarely just a map. The West Attica Atlas combines census data, cadaster, satellite imagery
and oral testimonies, and is also a political objective, it makes visible a regional unit that Athens
prefers not to see. The Dakar drone maps, once shared with municipalities, became the base layer
for joint planning. The Brussels Map-IT cartography moved residents and water operators onto the
same surface, even when the operators later refused to act on the data. The Giza waste maps,

presented at the youth center, made spatial what had been described as a problem of culture.

Maps can become a (non-verbal) language to reveal, understand, and highlight complicated
phenomena and accumulative inequalities. Mapping is most valuable when it produces a shift in
who can speak about a territory, not only through the final product but through the process itself.
The dialogue between technical authority (drones, GIS, hydrological models) and lived expertise
(oral histories, daily routes, embodied knowledge) is most productive when both are made visible
and understandable to participants. Mapping requires infrastructure, agreements with
municipalities, training of community surveyors, accessible languages, and a place to host the

outputs.

A Peer-to-peer session P2P#9 (11 March 2025), led by Co-Produce IT CIC (London) with ICLEI Europe
and commonspace, brought together the London, West Attica and Giza Labs to compare mapping
methods, share challenges and achievements, and build collective knowledge on participatory
mapping. Outputs and recordings are archived in the open repository [D3.4] and on the dedicated

Miro board. The mapping work also feeds the counter-manual under preparation in WP2.
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5. Co-assessment and learning (WP4)

5.1 Why co-assessment, and why here

Work Package 4, “Co-assessing co-production benefits to reduce inequalities”, is integral to
FAIRVILLE’s objectives of engaging stakeholders in co-production processes and guiding the
FAIRVILLE Labs through the co-produced evaluation of their activities. Co-evaluation, more
commonly known as participatory evaluation, emerged as a response to the limitations of top-down
evaluation, which can fail to capture local views, contextualised meanings and culturally relevant
perspectives. In FAIRVILLE, the Labs were involved in the design of the methodological framework
(T4.1 Co-plan), in the collection of evaluation data (T4.2 Co-collect), in their analysis (T4.3 Co-

analyse) and in cross-case reflection (T4.4 Co-reflect).

5.2 The co-evaluation method, in summary

The co-evaluation took place across the three years of the programme. In Phase 1 (T4.1) the Labs
collectively defined who would be involved in the co-evaluation, what their roles would be, and
which criteria and indicators were appropriate to their local context. In Phase 2 (T4.2) the Labs held
two co-evaluation sessions in the form of group discussions / long-tables, complemented by in-
depth interviews with partners and participants; the timing of the sessions was decided locally,
taking account of momentum, meta-reflection moments and external constraints. In Phase 3 (T4.3)
each session was reported with notes on methodology, participant profiles, and key emerging
points, prepared by the facilitator or collectively. Phase 4 (T4.4), planned for the final months of the
project, will bring the various feedback moments into a closer look at the co-evaluation method

itself and at the learnings gained for advancing co-production practices.

5.3 Limits of the method

The co-evaluation format did not fully account for contextual variability across the different
structures and modalities of the Labs. The framework allowed for adaptations, but in some cases

adjusting the co-evaluation approach to local dynamics proved more challenging. Two Labs reported
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particular difficulties in engaging their publics in co-evaluation; in both cases the difficulty stemmed

from the Lab’s governance structure, which did not favour a consistent follow-up with local groups.

A preliminary analysis of the 2024 co-evaluation data indicates some cross-case commonalities,
although to varying degrees, given the distinct socio-political contexts of the Labs. They could be
roughly summarised as: (i) restrained conditions for effective co-production stemming largely from
difficulties in engaging public authorities and institutions; (ii) opportunities for providing necessary
resources through the sharing of knowledge and power between researchers and local
communities; (iii) the initiator role of women’s communities in co-production. These recurring
patterns and their interconnections will be examined further in the final cross-case analysis (T4.4).

This report is in direct dialogue with WP4 and the final analysis.
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Part Il
The Fairville Labs

Part Il presents the eight FAIRVILLE Labs as a network (chapters 7—14). A short network-level
introduction covers the three FAIRVILLE topics (environmental inequalities, planning and housing
inequalities, risks), the four scales at which the Labs operate (regional/peri-urban, city-wide, district,
neighbourhood/block), and three recurring co-production geographies. Each Lab then has its own

chapter
e Berlin (Rathausblock and the "gated common good"),
e Brussels (flooding in Rue Gray, citizen interpellation and Map-IT cartography),
e Dakar (drone-based participatory mapping with FSH and the Cité FSH eco-housing prototype),
® Giza (community-led waste management in Mansheyat Dahshur with the nabasheen),

e London (street markets, social care, built-environment co-production, and the founding of Co-Produce

IT CIC),
o Marseille Atelier 4-5 (engaged-research Studio with the district council),
o Marseille Belle de Mai (APU workshops, door-to-door housing survey and the May Appeal collective),
o West Attica (the participatory Atlas of socio-environmental inequalities).

Each chapter is a summary extracted by the WP3 coordinator from the Lab's own contribution,
previous documentation, and reporting documents. The full Lab narratives are provided as a link
at the beginning of each summary, leading to a separate document. The information will feed

into the counter-manual "Labs' stories".
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6. Introducing the Labs as a network

6.1 Eight Labs across eight cities
This deliverable presents eight FAIRVILLE Labs across eight cities, presents the eight Lab chapters.

In each city, a coordination team brings together academic, civic and grass-root partners; the

network as a whole is held together by WP3 routines and tools.

Table 5. The eight FAIRVILLE Labs

#  Canonical name Lead partner(s) Topic Approach (RP1)

1  Berlin FAIRVILLE Lab UREG Planning & Housing Observational
Brussels FAIRVILLE Lab EGEB, ULB Risks Observational-

Experimental

3 Dakar FAIRVILLE Lab UrbaSEN Risks Experimental

4  Giza FAIRVILLE Lab NSCE Environmental Experimental

5 London FAIRVILLE Lab Just Space, UCL-DPU  Risks and Planning & Experimental

Housing

6 Marseille Atelier 4-5 AMU Environmental Observational
FAIRVILLE Lab

7 Marseille Belle de Mai CVPT, Appuii, CNRS Planning & Housing Observational-
FAIRVILLE Lab Experimental

8 West Attica FAIRVILLE commonspace Environmental Experimental
Lab

The Labs pilot new and existing co-production methods and create a sustainable network of local
communities. Design, organise and run co-production campaigns and aim to gather community
knowledge collectively. Pilot different participatory methods, and aim to co-produce local policies,

plans, but also claims and demands.

6.2 Scales of operation

The eight Labs work at very different scales. This was already visible in the Year-1 operational plans,
where the same FAIRVILLE topic could be approached at the regional, city, district or neighbourhood
level depending on the Lab [Y1 OP analysis presented at the Brussels WP3 meeting, Nov. 2023;

commonspace]. The scales recurring across the cases can be grouped as follows.

* Regional / peri-urban - West Attica, Giza and Dakar work at a regional or peri-urban scale. West

Attica covers the western outskirts of metropolitan Athens, with industrial, logistics and residential
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sub-areas; Giza anchors in Mansheyat Dahshur, a peri-urban yet classified as rural locality in the
Greater Cairo Area; Dakar combines work in Dakar, Pikine, Guédiawaye and the peri-urban
municipality of Diender. These Labs typically work with regional, municipal and federal actors at the

same time.

 City-wide - the London Lab operates across boroughs (Newham, Hackney, Tower Hamlets and others)

and feeds into city-wide policy processes such as the London Plan; the scale is the city.

« District / arrondissement - the Marseille Atelier 4-5 Lab works at the scale of the 4th and 5th
arrondissements of Marseille, with their own elected district council and a limited but real

autonomy from the central municipality.
¢ Neighbourhood / block - Brussels, Berlin and Marseille Belle de Mai work at the scale of a single

neighbourhood or block: Gray Street within the Maelbeek valley in Brussels; the Rathausblock

urban renewal site in Berlin-Kreuzberg; and the Belle de Mai district (large neighborhood) in the

3rd district of Marseille.
These scales are not interchangeable. The same topic (say environmental inequalities) looks
different at a regional scale (West Attica), at a peri-urban municipal scale (Giza), and at a district
scale (Marseille Atelier 4-5). The kinds of public address available, the kinds of authority that can be
addressed, and the time horizon for visible results all differ accordingly. Scale also constrains
methods: drone-based base-mapping is feasible at peri-urban scales (Dakar) where it would be
forbidden in Giza), while a 53-household door-to-door in-deptht survey makes sense at
neighbourhood scale (Marseille Belle de Mai). Several Labs operate across more than one scale at
once (e.g. West Attica works at the regional level and at the level of specific municipalities, London
moves between neighbourhood and city). The articulation between these scales is itself part of the
co-production work, and surfaced in the P2P sessions on “co-production at different scales” (P2P

series 2024-2025; cf. chapter 3).

6.3 Co-production geographies

Beyond the typology used during the proposal phase of the project (observational / experimental /
observational-experimental), reading the Lab contributions together suggests geographies of co-

production, cross-cutting the three FAIRVILLE topics.
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¢ Critical accompaniment: Berlin and Marseille Atelier 4-5 accompany existing institutional or
academic processes from a critical distance. Their primary contribution to D3.5 is to document the
conditions of inclusion and exclusion within ongoing co-production frames.

e Asymmetric co-production: Brussels, Marseille Belle de Mai and London combine bottom-up
grassroots tracks with constrained institutional engagement. They demonstrate co-production as a
negotiation across mismatched logics.

¢ Counter-process building: Dakar, Giza and West Attica build community-led counter-processes where
institutional partners are weak, slow or absent. yet in a way asymetric coproduction does not mean
that they are not engaged into counter-building

The groups are the WP3 team’s reading, inspired by the second geography, “asymmetric co-
production”, which is the way the Brussels Lab itself describes its work [PR2 and Brussels Lab

contribution text].
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7. Berlin FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): UREG (Universitdt Regensburg)

Topic: Planning & Housing. Approach: Observational. Focus: Modellprojekt Rathausblock, Berlin-

Kreuzberg.

Link to full text by authors L. Manfredi, M. P. Agundez, A. Steigemann:
https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/4karBb4Z56TBalL7

Image 5. Workshop "Urban Co-Production. The Berlin Case", Students presenting and engaging in

group discussions with active actors and invited guests, Lorenza Manfredi, Berlin, June 2025
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7.1 Introducing the Lab

The Berlin FAIRVILLE Lab works on the Rathausblock, a 4.7-hectare urban regeneration site in Berlin-
Kreuzberg, designated a federal redevelopment area in 2016. It is led by sociologist Anna
Steigemann (Universitat Regensburg / TU Berlin) with research architects Mari Paz Agundez and
Lorenza Manfredi, and works with the Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg District, the Berlin Senate
Department for Urban Development and Housing, the Forum Rathausblock, the Zukunftsrat and the
mediating organisations Zusammenstelle and STERN. The main objective is to accompany and
analyse the co-production of urban space at the Rathausblock through ethnographic and qualitative

methods.

7.2 Initial background

The Rathausblock has been shaped by long-running real-estate pressure and displacement in
Kreuzberg. From 2010, citizen initiatives (most notably Stadt von Unten) pushed back against the
privatisation of the site by the Federal Agency for Real Estate (BImA), and in 2014 shifted from
resistance to a proposal for cooperative development around affordability, housing security and
non-commercialised tenure. The governance context changed in 2018 when federal ownership
transferred to the Berlin state; the 2019 “Koop 6” agreement formalised cooperation between civil
society and public bodies and gave mediating organisations a recognised role. Older tensions about

property, representation and whose voices shape the area’s future have continued to surface.

7.3 Action-research design

The Lab follows four phases. Orientation involves repeated site visits and attendance at Forum
meetings, Planbar activities run by Zusammenstelle and informal gatherings. Collective inquiry uses
gualitative interviews with stakeholders of diverse roles, ages, genders and backgrounds, in
locations chosen by participants. Knowledge co-production is organised through multidisciplinary
student workshops on institutionalisation, temporary uses and the “gated common good”, with 1:1
scale experiments, guided tours and public discussions. Reflection and learning translate the process

into cartographies, videos, texts, roundtable workshops and the forthcoming travelling exhibition.
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Berlin Lab combines participant observation, critical mapping and secondary analysis of
administrative materials. Power dynamics are addressed through participant-led conversations,

informed consent, transcript review by interviewees and dedicated team discussion of positionality.

7.4 Co-production outcomes

The Lab documented a recurring pattern that the team calls the “gated common good”: the
Rathausblock is intentionally accessible but its access is also selectively managed by mediating
actors. Day-to-day choices, for example when an entrance is closed to limit tourist incursion, carry
political weight, since they shape who participates in defining what is common. Terms like
“affordability” and “common good” enable cooperation but also might obscure questions about
which housing is truly affordable and for whom. Analysis of temporary uses (Initialnutzungen)
showed that the long timescale of co-production decreases participant energy. Participants
reported a persistent participatory gap; for example, the Forum’s regular attendees are
predominantly older, white, and male, despite formally open principles. Co-produced cartographies
surfaced everyday uses of the site (offices doubling as cultural hubs, atelier spaces, informal parking,
drug use) that do not appear in conventional planning categories. The experience suggests several
pending issues: the institutional recognition and resourcing of mediating roles, clearer mandates
and democratic oversight of gatekeeper decisions, and accessibility improvements (e.g. signage,

lighting, multilingual communication).

7.5 Lessons learned

Enabling factors included trusted mediating figures who provided institutional access and informal
exchange, the density of recurring community activities (Forum, Planbar, ceramics meetings), and
the team’s prior research relationships (KoopWohl, pcp / Zaudern um das Gemeinwohl). The team’s
positionality , embedded in long-standing activist and research networks, facilitated access but also
complicated distance. Temporal misalignment was the main difficulty: administrative schedules,
volunteer availability, construction timelines and political shifts pulled in different directions. The

withdrawal of Stadt von Unten from formalised processes is recalled by participants as a sign that
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institutionalisation can erode radical debate. Organisational complexity (multiple governance
bodies, overlapping mandates) was difficult for newcomers and risked excluding marginalised
voices. The Lab describes purely co-productive processes as “almost utopian”; naming the “gated

common good” enables more honest discussion of who participates and on what terms.

7.6 Material included

Interview collection on the Fairville Zaclys cloud; the research note “Mapping the Lab Narrative
D1.2”; the co-written dialogue “Words in Action”; the Carte Blanche of the Berlin Lab; workshop
documentation “Urban Co-Production in Berlin I”; Maps 1-3; the Miro timeline. Source materials
draw on the Transparenzplattform Rathausblock and the prior projects KoopWohl and pcp /

Zaudern um das Gemeinwohl. A travelling exhibition is scheduled for 2026.

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No. 101094991. Views and opinions expressed
are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. 45



=i
e

FAIRVILLE  tomcontue,

8. Brussels Fairville Lab
Lead partner(s): EGEB, ULB (LoUISE)

Topic: Risks. Approach: Observational-Experimental. Focus: Flooding in the Gray Street
valley, Ixelles.

Link to full text by authors L. Batsi, D. Nalpas G. Faldi, L. Moretto:
https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/MK2piNnNHJsSjto

T —— —— ] _-_______.a‘i

Image 6. Collaborative walk and cartography, with students of the Nanterre university and
local inhabitants, Maison de quartier Malibran, Ixelles Oct. 2024

8.1 Introducing the Lab

The Brussels FAIRVILLE Lab is anchored in Rue Gray, in the Ixelles municipality of southern
Brussels, along the historic Maelbeek valley now part of the combined storm-and-
wastewater network. It is coordinated by Les Etats Généraux de I'Eau a Bruxelles (EGEB)
with the Université Libre de Bruxelles’ LoUISE laboratory, and the Ixelles municipality as
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associated partner. The Délier les Fils de 'Eau (DFE) platform forms the community
ecosystem around the Lab. Launched in November 2023, the Lab’s main objective is to
improve living conditions in Rue Gray by addressing flood risks and their social
consequences through collaborative knowledge production and institutional dialogue.

8.2 Initial background

Rue Gray sits at the intersection of environmental risk, housing precarity and social
vulnerability in a commune undergoing rapid gentrification. The street is in the bottom of the
Maelbeek watershed. After the river was vaulted in 1873, urbanisation and soil sealing made
the area chronically vulnerable to flooding from sewer overflows, surface runoff and elevated
groundwater. Between 2011 and 2021, Ixelles house and apartment prices rose well above
the regional average, while social housing remains around half the regional norm.
Governance is fragmented across the water operators Hydria and Vivaqua, the Brussels
Region and the Ixelles municipality. Earlier mobilisations around the Flagey stormwater
basin had established water as a political and ecological issue in Brussels. Tenants in
municipal housing report systematic non-response to complaints, and flood-protection
investment depends on individual property-owner resources, which deepens inequalities
between homeowners and tenants.

8.3 Action-research design

The Lab’s process is a non-linear feedback loop with two parallel tracks: support to
community-based work through the DFE platform, and experimentation with institutional co-
production through the Ixelles municipality. Initial work in summer—October 2023 included
interviews with municipal representatives, residents and DFE professionals, followed by
further community interviews. The one-week workshop with the GEDELO programme of the
University of Nanterre where geography students combined a household quantitative
survey, expert lectures on hydrology and nature-based solutions, and the Map-IT
collaborative cartography. In response to the July 2024 flood events, residents, EGEB and
VUB hydrologists developed an online testimonial form to gather flood impacts, evidence
photographs and assistance needs. The citizen interpellation in April 2024 used a formal
democratic mechanism to bring collective demands to the municipal council. Managing the
asymmetric institutional-versus-grassroots tracks proved central, so after a year of
discussions, partners adopted a flexible governance model in which each track keeps
operational autonomy and shares information.
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8.4 Co-production outcomes

The testimonial form documented flood impacts over four distinct rain events in July—August
2024, showing hydrological patterns (sewer overflows, mixed clear-water and sewer
flooding), concentrated property damage (some households flooded several times), and
intersecting housing and health vulnerabilities. The Map-IT cartography, presented publicly
in March 2025, mapped neighbourhood resources and possible nature-based interventions
along the valley slopes. The April 2024 interpellation and subsequent correspondence
catalysed an institutional shift. Municipal council meetings in September 2024 and June
2025 showed openness that had been absent in earlier years, and the newly elected
municipality announced the proposal of a multi-stakeholder Task Force convening water
operators (Hydria, Vivaqua, Brussels Environment), the municipalities of Ixelles and
Etterbeek, DFE and residents. A June 2025 municipal information session on flood-defence
strategies and the distribution of household protection guidance were direct responses to
the interpellation. The picture is mixed: water operators so far refused to implement or scale
the co-produced testimonial form, citing distrust of EGEB’s activist positioning. The
municipality announced an alternative tool that has not been delivered. The Lab’s actions
have not yet achieved broad institutional uptake, but a core resident group has acquired the
capacity to sustain public advocacy and municipal communication.

8.5 Lessons learned

The tripartite governance experience (civil society, university, local authority) revealed how
difficult it is to integrate them on a single process. Enabling factors included EGEB’s
sustained local presence, regular meetings with heterogeneous publics, the careful
translation of divergent individual concerns (property protection for homeowners, housing
quality for tenants, municipal accountability for all) into collectively shared objectives, and
the recognition of civil society’s responsibility to represent minority tenant voices. The central
difficulty was the mismatch between residents’ demand for immediate institutional response
and municipal partners’ references to electoral calendars and resource constraints. The
attempt to reconcile this through a shared “co-diagnosis” concept ultimately postponed
rather than resolved the underlying question of power-sharing. Each partner (university, civil
society, municipality) performs mediation differently and from a different position. The
experience suggests that running participatory activities is not enough without work that
aims at power-sharing or at mutual recognition and this remains an open debate inside the
Lab.
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8.6 Material included

The open letter / citizen interpellation of April 2024 and supplementary correspondence to
the newly elected municipal council (October 2024, April 2025); testimonial-form survey
results with anonymised photographs and household data; Map-IT cartography outputs
restituted publicly in March 2025, with Boud Verbeiren’s presentation on flood causes; the
Lab’s activity timeline (Scheme 2) and coordination scheme (Scheme 1); institutional
correspondence (April-May 2025) requesting the Task Force; and photographs from the
one-week workshop with the GEDELO programme, mapping workshops and public events.
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9. Dakar FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): UrbaSEN with the Senegalese Federation of Dwellers.

Topic: Risks. Approach: Experimental. Focus: Urban restructuring and flood resilience in

disadvantaged areas (Bayakh/Diender, Wakhinane, Ndiaréme Limamoulaye).

Link to full text by authors I. Seye, R. Leclercq, and supplemented P. Keita, M. Seck:

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/8Ad76LzFgowBzAJ

Image 7. Advocacy Day, Cité FSH, FSH-UrbaSen, Diender Oct. 2024

9.1 Introducing the Lab

The FAIRVILLE Lab Dakar works across the Dakar metropolitan region and the Thies region, in five

localities including Bayakh (municipality of Diender), Wakhinane Nimzatt and Ndiaréme
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Limamoulaye. Launched in February 2024, it is coordinated by UrbaSEN, a Senegalese NGO
specialised in community-based urban development, with the Senegalese Federation of Dwellers
(FSH), a grassroots federation organised in community savings groups. Academic engagement runs
through Cheikh Anta Diop University (UCAD), Amadou Makhtar Mbow University, CNRS and IRD;
public partners include municipal authorities and sectoral technical services (ONAS, ANACIM, DPGI).
The Lab’s main objective is to build methods to co-produce knowledge and action on housing

inequalities, flood vulnerability and democratic deficits in informal settlements.

9.2 Initial background

The Dakar region hosts more than a quarter of Senegal’s population in roughly 550 km?, producing
dense urbanisation and pronounced social imbalances. Wakhinane Nimzatt and Ndiaréeme
Limamoulaye emerged as suburban municipalities through state-directed decongestion and forced
relocations from the 1970s. Both remain under-equipped in sanitation and have experienced
escalating flood exposure since the 1990s. Diender is peri-urban, with persistent agricultural activity
and acute land pressure without commensurate investment in services. Women constitute the large
majority of FSH membership and face particular housing and land-tenure insecurity. Senegal’s
decentralisation framework transfers limited authority to municipalities lacking technical and
financial capacity. UrbaSEN and FSH had accumulated more than ten years of joint experience
before the Lab, although research—community collaboration with Senegalese academia remained

limited.

9.3 Action-research design

The Lab follows a three-phase methodology (Phase 1: Building trust, mobilisation and start of
interventions; Phase 2: Partnership-based diagnosis; Phase 3: Joint knowledge production). Trust
and mobilisation is adapted to each context, using FSH’s existing presence in established
intervention zones and exploratory diagnostic workshops and informal mapping in new ones.
Partnership-based diagnosis centeres on Know Your City: drone-based orthomosaics and digital

terrain models provide cartographic baselines. Field teams conduct neighbourhood boundary
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mapping and infrastructure-services GPS surveys.Household questionnaires on water-sanitation
access and land-pressure impacts inform participatory priority-setting. Joint knowledge production
runs through workshops in which residents and technical experts co-design minor interventions
(drainage resizing, micro-retention basins) and test prototypes in pilot areas. Aerial-survey work
requires formal agreements between UrbaSEN, FSH and municipalities; drone authorisation, initially
slowed by administrative procedures, was managed through advance planning. Field teams pair
experienced GIS-trained surveyors with local knowledge-holders and receive two half-days of
training on Kobo and GPS tools. Workshops include gender-inclusive processes with designated
spaces for women and elderly voices. Ethical principles centre on informed consent, transparency

about project limitations and documentation of every protocol deviation.

9.4 Co-production outcomes

Participatory mapping produced high-resolution orthomosaics and digital terrain models of Diender
and Bayakh, enriched with georeferenced and neighbourhood-level socio-economic data, which
now serve as planning bases for municipal authorities. A formal Priority Action Plan for Diender
municipality was jointly elaborated around four strategic axes: access to and quality of basic social
services; environment and living conditions; local economic development; and good local
governance. The Cité FSH eco-housing prototype in Bayakh, built with locally sourced earth bricks
(quarried earth from Thies, regional typhas for insulation), demonstrates an alternative construction
approach. This pilot also served as on-the-ground training for FSH members in earth-construction
techniques. The October 2024 Advocacy Day generated documented commitments for land
extension and institutional dialogue. Former and new FSH members acquired GIS, data-collection
and cartographic-interpretation skills enabling independent surveying and dialogue with municipal
services. Internal FSH rules now operationalise equitable housing-access criteria (seniority,
membership standing, contribution history). A formal collaboration agreement with UCAD
establishes a basis for ongoing university engagement, and a co-authored scientific publication on

FSH housing dynamics is in preparation. Institutional uptake at municipal level is partial and uneven
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across localities. The longer-term commitments expressed at the Advocacy Day in Diender (Oct.

2024) have not yet translated into systematic follow-through.

9.5 Lessons learned

Enabling factors include UrbaSEN’s and FSH’s established legitimacy and trust networks, which
reduced mobilisation resistance. The modular design that allowed adaptation to local realities, and
iterative adjustment by the technical teams through schedule changes, form simplification and
material adaptation. Student internship placements, initially conceived as supplementary, finally
were instrumental in circulating information and bridging universities and the field. Drone
authorisation procedures repeatedly delayed mapping campaigns and required advance
administrative engagement and scheduling outside rainy periods. Residents’ and authorities’
caution, rooted in earlier broken promises, required transparent communication using visual aids
and the involvement of local mediators. Workshop dynamics revealed voice-dominance problems
addressed through speaking-rotation protocols, thematic sub-groups and dedicated spaces for
marginalised participants. Academic collaboration moved more slowly than anticipated because of
structural differences between NGO operational cycles and university research organisation, and
severe resource constraints in Senegalese public universities. Remote supervision of student interns

by CNRS and IRD, while useful for methodological training, was labour-intensive and inconsistent.

9.6 Material included

High-resolution orthomosaics and digital terrain models of Diender and Bayakh with georeferenced
infrastructure-services datasets; neighbourhood-level boundary maps from participatory
workshops; documentary photography from the October 2024 Advocacy Day; the Priority Action
Plan for Diender municipality; technical protocols and training curricula for drone-based mapping,
Kobo deployment and GPS surveying; recorded testimonies from women cooperative members; the
formal Collaboration Agreement with UCAD; and a peer-reviewed scientific article on FSH housing

establishment (in preparation). All materials are archived in line with the Fairville Ethical Charter.
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10. Giza FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): NSCE.

Topic: Environmental. Approach: Experimental. Focus: Solid waste management, Mansheyat

Dahshur.
Link to full text by authors P. Anger, K. Tawfik, A. Zaazaa, and contributors : N. el Hady, M. Kamal:

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/BnyMcarf29s3m3x

Image 8. Field visit, Canals’ Mapping, Giza Fairville lab, May 2025

10.1 Introducing the Lab
The FAIRVILLE Giza Lab is led by North South Consultants Exchange (NSCE), a sustainable-

development consulting firm established in Cairo in 1988. Launched in June 2023 in Mansheyat
Dahshur (Giza Governorate), the Lab’s main objective is to co-produce a locally driven, equitable
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waste-management strategy with the territory’s stakeholder communities. Building on NSCE’s prior
work in the region (2020), it engages residents (with particular attention to women, informal waste
collectors/nabasheen and young people), alongside local civil-society organisations, shop-owners,

the Youth Parliament, schools and public authorities.

10.2 Initial background

Mansheyat Dahshur is an ancient village in southern Giza Governorate, with an economy historically
organised around agriculture, particularly palm and date cultivation. From the 1970s, uncontrolled
urbanisation transformed the settlement and brought its population to around 55,000. Many men
work as daily construction workers on the large new developments around Cairo. The settlement
faces compounding environmental and infrastructural deficits: deteriorated solid-waste
management with informal accumulation points next to schools and mosques, polluted irrigation
canals, incomplete sewer infrastructure and unpaved roads. It remains administratively classified as

a “village” despite its size, which limits the budget it receives relative to public-service demand.

10.3 Action-research design

The Lab combined systematic territorial understanding with participation and trust-building. The
first phase used stakeholder mapping, semi-structured interviews with key informants, field
observations and dedicated workshops for women. The second phase co-produced knowledge
through urban physical mapping (expansion patterns, waste-accumulation sites), irrigation-canal
typology and pollution assessment, focus-group discussions segmented by stakeholder
communities (women dwellers, waste pickers, farmers), semi-structured interviews with specialised
actors (youth, teachers, pharmacists, CSO representatives), community-led participatory mapping,
seasonal-calendar documentation, and continuous documented field visits. A feedback workshop at
the Mansheyat Dahshur youth center returned findings to the community for collective reflection
and validation. The team adapted implementation to cultural and accessibility constraints like
separate discussion spaces for women, evening and weekend scheduling, transport compensation,

and reliance on community relays (paid core-team members) to reach marginalised groups
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otherwise unreachable. Women’s inclusion in the coordination structure and team itself was a

central ethical commitment.

10.4 Co-production outcomes

Outputs included waste-accumulation and sewage mapping integrated with urban physical analysis
(cartographer Ahmed Zaazaa, 2024), visualising the spatial distribution of informal dumpsites, their
proximity to schools and mosques, and canal-pollution typologies. The feedback workshop at the

youth centre returned these maps and findings to the community.

The Lab explored several local interventions: a school-complex disposal initiative co-designing the
rehabilitation of an informal dumpsite next to a school complex, mosque and market through
participatory workshops and community cleaning campaigns; a plastic solid-waste collection
initiative with the nabasheen, including training sessions on market prices and recyclable typologies
and a learning field visit to the Mansheyat Nasser recycling hub; a one-month door-to-door
collection pilot in two streets; an audiovisual co-production programme with young people
producing community-generated content on environmental issues; a medical-waste management
proto-pilot exploring safer handling at neighbourhood level; and a sustainable-business assessment
with informal shop-owners. Women'’s inclusion into the core coordination team is reported by the
Lab as a meaningful structural change. The pilots produced concrete demonstrations, but waste
pickers continue to face structural constraints (limited equipment, limited access to storage, high
transport costs) that limit how far the gains can outscale without additional funding, and municipal

authorisation.

10.5 Lessons learned

The Giza Lab identified barriers and enabling conditions for co-production in contexts of
marginalisation and institutional fragility. Co-production processes can replicate existing
inequalities when privileged participants monopolise discussion spaces. Time scarcity among
vulnerable populations creates participation barriers and requires temporal and locational

adaptation. Low socialisation to mobilisation processes and historical disappointment in
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development projects require extended engagement timescales. Insufficient funding for
implementing co-produced solutions undermines community belief. The Lab’s experience suggests
that strategically positioning community relays within core teams is critical for the trust building,
using existing public institutions as community-organising nodes. Also, prioritising localisation as the
foundation for scaling, ensuring long-term engagement and demonstrating tangible early outcomes
are important enabling conditions. Women'’s elevated participation and the recognition of informal

waste pickers’ practical knowledge marked a shift to a more grounded form of co-production.

10.6 Material included

Urban-expansion mapping (Ahmed Zaazaa, 2024); waste-accumulation and sewage mapping with
georeferenced informal dumpsites; irrigation-canal typology maps (Ahmed Zaazaa, 2024); field
documentation photographs from focus groups, community meetings and the restitution workshop;
a youth-produced audiovisual video on environmental challenges; participatory workshop
photographs from the disposal-area co-design. All materials carry attribution (creator, date) and

follow the Fairville Ethical Charter.

This project has received funding from the European Union's Horizon Europe research and innovation programme under the grant agreement No. 101094991. Views and opinions expressed
are however those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them. 5 7



=&

* *

FE

FAIRVILLE  tomcontue,

11. London FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): Just Space, UCL-DPU and Co-Produce IT CIC (lead partner from June 2024).

Topic: Risks and Planning & Housing. Approach: Experimental. Focus: Three strands: East London
street markets (Queens Market, Newham; Whitechapel Market and Brick Lane, Tower Hamlets);
care, through the Equal Care Co-operative commons-based pilot and the Clapton community hub;

and the Caring City project on London-wide planning.
Link to full text by authors R. Lee, S. Manchanda, S. Osmani and A. Rolkiewicz:

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/NafksWRgFSKBj6f

Image 9. London Fairville Lab, Queen’s Market, Newham (21/9/2024)
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11.1 Introducing the Lab

The London FAIRVILLE Lab was set up by the Just Space network with academic partner
UCL Bartlett Development Planning Unit (UCL-DPU). In June 2024 Co-Produce IT CIC, a
community interest company established by partners during the project, took over as lead
partner so that the work could be governed, evaluated and shared by a community-
controlled body. The Lab works across several London sites, including Newham (Queens
Market), Tower Hamlets (Whitechapel Market and Brick Lane), and Hackney (Clapton, with
Equal Care Co-operative, Clapton Commons, Spitalfields Housing Association and food and
gardening partners). Its objective is to implement the policies on care and food set out in
Just Space's Community-Led Recovery Plan through co-produced demonstration projects,
in a city marked by financialisation, gentrification and entrenched inequalities. The Lab also
engages at London-wide scale through the Greater London Authority (GLA), the London
Plan process and the Health Equity Group (HEG).

11.2 Initial background

London generates around a quarter of the UK's GDP yet contains some of Europe's
wealthiest neighbourhoods alongside areas of deep poverty. High-paying jobs in finance
and law sit alongside low-wage and often insecure work in retail, hospitality and care.
Housing inequality is severe, affordable-housing delivery falls far short of demand, the
social-housing waiting list is long, and home ownership is out of reach for many.
Overcrowding and homelessness have risen. Health, gender and racialised inequalities cut
across employment, care and housing. Just Space, a community network that has worked
on London-wide planning for many years, provides the strategic frame for the Lab through

its Community-Led Recovery Plan.

11.3 Action-research design

The Lab's design is organised around its focus areas, each combining methods adapted to
its context. The street-markets work in Newham and Tower Hamlets uses participatory
action research, ethnographic and creative methods (video interviews and observation with
traders and shoppers), student-led inquiry with UCL-DPU MSc students, and engagement
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with local planning and consultation processes. The care work in Clapton brings together
Equal Care Co-operative and Clapton Commons in a commons-based home-care pilot
funded by the London Office of Technology and Innovation (LOTI) from April 2023 to
September 2024, supported by UCL-DPU on evaluation framework design. The Clapton
community-hub work uses Long Table facilitation, cooperative organising with the
Cooperation Town model (Clapton Food Coop), community gardening at Liberty Hall, and
the formation of a creative consortium (ColLab Studios) using sociocratic governance.
London-wide engagement on the Caring City project runs through the London Plan process
and through the Health Equity Group, until the latter's Co-Production Working Group was
stood down by the statutory sector in summer 2025. Cross-cutting practices include care
mapping, dialogic and creative methods, and a deliberate move from vertical engagement
with institutions toward horizontal alliances between community groups, small businesses

and grassroots organisations.

11.4 Co-production outcomes

At Queens Market, Newham, video interviews and ethnographic work with traders and the
Friends of Queens Market documented the limits of the council's £2m People Powered
Places spend, which traders and shoppers reported as poor-quality consultation rather than
co-production. A UCL-DPU MSc student team mapped the surrounding care and support
networks and offered policy directions framing markets as infrastructures of care. In Tower
Hamlets, the Lab supported a petition to the Full Council on transparency in planning and
helped the Save Brick Lane campaign formalise as a 'Rule 6' party at the November 2025
Planning Inquiry into the Truman Brewery scheme, called in by the Secretary of State for
decision in 2026.

In Clapton (Hackney), the Equal Care Co-operative and Clapton Commons piloted a
commons-based home-care model with LOTI funding, producing care maps, an evaluation
framework, a service specification for local authorities and a co-created playbook. A Long
Table event in February 2025 led to the establishment of Clapton Food Coop with
Cooperation Town. Liberty Hall's garden became a shared community space. Furthermore,

CoLab Studios formed as a creative consortium using sociocratic governance. London-wide,
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the Lab developed the Caring City project with Just Space and a broad partner base,
submitted to the GLA's early London Plan engagement, and took part in the Health Equity

Group Co-Production Working Group until it was stood down in summer 2025.

11.5 Lessons learned

Trust, methods adapted to context and patient coalition-building emerged as the principal
enablers. The Lab's long lineage in Just Space's community organising provided legitimacy
and access. The main difficulty was institutional power. The Newham People Powered
Places process was experienced by traders and many local participants as procedural rather
than co-productive, and trust in further council-led participation eroded over the year of
investment. The Equal Care pilot was constrained by one-year LOTI funding and by the
rigidity of social-services contracting at borough level, where despite promising early signs,
the model could not move beyond pilot stage. The Health Equity Group example shows how
grassroots-led infrastructures embedded in statutory bodies are politically vulnerable; the
Co-Production Working Group was abolished suddenly in summer 2025 with little
communication, just as participants felt the approach was beginning to demonstrate its
potential. The experience suggests a clear difference between co-production as a
procedural label and co-production as power-sharing. The latter requires multi-year
commitment, resourcing for community partners, and a willingness on the part of authorities
to be influenced by community knowledge. Co-Produce IT CIC gives the Lab a community-
controlled organisational vehicle for the work to continue after the project ends. Translating
community findings into the language used by councils, without losing their critical content,

was itself a methodological discipline that required time and care.

11.6 Material included

Photographs from the September 2024 Fairville visit to London; video interviews and
observational material from Queens Market and Whitechapel Market; care-mapping
documents from the Equal Care Co-operative pilot; Long Table outputs from February 2025;
engagement materials for the Caring City project and London Plan submissions; HEG Co-

Production Working Group workshop notes and themes; trauma-informed practice working
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materials from the World Habitat Day 2025 event; the Save Brick Lane Rule 6 evidence
prepared with Co-Produce IT CIC; the Co-Produce IT CIC governance pack; the Food
Commons Toolkit; and the Words in Action glossary co-developed with the Berlin Lab. All

materials respect community confidentiality and informed consent.
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12. Marseille Atelier 4-5 FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): AMU.

Topic: Environmental. Approach: Observational. Focus: Engaged research with the 4th-5th

arrondissement municipal coalition.
Link to full text by authors C. Bénit-Gbaffou, M. Jourdam-Boutin:

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/srXMpiPFZjPHTyZ

Image 10. Feedback session, “Links between gardens, schools, and neighborhoods”, Geography &

Planning from Aix Marseille University, CMA des Chartreux, Marseille 4, May 2025

12.1 Introducing the Lab

The Marseille Atelier 4-5 Lab (also called the Marseille 4-5 Studio) is a three-year pedagogic and

engaged-research initiative coordinated by Aix-Marseille University’s Department of Geography,
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Planning and Environment with the Department of Sociology, the Ecole Nationale Supérieure du
Paysage and MESOPOLHIS. Launched in 2022 and concluding in 2025. It focuses on the 4th and 5th
arrondissements of Marseille (the Third Sector) with its own elected district government. The Studio
emerged from AMU’s territorial-engagement tradition and from the 2020 election of the left-green-
citizen coalition “Printemps Marseillais”. Its main objective is to produce critical knowledge for
fairer, more democratic and more efficient municipal action on ecological transition and social
justice, through a pedagogical triangle of students, municipal councillors and officials, and organised

civil-society groups.

12.2 Initial background

The 4th and 5th arrondissements form an “ordinary” district. Neither a flagship regeneration zone
nor a centralised public-housing renewal site, but with significant urban and social diversity. It mixes
gentrifying zones with persistent low-income housing, commercial areas and neighbourhood
markets, a patrimonial green equipment, the Parc Longchamp, and significant health facilities.
Political disengagement is visible in high abstention and significant extreme-right voting in some
sections, although the district remains core support for the progressive municipal majority. The
district council elected in 2020 prioritises public-space revitalisation in the lower-income northern
sub-district. District autonomy is limited. The central municipality manages larger parks and
facilities, while the right-wing Metropolitan Council controls transport, cleanliness and major
regeneration projects. Memories of contested regenerations continue to shape institutional and

resident perspectives on municipal intervention.

12.3 Action-research design

Studio governance involves a steering committee meeting once or twice yearly, including the Studio
core team, the district mayor, the municipal manager and three councillors, complemented by an
agile working team handling urgent practical issues. Study topics are jointly identified through
councillor priorities and academic criteria, presented to municipal partners for discussion, and

developed with feedback formats considering topic sensitivity. Topics are selected at the
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intersection of municipal-intervention alignment, social-justice and environmental objectives, local-
democracy dimensions and civil-society requests. Methodologically, the Studio prioritises student-
led research embedded in coursework, with lecturers across geography, planning, sociology,
anthropology, political studies and landscape design coordinating projects on jointly chosen sites.
Feedback is offered at both individual and collective levels. Individual feedback ensures respondent
control over quotation and anonymisation and opportunities to challenge findings within limits of
protecting academic intellectual autonomy. Collective feedback uses public presentations avoiding
jargon, interactive photo exhibitions, posters, workshops and urban walks. In sensitive contexts,
feedback functions as mediation between fragmented stakeholders, with research positioned as a

“third party”.

12.4 Co-production outcomes

Over three years, the Studio documented and engaged with multiple municipal interventions.
Analysis of Parc Longchamp’s regeneration, with a focus on invisible low-income user practices, led
to the retention of the park café operators as local conflict regulators and to recommendations for
price agreements. Research on Beausoleil’s deserted public space and chronic vandalism informed
municipal regeneration including field renovation, youth activities and community gardening,
although initial public feedback on nostalgia for historical social facilities created tensions
misinterpreted as political opposition. Studies of Velten Square and Chutes Lavie surfaced
accessibility deficits and informed councillor decisions to revive public space, and contributed to the
institutionalisation of pedagogic gardens beyond external-contractor models. Documentation of the
Crillon public bath house opened a mediation space acknowledging the perspectives of users,
ground mediators, neighbouring residents, traders and councillors. Research on La Feuilleraie
primary school’s pedagogic garden engaged complex multi-actor coordination across two years.
Other outputs include interactive photo exhibitions, posters, video projections and website
documentation; vacant-lot mapping and typology in the 4th arrondissement; an interactive digital
atlas of Studio projects; and sustainable urban-logistics policy contributions supporting cyclo-

logistics. The Studio operated less as equal power-sharing than as critical constructive dialogue.
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Some councillors used research results to refine and institutionalise practices, particularly

pedagogic gardens. Others resisted transparency or saw research as political vulnerability.

12.5 Lessons learned

The Studio worked in horizontal dialogue with progressive councillors but collective co-production
with municipal governance proved difficult. Some councillors embraced critical analysis and
participatory processes, others maintained vertical authority models. The term “co-production”
itself created institutional friction. Internal municipal shifts (marginalisation of progressive
councillors) increased policy opacity, suspension of working groups , undermined collective
governance structures by 2023, although individual relationships with willing councillors persisted.
Enablers were long-term institutional commitment, the pedagogical embedding of research that
allowed authentic student engagement, and individual municipal champions practising
“institutional activism”. The main challenges were escalating political tensions over sensitive topics
(especially in the run-up to the elections), internal municipal conflicts and high turnover among key
officials. The experience suggests that sustained presence, long-term territorial grounding and
multiple disciplinary approaches helped some findings reach public salience, although immediate

change remained limited.

12.6 Material included

Documentation is hosted at atelier4-5.mmsh.fr, structured around four domains: public space,
social diversity, environmental transition and local democracy. An interactive digital map visualises
all Studio projects across the district. The archive includes the Parc Longchamp citizen-survey
analysis; Beausoleil photo exhibitions; Velten Square mapping documentation; Crillon public bath
house analysis and mediation materials; La Feuilleraie pedagogic-garden documentation; vacant-lot
typologies; and photographs, videos and summaries of urban walks, poster exhibitions and

mediation sessions.
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13. Marseille Belle de Mai FAIRVILLE Lab (CVPT-
Appuii-CNRS)

Lead partner(s): CVPT, Appuii, CNRS.

Topic: Planning & Housing. Approach: Observational-Experimental. Focus: Belle de Mai district,

Fringe of Euromed; partnership with the CHO3 residents' collective.
Link to full text by authors A. Deboulet, A. El Bajnouni, H. Froment, P. Urvoy. Summarized by S. Adam

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/8MjErE6g8EsxGBZ

Image 11. Field Visit, Photo credit: Arnaud Kaba, Marseille Belle de Mai, May 2024
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13.1 Introducing the Lab
The Marseille Belle de Mai FAIRVILLE Lab, also known as the Marseille CVPT-Appuii-CNRS Lab,

started late 2023 and was launched in 2024 in the Belle de Mai neighbourhood of Marseille’s 3rd
arrondissement, on the edge of the Euroméditerranée development zone. It is run by Un Centre
Ville Pour Tous (CVPT), APPUIl and CNRS LAVUE. The partnership opened up in mid-2023 to include
the residents’ collective CHO3 (Collectif des Habitant-e:s Organisé-e-s du 3éme). Key institutional
agents include SPLA-IN (the public development company implementing the PPA), the 3rd-district
elected officials and the Institut Méditerranéen de la Ville et des Territoires. The Lab’s main
objective is to support residents in interfacing with public authorities and influencing urban-

planning processes in a context marked by overlapping urban interventions.

13.2 Initial background

Belle de Mai is a historically multicultural, working-class district caught between heritage
preservation, speculative pressure and severe vulnerability. Following the collapse of two buildings
on rue d’Aubagne in November 2018, which killed eight people and displaced thousands, housing
injustice has been a central political and moral issue in Marseille. Over half the district’s residents
live below the poverty line, against a city-wide rate of around a quarter, with widespread
substandard housing, overcrowding and slumlording. Multiple urban renewal schemes intersect on
the district, the Projet Partenarial d’Aménagement (PPA) running through 2040, ANRU operations
on working-class estates, and the Euroméditerranée expansion, and a planned tramline will further
reshape settlement patterns. Prior organising by CHO3, growing out of the post-2019 rehousing-

charter movement, has kept housing on the political agenda.

13.3 Action-research design

The Lab’s methodology is anchored in Ateliers populaires d’urbanisme (APU) tradition, participatory
urban-planning workshops used as the foundational analytical and educational practice. The
process evolved iteratively from an initial holistic research design to a structured series of APUs,

organised around three topics: housing conditions, the Levat convent (a contested community
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space) and public-space transformation including tramline impacts to a specific focus on planning
and housing vulnerability issues linked to the Projet Partenarial d’Aménagement (PPA).
Implementation drew on observant participation, sustained dialogue with CHO3 members, a door-
to-door housing survey, guided neighbourhood walks and public restitution (feedback) events
combining knowledge exchange with advocacy preparation. The door-to-door survey, conducted in
late 2024 and early 2025, paired researchers with CHO3 residents to co-design a sixteen-page
guestionnaire discussed and filled with households in the neighbourhood. Multilingual outreach
materials were produced in Arabic and Comorian, reflecting the district’'s demographic composition.
Urban walks enabled residents to map significant places and share collective memory. Ethical care
was particularly important in the documentation of undocumented residents’ housing situations,

requiring trust-building, informed consent and non-disclosure without explicit permission.

13.4 Co-production outcomes

The door-to-door survey gathered evidence of systemic housing precarity in the neighbourhood: A
large majority of respondents are tenants (many without formal leases). living in overcrowded
conditions. The majority report seasonal thermal discomfort. Many report unsatisfactory housing
conditions. Half report damp, water or pest infestations. Most respondents are unaware of ongoing

urban transformations.

Following the co-produced alternative documentation process, a public feedback event in March
2025 brought together residents, local associations and institutional representation from SPLA-IN
and 3rd-district elected officials. It presented findings and established baseline demands for
advocacy. The event repositioned the Lab from data-gathering to structured advocacy and
institutional dialogue. Subsequent monthly monitoring meetings consolidated a resident-led “May

III

Appeal” collective, providing continuity beyond the project’s formal closure. Complementary
collaboration with the Institut Méditerranéen de la Ville et des Territoires added student-internship
interviews, and multilingual leaflets were distributed during Belle Féte de Mai. Institutional uptake
is at an early stage, therefore the demands raised at the event have not yet translated into
commitments from SPLA-IN or the central municipality.
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13.5 Lessons learned

A pre-existing relationship between Lab members and CHO3 enabled trust and participation that
privileged listening over predetermined agendas. The non-linear inception, with months of mutual
acquaintance, diagnosis and objective-setting before substantive action, revealed a tension
between European-project temporality (deliverable-driven) and residents’ timeframes (longer-term
mobilisation, immediate survival needs). The Lab accepted slower, less efficient routes, genuine co-
design and resident leadership, over rapid expert-driven implementation. Working with housing
vulnerable groups and precarious residents required careful legal-practical navigation and
avoidance of institutional moralism. Bringing together undocumented residents’ situations
demanded protocols against surveillance and deportation risks. The experience reaffirmed that
“participation” in France’s predominantly middle-class urban-policy discourse remains a contested
space, and that being “active rather than reflexive”, providing concrete support alongside research,
created acceptance in the neighbourhood. Against these offs, inter-Lab peer exchange through
Fairville’s cross-border sessions enabled residents and researchers to recognise shared patterns
across Marseille, London, Dakar, Giza and Roubaix, contributing to a collective manifesto for just
European housing. The monitoring group is a sustainability innovation but depends on institutional

support and continued funding to outlast project closure.

13.6 Material included

The door-to-door housing survey dataset with full ethical documentation; multilingual outreach
leaflets in Arabic and Comorian; the results summary and statistical analysis; photographs and
participant testimony from the three guided urban walks; documentation of the Ateliers populaires
d’urbanisme (April-May 2024) and other collective workshops; restitution event presentations
(March 2025); monthly monitoring-group minutes leading to the “May Appeal” framework; and
archival photographs and video documentation. All materials respect research ethics, data

protection and resident anonymity where requested.
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14. West Attica FAIRVILLE Lab

Lead partner(s): commonspace

Topic: Environmental. Approach: Experimental. Focus: Socio-environmental inequalities in the

'backyard' of Athens (Fyli, Aspropyrgos, Elefsina).
Link to full text by authors A. Koumparelou, G. Velegrakis, S. Adam, E. Mougiakou

https://fairville.zaclys.cloud/index.php/s/yA9grCPjN3GaSs5

Image 12. Community Visit to the Waste Management Facilities of West Attica, Stop at the landfilling

area, commonspace, Fyli Oct. 2024
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14.1 Introducing the Lab

The West Attica FAIRVILLE Lab is coordinated by commonspace, a collaborative planning and design
cooperative based in Athens (established 2015). Launched in January 2024 (with preparatory phase
in 2023), it works in the West Attica regional unit, the municipalities of Fyli, Aspropyrgos and
Elefsina, across the Thriasio Plain, a periurban area which hosts industrial, logistics and waste-
management infrastructure, essential yet undesirable for metropolitan Athens. Starting from initial
collaborations with the Participatory Lab community (an interdisciplinary network of local
authorities, universities and civil society) and with the Attica Region, as associative partner, the Lab
progressively expanded towards the local community, engaging environmental activists, residents,
researchers, practitioners, and school communities (including Roma students). The main objective
is to mobilise citizens and local groups to identify and analyse the interrelated environmental, social
and economic inequalities of the region, to propose responses and claims, with the co-production

of a participatory Atlas of socio-environmental inequalities as the central object.

14.2 Initial background

West Attica has historically been the industrial and logistical hub of Greece. Heavy industry
expanded along the coastline through the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Today industrial
operations persist alongside a rapidly expanding logistics sector. The Fyli waste-management
complex, a 300-hectare facility includes Europe’s largest landfill, the sole medical-waste incinerator
in Greece, recycling infrastructure and biogas plants, and receives a large share of Attica’s waste.
The area has a low-income population, including industrial workers and Roma communities, many
in informal settlements. Successive cycles of industrialisation and deindustrialisation have driven
employment decline, particularly in Aspropyrgos and Fyli. Pollution-related health impacts include
elevated cancer rates and reduced life expectancy. The Regional Climate Change Adaptation Plan
identifies West Attica as critically vulnerable to fire and flooding. Governance is characterised by
uneven distribution of public funds, low transparency on environmental and health data, low

democratic participation and resignation.
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14.3 Action-research design
The West Attica Lab unfolds across four phases: exploratory (late 2023 — early 2024), formal launch

(January 2024), co-production through local workshops (from February 2024) and upscaling. Three
entry topics address localised environmental-justice concerns: the Fyli landfill and waste
management, informal settlements and logistics development in Aspropyrgos, industrial legacy, and
coastal degradation in Elefsina. The participatory Atlas of socio-environmental inequalities is the
central object of co-production. Methods deployed include the Time Machine (temporal narratives
from the 1960s to present and future scenarios), Power Mapping (governance systems and financial
flows), community-based workshops in accessible locations (Proastio Art Centre, schools,
community centeres), and the “From Home to School: Adding Colour to the Route” programme with
Roma sixth-grade students from the 7th Primary School of Aspropyrgos. Cross-cutting meetings of
the core team, activists, residents, researchers, commonspace staff, sustained reflection. Ethical
principles included transparency about the project framework and funding, safe spaces for

marginalised voices, humility and respect for all contributions.

14.4 Co-production outcomes

The Lab built a hybrid core team of activists, residents, researchers and school partners across the
local workshop cycles. The Fyli landfill cycle (February—May 2024, continuing into October 2024)
brought together residents of proximate municipalities, activists from the West Front movement
and researchers, culminating in a collective visit inside the landfill in October 2024 and a co-
evaluation session in December 2024. The Elefsina workshop (November 2024) mapped industrial
pollution, logistics expansion and coastal inaccessibility. The Aspropyrgos school workshop cycle
(spring 2025) produced participatory walks, mapping of desired neighbourhood improvements, and
a collective mural painted on the school entrance. Oral-history interviews were conducted between
November 2024 and June 2025, to capture experiential local knowledge. The Atlas is now an
interactive WebGIS combining administrative datasets with qualitative components, like oral-
history podcasts, photographs, narratives, research findings. The platform is intentionally open for

future updates and co-stewardship. Institutional uptake is partial and weak; the Attica Region has
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engaged actively but municipal authorities have remained difficult to engage, and in one case

actively hostile to public debate.

14.5 Lessons learned

Co-production in contexts of low civic cohesion, mistrust and entrenched environmental injustice
required rebuilding the basic conditions for democratic engagement. The coordination team
included transparent communication about project frameworks and timeframes, a focus on safe,
accessible spaces for expression, and attention to local concerns. Alliances with environmental
activists, solidarity initiatives and institutional allies. Differentiated formats accommodating small-
group, larger-workshop and public-gathering settings and mainly a collective-learning attitude in
which all participants are respected as knowledge-holders. The geographic scope was vast and
difficult: fragmented populations, the legacy of industrialisation and de-industrialisation, and
overlapping inequalities required careful sequencing of focus areas. Yet moving between different
thematics risked interrupting emerging community dynamics. At the same time, structural barriers
and discrimination (particularly affecting Roma communities) limit inclusion, making it necessary to
actively address inequalities within the process itself. Institutional limitations, limited accountability
and lack of resources, significantly hinder co-production, requiring strategic approaches and realistic
goals. The Lab documents that its main pending learning concerns sustainability, how to move from

project-based engagement to a lasting infrastructure of community-led knowledge.

14.6 Material included

The Atlas (WebGIS) combines Greek Census 2021, Roma demographic surveys, national cadastre,
satellite imagery and Ministry of Environment datasets with community-produced knowledge.
Three fanzines document the action-research: “Backyard of Athens”, “Fyli Landfill” and “Workshops
at the Aspropyrgos School”. Blog posts on the Fairville website chronicle milestones, including the
collective landfill visit (October 2024) and the inter-Lab exchange with the Cairo Giza Lab. Method
cards document the Participatory Time Machine and Power Mapping. Academic publications

include “West Attica: The Creation of Wasted Communities in the Backyard of Athens”. School
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workshop outputs include photographs, sketches and the student-created mural at Nea Zoi (June
2025). Audio-recorded oral-history interviews (2024—-2025) form the podcast component of the
Atlas.
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Part lll
Reading across the Labs

The third part of D3.5 brings together the co-produced outcomes of the eight Labs, explores the
conditions of co-production, and gives insights into recommendations, scaling, and proposals, in
dialogue with WP5. The chapter is based on cross-reading of the Labs contributions. This is the only

part where the proposals and recommendations from the Labs are discussed.
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15. Cross-Lab reading

During the last almost three years collaborating with the Fairville Labs, following their stories,
struggles and efforts to answer questions regarding co-production, most interesting insights land in
the teams’ narratives (Labs contributions). We invite you to read their full texts, visit the traveling
exhibition and dive into the materials produced.

The eight FAIRVILLE Labs cannot be compared as case studies implemented under controlled
conditions. They differ in political context, territorial scale, institutional configuration, prior
mobilisation and access to public authorities. Also, the core (or coordination) teams differ
significantly in skills and experience, and in academic or community organiser background. This
diversity is one of FAIRVILLE’s pilots main empirical contributions. The Labs show how co-production
is shaped by histories of trust and mistrust, by local institutional cultures, and by the unequal
distribution of knowledge, time, legitimacy and resources.

This chapter therefore reads across the Labs without forcing them to comparison, gathers and
groups information, that could be useful for further academic analysis, or support to future co-
production initiatives. It uses three entry points, the FAIRVILLE topic, the territorial scale of action,
and the co-production geography. These are just lenses that help explain what each Lab makes
visible, how it acts, and what kind of democratic problem it confronts.

Across the cases, co-production appears less as a method to be replicated and more as a situated
democratic practice. It involves producing evidence, building alliances, testing interventions,
negotiating with institutions, and sometimes creating counter-processes where institutions are
absent, weak or mistrusted. The strongest outcomes are therefore not only maps, surveys,
prototypes, exhibitions or policy claims, but also capacities. The capacity to name inequalities,
document them, make them visible, organise around them, and enter public or institutional debate
with stronger evidence.

“The productivist logic linked to deliverables has led us at times to choose the most efficient

solution: those who know are those who will do.” (Marseille Belle de Mai Lab contribution)
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15.1 Topics and scales

The first step crosses the two dimensions of the Labs the topic and the scale at which the action-
research process was mainly organised. The following table shows how each topic becomes visible
through a particular territorial configuration. Of course, as mentioned in several instances, most of
the labs work on several overlapping topics, as multiple and cumulative inequalities emerge. This

matrix helps avoid a flat comparison between Labs and highlights the diversity, from the beginning.
Table 6. FAIRVILLE Labs by topic and scale

Environmental Planning & Housing Risks
inequalities inequalities

West  Attica:  socio-

environmental

Scale / Topic

inequalities, landfill,
industry, logistics, Roma
settlements, Dakar: flood
Regional / peri- Participatory Atlas. vulnerability, housing,
urban - land pressur.e, p(_erl-
urban expansion, pilot
Giza: peri-urban waste housing prototype.
management, canal
waterways, micro-pilots,
community
intermediaries.
City-wide / multi- London: markets, care, built environment, city-wide
site i policy claims and community infrastructures.
Marseille Atelier 4-5:
District / public space, gardens,
arrondissement ecological transition and i i
local municipal action.
Berlin: Rathausblock,
urban renewal,
common good, access prissels:  Rue Gray
Neighbourhood / and gatekeeping. flooding, flood impacts,
block i mapping, citizen

Marseille Belle de Mai: interpellation.

housing precarity, urban
renewal, May Appeal.

Specifically, the topic, even though it was highlighted at the proposal phase, during implementation
it was blurred and secondary as a grouping or comparative aspect. West Attica and Giza both

address environmental inequalities, but West Attica reveals the metropolitan accumulation of
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environmental burdens, while Giza foregrounds service deficits, local waste practices and informal
labour at peri-urban municipal scale. Similarly, Brussels and Dakar both address risks, but Brussels
works through a neighbourhood-scale flood conflict, while Dakar connects flood vulnerability to
housing, land pressure and peri-urban expansion. Topic and scale together shape the kind of

evidence produced, the actors involved and the policy routes available.

15.2 Co-production geographies and power dynamics of each Lab

The second comparative step concerns the geography of co-production. This lens asks not only what
topic each Lab addresses, but through which configuration of power, knowledge and institutional
access co-production takes place. The initial description/approach of the Labs as
“experimental/observational” in the proposal phase (also used in milestone 9) is proven too generic
to capture what every specific co-production process does, so the dimension of geographies is used
here for further exploration.

The categories are positions rather than fixed labels. As expected, the process is much more
gualitative and complex, and many Labs navigate between multiple geographies. London is the
clearest case of a Lab that moves across all three. Nevertheless the following table shows our
reading across the Labs, which highlights aspects of what each lab is actually “doing” during co-

production action-research.
Table 7. Co-production geographies across the Labs

Main risk on co-

Geography Labs What the Labs mainly do production
Accompanies existing
institutional, civic or Analysis may remain
o, Berlin, pedagogical processes from a dependent on institutional
Critical . " . .y
. Marseille critical distance. Makes visible openness and may not
accompaniment ) . . . .
Atelier 4-5 = exclusions, gatekeeping, easily translate into

internal tensions and the limits = change.
of formal participation.

Brussels, Translates community "
; . : Authorities may
. London, evidence into public or .
Asymmetric co- . NP . . recognise the process
. Marseille institutional ~ claims  while ! .
production L without sharing power or
Belle de negotiating unequal resources, . .
. " - acting on the evidence.
Mai legitimacy and decision power.
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Builds alternative evidence, Scaling and sustainability

Counter- Dakar, public narratives and remain  fragile  without

process Giza, West community capacity where rESOUICESs %Iliances or

building Attica institutions are weak, absentor .70 ™ .
mistrusted. institutional openings.

Brussels Lab illustrates the internal tensions that the asymmetric geography can contain. The Lab
operated through a dual approach (community-based co-production with local residents and
institutionalised co-production with the municipality of Ixelles) and the two proved difficult to
sustain in parallel. When the civil society partner decided to support a citizen interpellation ahead
of municipal elections, the institutional partner described it as a crisis of confidence, exposing a
fundamental divergence over whether co-production should involve genuine power redistribution
or procedural partnership. The Brussels Lab contribution frames it directly: co-production is not a
mechanical process; it is political, and inherently conflictual.

These geographies show why co-production cannot be reduced to the design and implementation
of workshops or participatory methods and tools. In the critical-accompaniment Labs, the main
contribution is analytical and reflexive. In the asymmetric Labs, co-production takes the form of
negotiation between actors with unequal power. In the counter-process Labs, co-production begins

from the need to build a process where formal institutions have not created one.

15.3 What the Labs co-produced

Across the Labs, co-production generated evidence, public claims, prototypes and capacities. In
several cases, residents already knew the problem before FAIRVILLE. What the Labs added was a
process through which lived experience could be documented, spatialised, discussed collectively

and turned into shared evidence.
Table 8. Main types of outcomes

Labs where strongly

Outcome type . . Examples Contribution to FAIRVILLE
visible
Brussels, Dakar, Giza Map-IT flood mapping, drone
. . i’ ! ’ P i PPINg, Makes inequality visible and
Spatial evidence West Attica, London, orthomosaics, waste and .
. discussable. Creates shared
Berlin canal maps WebGIS Atlas,
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Outcome type

Community
evidence and
testimony

Public action and
advocacy

Pilot interventions
and prototypes

Organisational
capacity

Labs where strongly
visible

Brussels, Marseille
Belle de Mai, West
Attica, London, Berlin

Brussels, Dakar,
London, Marseille
Belle de Mai

Dakar, Giza, Berlin,
Marseille Atelier 4-5,
London

London, Dakar,
Marseille Belle de
Mai, West Attica, Giza

Examples

care maps, co-produced
cartographies.

Flood testimonial form,
housing survey, oral
histories, trader interviews,
qualitative interviews.
Citizen interpellation,
petitions, protests, public
restitutions, exhibitions.
Pilot housing prototype,
waste collection pilots, 1:1
spatial experiments,
pedagogical gardens, care
and food commons work.
Co Produce It CIC, FSH
technical skills, May Appeal
monitoring group, local
intermediaries
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Contribution to FAIRVILLE

objects around which actors can
negotiate.

Converts lived experience into
documented evidence without
reducing it to technical data.

Moves co-production from
diagnosis to public claim-making.

Tests whether co-produced
knowledge can become practical
change.

Supports continuity beyond the
project timeframe.

The outcome types overlap. A map may be evidence, a mobilisation tool, language and a policy claim
at the same time. A survey may document conditions, build community confidence and open an
institutional conversation. A prototype may be a technical test and a political demonstration. This
overlap is important in FAIRVILLE, co-produced outputs are valuable not only because of what they
offer, but because of the relations and capacities created through their production.

Scale also shapes what kind of output is possible. Neighbourhood-scale Labs like Berlin, Brussels,
Belle de Mai produced evidence that is highly specific to a location (the analysis of a particular
renewal project, a flooded street, a named housing block). This granularity needs evidence that is
precise and carries strong testimonial weight. Regional and peri-urban Labs like West Attica, Giza,
and Dakar, they had to work across multiple sites and more dispersed populations, producing
overview cartographies, multi-site diagnostics and pilot interventions. London, produced evidence
across several and had to develop ways of aggregating and translating it for audiences operating at
different scales of concern.

One important lesson is that inclusion in co-production does not follow naturally from opening a
door, it requires resources, adapted settings and deliberate effort. In most Labs, ensuring that the

right people were present (not only those easiest to reach) required active design choices.
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most able to participate; they can monopolise and constrain the expression of voices during

group dynamics.” (Giza Lab contribution)
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This is a cross-cutting dimension that needs to be highlighted. For example, women-only sessions

(Giza) and spaces (Dakar) were organised and Roma families (West Attica) were engaged through

the school rather than formal civic settings. Multilingual materials and door-to-door outreach were

used in Belle de Mai to reach tenants. In Berlin, the analysis itself partly aimed at documenting who

was excluded from the Rathausblock process.

15.4 Conditions that enabled or constrained co-production

The eight Labs operated under different conditions. What enabled co-production in one context was

often absent or blocked in another.

The following table shows the main areas where the Labs’ conditions differed most and where those

differences most affected what each Lab could achieve.

Table 9. Conditions for co-production, enabling and blocking forms

Condition

Trust

Institutional
relation

Community
capacity

Knowledge
tools

Inclusion

Continuity

Enabling form

Prior relationships, local
legitimacy and known
intermediaries.

Open councillors, municipal
agreements, technical
services willing to engage.

Local intermediaries, trained
members, community
organisations and activist
networks.

Maps, surveys, drones,
WebGIS and testimony forms
made accessible.

Adapted timing, language,
safe spaces, compensation
and trusted locations.

Local organisations,
monitoring groups, open

Blocking form
Suspicion from previous
broken promises, extractive
research or failed
participation.

Fragmented mandates, non-
response, defensive
authorities or purely symbolic
participation.

Volunteer fatigue, time
poverty, weak local
organisation or lack of
resources.

Tools remain technical,
extractive or controlled by
experts.

Dominance by stronger
voices, exclusion of informal
communities or vulnerable
groups.

Short project cycles, unstable
funding and electoral shifts.

Suggestion

Co-production needs time
before formal outputs can
appear.

Co-produced evidence needs
a clear institutional route.

Participation must be
resourced, not assumed.

Technical evidence must be
socially translated.

Inclusion is a design task, not
a natural outcome.

Scaling depends on post-
project stewardship.
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platforms and reusable
material.

The enabling conditions are part of the output. Trust, community intermediaries, translation work,
accessible settings and ethical safeguards are the infrastructure that makes co-production possible.
“Trust is not a precondition but an outcome of sustained interaction, transparency, and

consistency.” (West Attica Lab contribution)
Conversely, institutional fragmentation, unclear mandates, volunteer fatigue, limited funding and
short timeframes restrict the democratic potential of the process. These constraints were visible
across the Labs, even when the specific topic or scale differed.
Marseille 4-5 shows how enabling conditions can depend on individual actors rather than
institutional arrangements. The Studio worked with district councillors, but a significant number
were resistant to the term ‘coproduction’, reading it as a threat to their political mandate. The word
was eventually dropped in favour of ‘dialogue’ to avoid closing municipal doors. When the district’s
internal Working Groups collapsed and decision-making became more centralised, collective
engagement ceased to be possible. Several officials who had been key interlocutors left mid-
process, and the knowledge work they had jointly defined was abandoned with them. Enabling
conditions that rest on specific individuals are particularly fragile when institutions reorganise.
Berlin highlights that enabling conditions, once built, can gradually narrow the process they were
meant to support. The Rathausblock co-production rested on a dense network of civil society actors
and institutional partners, but over time the process became more bureaucratic and institutionally
driven. Stadt von Unten, the initiative that had provided the original impetus for the project,
eventually withdrew, arguing that institutionalisation had removed space for radical debate. Trust
and mediating capacity were real but unevenly distributed, and not self-sustaining.
Brussels documents what absent enabling conditions look like in practice. Residents had largely
stopped expecting any resolution after years of complaints redirected between institutions. A full
year of internal governance discussions preceded any co-production activity. Water operators, the

institutions most directly responsible for flood infrastructure, refused to engage with the
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testimonial form entirely. Fragmented mandates do not only slow co-production, but can determine

which outputs are ever acted upon.

15.5 Recommendations emerging from the Labs’ contributions

The following recommendations are drawn from the Lab contributions and from the cross-Lab

reading above. It is a synthesis of practical lessons and proposals that occur across the eight cases.

Table 10. Recommendations’ synthesis from Labs’ contributions

Recommendation

Recognise community-
produced evidence as
legitimate knowledge.

Fund the infrastructure of
participation, not only final
events.

Move beyond consultation
towards response
obligations.

Support local intermediaries
and community members.

Treat maps and data as
democratic objects.

Design inclusion actively.

Plan for continuity from the
start.

Grounded in Lab contributions

Brussels flood testimonies, Belle de
Mai housing survey, West Attica oral
histories and Atlas, London
trader/care evidence, Giza waste-
picker knowledge.

All Labs show the need for
facilitation, coordination, translation,
fieldwork, accessible and safe
venues, technical support and follow-
up.

Brussels, London, Berlin and
Marseille Atelier 4-5 show the limits
of participation without power-
sharing or clear response.

Giza core-team with local members,
Dakar FSH members, Belle de Mai
CHO3, West Attica activists/school
partners, London community
networks.

Dakar drone maps, Brussels Map-IT,
Giza waste/canal maps, West Attica
WebGIS Atlas, London care maps.

Women'’s spaces in Giza and Dakar,
Roma children in West Attica school
workshops, multilingual leaflets in
Belle de Mai, tenant voices in
Brussels.

Co Produce It CIC in London, May
Appeal in Belle de Mai, FSH capacities
in Dakar, West Attica Atlas, Giza local
pilots.

Operational meaning for future co-
production
Create processes through which
community surveys, testimonies, maps and
local diagnostics can enter planning, risk
management and service decisions.

Budgets should include paid community
members (embedded in the process),
preparation time, interpretation,
transport/compensation where relevant,
and post-event feedback.

Authorities should state what they accept,
reject or cannot act on, and explain the
reasons and mandates behind these
decisions.

Co-production should invest in actors able
to bridge residents, technical experts and
institutions, especially where trust is weak.

Spatial evidence should be
understandable, contestable and usable by
participants, not only by experts or public
authorities.

Participation design must address
language, gender, age, legal status, time
poverty, accessibility, safety and unequal
confidence in public settings.

Each Lab-type process should identify who
will steward outputs, update evidence and
continue advocacy after project funding
ends.
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Clarify institutional Brussels water governance Co-production should map responsibilities
mandates and routes to fragmentation, West Attica early and identify the authority able to
action. municipal/regional complexity, respond to each claim.

Marseille Atelier 4-5
district/municipal/metropolitan
limits, Dakar technical-service

interface.

Align project timelines with  All eight Labs experienced tension Future programmes should build in

community and institutional between three-year funding cycles extended timelines, transition

rhythms. and the time needed to build trust, arrangements and follow-on support
produce evidence and reach structures. Treating outputs as complete
institutional decision points. In when project funding ends understates the
several Labs, outputs were ready time required for co-produced knowledge
when institutional processes had to become public action.

already moved on, or were only
beginning when funding ended.

Remove economic barriers London, Giza and Dakar document Co-production programmes should provide
to sustained participation. cases where residents with insecure honoraria, cover transport and childcare
income and irregular working hours costs, and wherever feasible include
could not sustain unpaid involvement = community contributors as paid members
across multiple months of action- of the research team rather than as unpaid

research. Those with the most direct = volunteers.
experience of inequalities were often

those with the least time to

participate.

Taken together, these recommendations point to a demanding understanding of co-production. The
issue is not only how to invite communities into a process, but how to change the conditions under
which co-production is happening, recognised and acted upon.

The contribution of WP3 to WP5 is a grounded set of suggestions about which proposals can travel,
what must remain context-specific, and what support is needed for co-produced knowledge to
become public action. Across the eight Labs, FAIRVILLE shows the importance of who defines the
problem, whose evidence counts, who is expected to participate without resources, and which
institutions must respond. Future proposals should be evaluated not only for their technical
relevance but also for their capacity to strengthen urban democracy where inequalities are

produced and experienced.
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