DECEMBER 2021

REIGERSBOS
LIVING LAB

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

REIGERSBOS (1986)

SYBREN ALLAN
LUISA DONADO MORENO
FLORIS VAN WILLIGEN

INTRODUCTION
Analysis of Reigersbos

TABLE OF
CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Over a decade ago, the homeowners in Reigersbos decided that serious work
needed to be done to replace the facade of their homes. The quality of the facade
was not good enough, people suffered from ice on the walls in winter and
leakages. The owners associations (VvE's) initiated the Reigersbos facade project
and involved Stichting !WOON and the Municipality of Amsterdam in the process.
These groups work together in a horizontal network, which also includes the
social housing association Stadgenoot. However, there are many challenges that
complicate the process. For example, it is a very complex technical task,
replacing the facade must meet various insulation requirements and the homes
must be disconnected from the gas. In addition, it is financially difficult, there is
not a lot of money from the VvE’s to take on the process. The solutions must be
affordable. There are also challenges socially, especially the communication and
involving all the homeowners does not always work out well.
It is in this context that this Living Lab takes place. Through co-creation sessions
we worked on a manual to help those involved in the collaboration, both by
reflecting and looking ahead in a roadmap. The co-creation sessions should lead
to more mutual understanding between the stakeholders. The manual is also
useful for similar cases, in which horizontal networks with many stakeholders
work together to achieve a transition. In addition, this report discusses some
applicable advice for the Reigersbos case study. This report is written as an
explanation of our manual and describes this Living Lab.
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REIGERSBOS (1984)

READERS GUIDE
REIGERSBOS FACADE PROJECT
Source: Amsterdam City Archive
This report describes our Living Lab in Reigersbos. For the past three
months we have been working on the facade retrofit of over 280
homes. We would like to express our thanks to our case owners
Baudouin Knaapen and Else Veldman and our academic coach Evert
van Beek for their guidance over the past months.
This report describes the steps taken during the Reigersbos Retrofit
Living Lab in the past three months. First, the case will be introduced
and the theoretical context of Living Labs and co-creation is outlined.
Then the Reigersbos Retrofit will be discussed based on the four
phases of the project: the planning phase, the exploration phase, the
development phase and the translation phase. The report concludes
with the description of the product developed during this Living Lab, a
guide for co-creation in similar complex projects. In addition, a
number of recommendations will be made specific to the case in
Reigersbos.

Floris van Willigen
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REIGERSBOS (1984)

INTRODUCTION
REIGERSBOS FACADE PROJECT
Source: Amsterdam City Archive

In In the Reigersbos shopping area in Amsterdam Zuidoost, over
280 homes will be renovated in 2023. Built in the 1980s, the
facades of the apartments are in dire need of replacement. The
facades are not well insulated, so heat is poorly retained in
winter and it is very hot in summer. In some apartments it leaks
when it rains heavily, leading to damage inside the houses. Due
to the condition of the homes, residents pay a lot for
maintenance costs and their gas bills are also often high due to
poor insulation. For this reason, the homeowners came together
to initiate the facade project.

DUE TO THE CONDITION OF THE
HOMES, HOMEOWNERS PAY A LOT
FOR MAINTENANCE COSTS AND
THEIR GAS BILLS ARE ALSO
OFTEN HIGH

Clearly, action is required. The homeowners have approached
the municipality of Amsterdam and Stichting !WOON to help
facilitate the process two and a half years ago. Some of the
main goals of the project are to make the homes gas-free and
improve the quality of the homes by insulating them better.
Because there are many stakeholders involved (10 VvEs, the
Municipality and Stichting !WOON and more), the case is very
complex. There is a knowledge gap; as there have not been
many projects with such an extended network of stakeholders.
A Living Lab approach, in which co-creation is central, can help
during these types of projects.

In this report, the context of the facade project in Reigersbos
will be explained in more detail first. The Living Lab approach
and co-creation will be further explained in the theoretical
framework. This is followed by the description of the Reigersbos
Living Lab. The Living Lab consists of four phases: the planning
phase, the exploration phase, the development phase and the
translation phase.
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During this Living Lab, a manual was developed to help those
involved in the collaboration. The manual is also useful for
other cases, where VvEs have many stakeholders. The report
ends with a number of more specific recommendations that
stakeholders in this case could use.

ANALYSIS OF THE REIGERSBOS
FACADE PROJECT

One of the most difficult challenges is the financial aspect.
Because money is tight, solutions that are affordable to
homeowners must be considered. This comes with the risk of
choosing a design that is not well thought out, where only low
costs are chosen as a starting point. In addition, residents often
already pay high maintenance costs and energy bills. The goal is
to make the homes gas-free and well-insulated, thus reducing
the energy bill. The money that is saved will be used to pay for
half of the renovation. The retrofit must therefore be 'budgetneutral'. The renovation of the homeowners is partly paid for by
loans from the VvEs, given to them if they satisfy certain
conditions such as isolation values. The other half is subsidized
by the municipality. To receive this subsidy, the renovation must
meet certain conditions: the project must be considered an
‘innovative pilot’. Given that the process is so incredibly
complex due to the large number of parties involved, it is seen
as an innovative pilot. As such, the Reigersbos Retrofit project
will likely meet this requirement for funding. In addition, the
renovation must be in line with the Energy Transition Vision
drawn up by the City of Amsterdam. This vision states that the
Reigersbos district must be gas-free by 2030 (Gemeente
Amsterdam, 2020). The situation is different for social tenants.
Stadgenoot will also receive a subsidy (although from a
different fund), the other part of the finances will probably be
covered by a rent increase.
In addition to financial and technical challenges, there are also
social challenges at play. Because the project is so complex,
there are difficulties communicating the status of the process to
other stakeholders. This can lead to false expectations in the
process and miscommunication.

IN ADDITION TO FINANCIAL AND
TECHNICAL CHALLENGES, THERE
ARE SOCIAL CHALLENGES AT PLAY.
BECAUSE THE PROJECT IS SO
COMPLEX, THERE ARE DIFFICULTIES
COMMUNICATING THE STATUS OF
THE PROCESS TO STAKEHOLDERS.
Phase 1
During the past year, phase 1 was completed. In this
phase, homeowners, Stichting !WOON, the municipality
and the company Klimaatmissie joined forces to create
the Demo House, a preliminary design for the new
facade. In it the first options for the facade were
discussed, for example the insulation of the houses.
This phase is also called the 'draft' or the 'pencil
drawing' (Appendix A, interview 3, 2021).
The Demo House
The result of the first of this phase was the demo house.
This is a refurbished house of Stadgenoot that should
serve as an example of what a renovated house can
look like. The retrofit was carried out by the company
Klimaatmissie, which was hired by the Municipality. The
company was commissioned to make a proposal and
present it to the homeowners. This plan had to meet the
conditions set by the municipality of Amsterdam in the
transition vision, which states that Amsterdam will be
natural gas-free by 2040 (Municipality of Amsterdam,
2020). Klimaatmissie presented four scenarios for the
renovation to homeowners. These scenarios are:
I. Scenario Continue without changing anything
II. Scenario Bronze: new facades, window frames, glass
and roof
III. Scenario Silver: new facades, window frames, glass
and roof with solar panels
IV. Scenario Gold: new facades, window frames, glass,
roof with solar panels, pipes, radiators with 30-year
maintenance and performance guarantee.
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The homeowners in Reigersbos face the major task of
renovating the facade of 288 homes. The project was initiated
by ten owners associations in the district over ten years ago,
assuming that only the window frames and the roof needed to
be refurbished. Over time, it became clear to the homeowners
that the scale of the project was larger than first thought. Not
only the window frames had to be replaced but the entire
facade was in need of renovation. In addition, work needed to
be done on the stairways, hallways and ventilation shafts of the
buildings (Appendix A, interview 2, 2021). However, there was
not the budget for this within the owners' associations. This was
partly due to the monthly maintenance service costs, which did
not account for such drastic changes on the buildings. In
addition, the social housing association Stadgenoot had sold
many homes in the years before to homeowners. Not all new
homeowners realized that the facade needed to be replaced and
that they themselves are responsible for this as a VvE. This
overwhelmed many new residents of the neighborhood
(Appendix A, interview 1, 2021).

Source: Amsterdam City Archive
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The homeowners chose the golden scenario. The Demo House was
built according to these sustainable principles, such as a heat
pump that heats the home. Although Klimaatmissie built a home
that gave the homeowners a tangible example of a possible
outcome, the Demo House also had some flaws. For example,
there were a number of mismatches between residents’ needs and
Klimaatmissie's design, as the homeowners were hardly involved
in the design. This led to problems, such as the fact that no
curtains could be hung or that the windows open in an awkward
manner. In addition, the new facade is a lot thicker than the old
one. The original facade was seven to eight centimeter thick,
while the new design is nearly forty centimeter thick. This affects
the corridor outside of the homes, where there is now less space.
Ambulances now cannot reach the houses with a stretcher
because of the decreased space. This can lead to dangerous
situations for the residents. Also the quality of the Demo House is
not optimal everywhere, some places leak when it rains.
Ultimately, the biggest problem was that Klimaatmissie was not
able to give the homeowners a clear cost estimate for the new
design. This left many possible choices unclear to the
homeowners.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

Phase 2
Currently, the project is in its second phase. In it the intention is
to go from a 'pencil drawing' to a 'pen drawing'. The plans are still
not completely fixed, but are already more concrete than in the
first phase. The requirements of the residents are once again
determined and choices are presented on which the homeowners
must decide. In addition, requirements for grants and loans were
determined in this phase.
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Phase 3
When a more definitive plan is in place, a builder can be
approached. He can set a price based on the requirements of
insulation and other technical aspects. The financial aspect of the
plan will then become much clearer. The homeowners must then
decide in a general assembly whether they want to go ahead with
the plan. Stadgenoot also needs seventy percent of the tenants to
vote in favor of the plan; in addition, a majority of the tenants
must vote. This can get tricky, especially for the heating system.
The current state of the facade bothers everyone, so many people
seem to agree that it should be replaced. The heating system,
however, is a lot more personal in terms of preferences. This could
lead to more disagreement among the residents, according to
Baudouin Knaapen from Stichting !WOON (Appendix A, interview
3, 2021).

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

THEORETICAL

METROSTATION
REIGERSBOS

FRAME
WORK
THE EMERGENCE OF LIVING LABS
AND CO-CREATION
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Source: Amsterdam City Archive

LIVING LAB METHOD
The Living Lab method
There is no single definition of Living Labs in the literature
(Schuurman, 2015). However, two recurring distinguishing
characteristics of living labs are co-creation and a real-life
experimentation space (Maas, Van den Broek & Deuten, 2017).
Steen and Van Bueren (2017) describe Urban Living Labs as
research concepts in which the end-users are actively included
as ‘co-innovators’. These innovations are tested in a real life
setting and multiple stakeholders, organizations and experts are
involved in this process. The goal of Living Labs is to stimulate
innovation and knowledge through multi-party collaboration
and iteration between activities. New insights can be upscaled
and used for similar projects (Steen & Van Bueren, 2017). Living
Labs take place in horizontal networks, in which private parties,
public actors, knowledge institutes and end users work
together. These horizontal networks differ from traditional
collaborative structures in which a hierarchical structure is more
common.
The European Network of Living Labs lists the following
characteristics:
“Living Labs (LL) are user-centred, open innovation ecosystems,
based on systematic user co-creation approach, integrating
research and innovation processes in real life communities and
settings” (Ruijsink & Smith, 2016). This definition also focuses
on engaging end users in an innovative ecosystem.

High potential for innovation (thanks to
multidisciplinary and multi-stakeholder approach)

Living Labs are increasingly being embraced at the institutional
level. In the City Deals of the Dutch Ministry of the Interior and
Kingdom Relations, Living Labs are used as a policy instrument.
In addition, the European subsidy programs in the Netherlands
also focus strongly on Living Labs and calls are issued in which
subsidies are available for such projects (Maas, Van den Broek &
Deuten, 2017).

Disadvantages of Living Labs
the

High potential for systematic learning and replication of
innovations
More sustainable solutions thanks to the integration of all
stakeholders’ requirements
Closed gap between product production and uptake
Reduced risk of policy and business failure
Better match with local, cultural, and institutional contexts
and creativity potentials

Not a direct path to a short-term solution
Experimentation entails failures
Needs large investments in terms of coordination,
organization, management, and supportive tools
Successful stakeholder participation requires particular
expertise
Successful co-creation requires a particular mindset
Working according to the living lab approach may require
actors to abandon their usual culture and/or way of
working

Better utilization of existing knowledge and inventions
SOURCE:ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE LIVING LAB APPROACH (STEEN & VAN BUEREN, 2017)
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Advantages of Living Labs

INNOVATIONS ARE TESTED IN REAL
LIFE SETTTING AND MULTIPLE
STAKEHOLDERS, ORGANIZATIONS
AND EXPERTS ARE INVOLVED IN THIS
PROCCES
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The theoretical framework will explain the concepts of Living
Labs and Co-creation. First, the term "Living Lab" will be
explained, and later how decentralization has contributed to the
more popularization of co-creation and Living Labs. This is the
frame of mind in which the Reigersbos case can also be seen.

LIVING
LAB
METHOD

19

Public actors
Not only has the corporate culture changed, but the role of
public actors has also altered. This can also be seen in
contemporary urban planning projects, where central
governments are not always in charge anymore. After World
War II, central governments were still in control. This
manifested itself in post-war planning and housing projects
set up by the government (Fainstein, 1998). Changes started
in the 1970s, when neoliberal thinking influenced the way
governments positioned themselves towards the free market.
In many Western countries, the initiative in area development
was left to private parties and lower levels of government
more often. In addition, the rapid rise of the Internet
stimulated globalization. The end of the Bretton Woods in the
mid-1970s made it easier to borrow money on a large scale,
and money became more volatile (Hemel, 2015). All this led
to more power for local authorities and private parties over
national governments. In the 1990s, the famous sociologist
Manuel Castells wrote the book The Information Age. Economy,
Society and Culture, in which he describes the rise of the
"global network society" (Castells, 1996). In this society,
horizontal networks are increasingly common, there is no
longer one party in power.

Horizontal networks: from Decentralization to Co-creation
The role of citizen movements in spatial planning is changing.
However, public debate on this subject is not new. As early as
the 1960s, there were calls for less technocratic and top-down
planning (Tan, Stapper & Levelt, 2019). Over time, the
influence of central governments in planning projects has
declined, and has been taken over by non-traditional actors
(such as private parties or citizen movements) (Fainstein,
1998). Thus, this is not a new phenomenon, but it has
accelerated in recent years. This section of the theoretical
framework describes the change in governance in planning
projects since World War II and the emergence of citizen
engagement.
Co-creation in the corporate environment
Prahalad & Ramaswamy (2000) describe how end-users
increasingly became involved more often in product
development by businesses. Clearly defined roles for actors, in
which customers usually sat back passively, were the standard
for a long time. However, “now the scene has changed, and
business competition seems more like the experimental theater of
the 1960s and 1970s; everyone and anyone can be part of the
action” (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000, p. 79). There is a clear
shift away from formal, defined roles towards a structure in
which co-creation takes place. The authors cite deregulation,
globalization, technological convergence and the rise of the
Internet as causes of the changing environment for businesses
(Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2000). The increasing involvement
of end users in projects through co-creation is not new, but
has been becoming more popular for several decades.

The emergence of participation and co-creation
Participation was already an important topic in the 1970s, in
the context of growing environmental awareness and citizen
resistance to centrally organized environmental policies
(Dreijerink, Kruize & Kamp, 2009). Sherry Arnstein published
several very influential papers about participation in decisionmaking as early as the 1960s and 1970s (Arnstein 1969, 1972,
1975). In her work, she distinguishes three ways in which
citizens are involved in decision-making; real decision-making
power, tokenism and nonparticipation. She touches on how to
involve the have-not citizens who are currently excluded from
political decision-making. Arnstein argues that the have-nots
can have influence by, for example, determining how
information is shared, taxes are distributed or policy goals are
set (Arnstein, 1969). Similar research has been done by Patsy
Healey. She developed a strategy for communicative planning
in which decision making is carried out in a way that respects
the position of all stakeholders as much as possible (Healey
1992, 1997).
The recent emergence of Living Labs and Co-Creation in
urban planning projects can thus be seen in a longer trend in
which decentralization has changed the role of public and
private parties. The Reigersbos Retrofit case can also be
explained in this context. It is a project that was initiated by a
non-traditional party, the homeowners. The stakeholders
work in a horizontal network where no one is really in charge.
Furthermore, there is a call for involving the end users of the
facade (the homeowners) in the design for the facade. This
makes the Reigersbos Retrofit case very suitable for the ‘AMS
Living Lab way of working’, as described by Steen and Van
Bueren (2017).
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Source: Amsterdam City Archive

DESCRIPTION
OF THE

REIGERSBOS
SEPTEMBER 1985
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LIVING
LAB

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

A BRIEF HISTORY OF

LIVING LAB
REIGERSBOS
PLAN
PHASE
13 september:

First VvE Meeting

22 september: Meeting Else Veldman

EXPLORATION PHASE

Deadline Draftplan

26 September: Energy Festival in Reigersbos
27 September: VvE Meeting /Experiment Floris
5 October: Resident Meeting with !WOON and
Municipality of Amsterdam

6 October: Meeting Floris Jansen
6 October: Interview Baudouin Knaapen
(!WOON)

8 October: Interview Active resident #1
11 October: Interview Active resident #2
12 October: VvE Meeting
15 October: Meeting (EnergyLab)
22 October: Interview Bouke Staphorst
(Klimaatmissie)

Midterm documentary

DEVELOPMENT PHASE
8 October: Meeting EnergyLab
3 November: Meeting Thaleia Konstantinou
12 November: Meeting Mobeen Nawaz
2

(EnergyLab)

22 November: Co-Creation Session with
Baudouin Knaapen (Stichting !WOON)

23 November: Co-Creation Session with Mike
Rijlaarsdam en Manon Houben (Stadgenoot)

TRANSLATION
PHASE
2 December: Feedback Meeting with
EnergyLab

6 December: Co-creation session with
Municipality, Residents, Stichting !WOON

7 December deadlines: masterclass,

15 December: deadline report

END OF THE
LIVING LAB
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website, exhibition

Source:Own Photo

PLAN PHASE
COURSE: WEEK 1 THROUGH WEEK 3, CALENDAR: WEEK 38 THROUGH 40
DATE: AUGUST 30 TO SEPTEMBER 24

ULL EXPERIMENTS
ULL
LOCATION

The Living Lab is divided into four phases: the plan phase, the
exploration phase, the development phase and the translation
phase.

ULL
progam

Plan Phase
The planning phase is used to conduct initial explorations of
the case. In it, the first meetings with stakeholders have taken
place, the first analyses of the project have been done, and the
context of the Reigersbos Retrofit project is becoming
increasingly clear. The goal is to come to a plan during the
Living Lab, in which the working method and objectives are
determined.

Energy
transition

Fl Arena
poort
Source: Amsterdam City Archive

ULL
Reigersbos
Deep
Renovation

Image x: Living Lab Portfolio AMS Institute

Plan Development
In developing the plan, the purpose, scale and duration of the
Living Lab were defined first.
Purpose: the goal is to arrive at a manual for renovation projects
that can be scaled up to other cases. Co-creation is central to
this approach.
Scale: the Reigersbos Living Lab is an Urban Living Lab
Experiment, taking place within a broader Urban Living Lab
Program. This Program is the Werkplaats Urban Energy
Transition.
Duration: the Living Lab will take place over the course of three
months, between September and December 2021
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Urban
meta
lab

DESCRIPTION OF THE REIGERSBOS
LIVING LAB

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

THEORY OF
CHANGE
Part of the planning phase is establishing the Theory of Change
(ToC). The Theory of Change is a tool to guide and explain
change transition for complex societal issues. In the Reigersbos
facade project, the overall desired goal is to implement
innovative,
environmentally-,
and
socio-economically
sustainable solutions for over 280 apartments.
From niche initiatives to societal changes
Large social changes can be set in motion by smaller projects.
Frank Geels (2002) describes in the Multi-Level Perspective
theory how small technological niche initiatives (e.g. by activist
groups, NGOs or Living Labs) can lead larger changes in sociotechnical regimes and the overall landscape. The emergence of
niche projects that focus on co-creation can bring about an
institutional change that encourages institutions to adopt more
civic participation.
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Source: Geels(2002)

19

Knowledge gap
In the Reigersbos Retrofit case, the large network of stakeholders
means that there is a lack of clarity as to how follow-up steps can
be determined. Such a large network where no one is really in
charge organizes itself, which can sometimes lack decisiveness.
On top of that, stakeholders may have different goals or
motivations or may be used to different ways of working. While
scientific literature such as Steen and Van Bueren (2017) and
Temple Clothier and Matheson (2020) can provide good advice on
organizing co-creation and Living Labs, they also recognize that
the approach for this varies from case to case. Follow-up steps in a
co-creation setting are not always obvious for this reason.

Description of the desired change
A successful Living Lab must have replicable outcomes that can
be used in multiple contexts with different stakeholders. Given
that Amsterdam Zuidoost aims to be energy neutral by 2040,
systemic, technical and social changes are required. EnergyLab
Zuidoost (an initiative from the AMS Institute and the Municipality
of Amsterdam) works to bring together stakeholders and scientific
knowledge from different disciplines to address these issues. One
of the goals of the EnergyLab is to scale the approach used for
retrofitting in Reigersbos to renovate 10.000 other apartments in
Amsterdam (AMS Institute, 2021).
This Living Lab attempts to bring more transparency to complex
projects. This is done through activities that are a method for cocreation. With this, more agency is given to homeowners by
gaining more control over the project. This Living Lab brings
together different stakeholders in co-creative decision-making. For
them to work together, trust and transparent and straightforward
communication are required. To achieve this, the management
and design teams must hear the different stakeholders’
contributions and, if applicable, implement them. If they are not
applicable, they should clarify the reason. The stakeholders’
experiences and diverse contexts should influence the decisions
in the process. Gaining approval from the required tenants is
challenging, as Hoppe & Lulofs (2008) acknowledge.
Although this Living Lab provides methods that can be used in
other settings, some limitations remain. As Steen and Van Bueren
(2017) and Temple Clothier and Matheson (2020) recognize, the
context of co-creation is different in each setting. The product
attached to this report is for this reason a manual with some
general advice on how to manage such a complex case and not an
in-depth roadmap. The manual is aimed at VvEs initiating a
project with many stakeholders in a complex horizontal network,
working together towards a transition. The manual should provide
this group with tools that promote and help facilitate co-creation.
We will provide this manual to the VVE’s. We will share it with
Stichting !WOON, who helps facilitate the Reigersbos Retrofit
project. Another way could be a more direct approach, in which
you get in touch with active homeowners and share the manual.
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Broader context of the Living Lab
The ambitions of the municipality of Amsterdam to make the
homes in Reigersbos gas-free are part of a larger societal
transition towards renewable energy sources. According to
Markard (2018), previous research and policy on the energy
transition focused mainly on achieving technically and
economically feasible options. Currently, renewable energy
sources must be integrated into existing infrastructure, which is a
completely different challenge. The energy transition is not just a
technical challenge, but there are many social elements
contributing to the change as well. The new technologies must be
adapted to the behavior of the end-users. One of the instances in
which this becomes very clear is in the retrofitting of the facade. It
is possible to ventilate an entire apartment without opening the
windows, this would improve the insulation value of a home.
However, residents prefer to be able to open their windows
(Jansen, 2020). Technical innovations are not always in line with
the preferences of the end-users.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

EXPLORATION
PHASE
COURSE: WEEK 4 THROUGH 7, CALENDAR: WEEK 39 THROUGH 42
DATE: SEPTEMBER 27 TO OCTOBER 26

Interviews and meetings with the stakeholders
Ethics
In this Living Lab, the names of the homeowners were left
anonymous. This is because they do not represent an
organization. Those who do speak on behalf of an organization
are listed by name and title in this report. To become more
familiar with the case, several stakeholders were interviewed.
The interviewees are:
Active Homeowner #1
Location: Reigersbos Kazerne
Active Homeowner #2
Location: the homeowner’s apartment
Baudouin Knaapen (Stichting !WOON)
Location: the Demo House
Bouke Staphorst (Klimaatmissie)
Location: Reigersbos library

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

Else Veldman (EnergyLab Zuidoost)
Location: AMS Institute
Mobeen Nawaz (EnergyLab Zuidoost)
Meeting took place on Zoom
Floris Jansen (MSc Design for Interaction, TU Delft)
Meeting took place on Zoom
Dr. Ing. Thaleia Konstantinou MSc
Meeting took place on Zoom

IT IS CHALLENGING TO FIND AN
AFFORDABLE SOLUTION,
WITHOUT CREATING A DESIGN
THAT IS RUSHED OR THE
CHEAPEST OPTION AND
THEREFORE NOT SUSTAINABLE IN
THE LONG RUN.
The main findings from the interviews were the details about
the current state of the facade and the technological complexity
of the retrofit. In addition, the homeowners were able to paint a
picture of how the project was progressing. Given that the
project has been running for over ten years, there have been
many developments, even before the municipality and Stichting
!WOON were actively involved. In addition, the challenge of
working with so many stakeholders became clearer through the
interviews. It is difficult to come to a joint follow-up step with
so many parties. The financial challenges were also discussed. It
is challenging to find an affordable solution, without creating a
design that is rushed or the cheapest option and therefore not
sustainable for the long term.
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This phase is primarily exploratory. Here the case is analyzed,
stakeholders are mapped, interviews with stakeholders have
taken place, events have been attended, the biggest challenges
identified, and an experiment has taken place. These findings
are incorporated into the Midterm Documentary.

ATTENDING
EVENTS

19

IN REIGERSBOS

Attending events in Reigersbos
To understand the complexity of the projects in Reigersbos,
several events in the district were attended during this Living Lab.
These were formal events, such as a public participation evening
with the City of Amsterdam on October 5. The Municipality wants
to realize new buildings in Reigersbos and has a blueprint for this.
However, many residents and shopkeepers were taken completely
by surprise and were not included in the communication of these
plans. This leads to fierce resistance in the neighborhood, given
the changes are very drastic for current residents. The current
buildings are often up to four stories high, but the municipality
wants to build a lot more into the air. In some places in
Reigersbos, up to eight or ten stories are planned. In addition,
many residents and shopkeepers are concerned about the parking
supply, the municipality is not planning on supplying new parking
space while thousands of new residents will live there. Especially
the shopkeepers are concerned whether this will impede the
accessibility of the shopping area.

Source: Own photo

Another event was the Energy Festival in Reigersbos on
September 26. This was organized by Stichting !WOON with the
goal of informing residents about the energy transition that awaits
the neighborhood.
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In addition, one of the prominent residents showed us the
volunteer work that happens in the neighborhood. At De Drie
Stromen Kerk (Three Streams Church), activities include collecting
books and clothing, contacting shopkeepers in the neighborhood
to distribute leftover food, and making arrangements with market
vendors to sell items for charity.

Source:Own Photo

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS
THE INTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

What is meant by internal and external?
In the stakeholder base, there is a distinction between the
"internal" and "external" stakeholders. 'Internal' are the
stakeholders who are directly involved within the VvEs. The
‘external’ stakeholders are the parties who are directly involved
in the project, but who are not represented within the owner
associations.
VvE: Active Homeowners
The homeowners are the initiators of the Reigersbos Retrofit
process. Together, the active homeowners form a core group
that meets every other week to discuss the progress of the
project. These decisions are made at General Assembly
Meetings of the owners.
VvE: Passive Homeowners
Outside of the active core group, there are also many residents
who do not participate in the meetings. This group is informed
about developments once in a while by the others and will vote
on (provisional) decisions during the General Assembly.
Therefore, the non-active residents will have to become more
actively involved as the plans become more concrete.
Shopping Area Owners
The residences share the property with the stores in the plinth
of the building. These stores do not vote on the facades of the
apartments, but since they share the roof with the apartments,
they will need to be involved in some decisions. There is no
single design for the facades of the shops, considering a grocery
store has different needs than a jewelry store. A jeweler will
want a much more secure facade, while a store probably prefers
a facade with large doors. The shops are rented out to the
retailers by a real estate company. Therefore, this real estate
company has an important role in upgrading the shopping area.
However, this process is not directly related to the facade
project from the homeowners. These are separate projects.

STADGENOOT OWNED A LARGE
MAJORITY OF THE APARTMENTS IN THE
REIGERSBOS SHOPPING AREA, BUT
MANY ARE BEING SOLD TO PRIVATE
HOMEOWNERS
Stadgenoot
The social housing association Stadgenoot is an important actor
in the facade project. Stadgenoot owned a large majority of the
apartments in the Reigersbos Shopping Area, but many of these
houses are being sold to private homeowners.
Many social housing corporations feel compelled to sell homes.
This is because maintaining, improving, realizing more
sustainable and gasless houses cannot be done from rental
income alone. The rental income is also used for management
costs, insurance, interest, repayments and taxes such as the
‘landlord charge’ (verhuurdersheffing). By selling social rental
housing, corporations try to cover existing costs and save
enough money to build new homes (AFWC, 2019; NOS, 2021).
For this reason, Stadgenoot no longer has a majority in the
VvEs. However, it still owns many apartments, making it an
important stakeholder. The tenants at Stadgenoot also have to
vote on the decisions that are made. This requires at least
seventy percent of the tenants to be in agreement with the
plans.

Homes available for social rent drop sharply in Amsterdam
% CHANGE IN DWELLINGS OWNED BY SOCIAL HOUSING COOPERATION FROM
2020 WITH RESPECT TO THE BASELINE OF 2013

0% to 10%

0% to 10%

10% to 20%

10% to 20%

more than 20%

reigersbos

more than 20%

reigersbos
SOURCE:MUNICPALITY OF
AMSTERDAM - ADJUSTED BY
THE LIVING LAB GROUP
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Increase

Reduction

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS
THE EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDERS

Municipality of Amsterdam
The Amsterdam municipality influences the facade project in
several ways. First of all, the municipality has the ambition to
make the Reigersbos neighborhood gas-free by 2030
(Gemeente Amsterdam, 2020). This also influences the
renovation, the houses must have an energy supply that runs
on renewable sources. In addition, the municipality is
subsidizing the project, but sets conditions in return. One of
the conditions is that it must be an 'innovative pilot'. Given
the complexity of the project, with so many different
stakeholders, the collaboration is seen as an innovative pilot.
Thus, this condition for the grant will be met. Furthermore,
the municipality has the ambition to refurbish the houses
with circular materials. However, although building with
circular materials is desired by the municipality, it does not
seem to be a hard requirement for the subsidy. This is due to
the financial and technical complexity of the project.
Stichting !WOON
Stichting !WOON helps residents facilitate the facade
renovation. They mediate between parties and help to sort
out the different possibilities that the renovation offers.
VBA
VBA’s role (VvE Beheer Amsterdam) is to manage and
maintain the buildings.
Students
Several students contribute to research on the facade project.
Not only is this Living Lab from the AMS Institute taking
place, but students from Industrial Design at TU Delft are also
currently designing a proper interface for energy use within
the homes. Last year, Floris Jansen (2020) wrote his master
thesis for the Design for Interaction course at TU Delft on the
facade renovation. In it, the involvement of the residents in
the project was central.

MUNICIPALITY HAS THE AMBITION
TO MAKE THE REIGERSBOS
NEIGHBORHOOD GAS-FREE BY 2030
Design partner
he Design Partner is also not currently involved. Once the
preliminary plan is known, the architectural firm Dam &
Partners will likely begin work to further develop the
preliminary plan.
Residents (tenants)
Tenants who rent from the social housing association
Stadgenoot will be involved in the process later. They are not
currently involved in the renovation, but seventy percent of
the tenants will have to vote in favor of the new facade
design before Stadgenoot can proceed with the plans. For
tenants, a rent increase could be one of the consequences of
the facade project in order to pay for it. For this reason, the
renovation directly affects them as well.
Shops and Community Service Runners
The shopping plint is owned by a real estate company. The
shop owners do not have direct involvement in the
renovation, since they are no direct owners. In addition there
are some active community service runners such as the
Church (de Driestromenkerk). They do not have direct
influence on the project, however they serve as a bridge
between the stakeholders by hosting gatherings.
Other Partners
There are also stakeholders who are not yet involved, such as
the project coordinator. This coordinator will be chosen late
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General Contractor
The General Contractor is currently still unknown. This will
become clear when the preliminary design has become clear.
Currently other options are considered by Stichting !WOON
and the owners. Options are weighted on their experience
with successful retrofits. Stichting !WOON is planning to visit
other similar projects with some of the homeowners, which
could help them identify trustworthy contractors based on
their body of work.

SOCIAL
CHALLENGES

19

Homeowners
Very complex proccess it is hard to keep up with the changes
Involving and informing the non-active residents
Stichting !WOON
Involving the homeowners - giving them agency over their
own project
Struggles with communication between the large number of
stakeholders involved
Stadgenoot
Involving the tenants
Stadgenoot needs 70 percent of their tenants to vote in favor
of the new sustainable renovation plans
Prefers to allow tenants to stay in their home during the
renovation

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

SUSTAINABILITY
CHALLENGES
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Municipality
Transition Vision 2040: Reigersbos needs to be gas free in 2030
Building with circular materials. For example: Green Deal
Houtbouw. The aim is to have from 2025 annually at least 20% of
the entire housing production in the Metropolitan Area Amsterdam
in timber construction feed
Amsterdam Climate Neutral 2050.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

FINANCIAL
CHALLENGES
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Homeowners
Financial struggles: not enough money saved to retrofit te
facade and other renovations
Many residents have a low monthly budget
Stichting !WOON
The design of the facade needs to fit into the requirements for
subsidy by the municipality
Keeping the costs for the project as low as possible
Stadgenoot
Financial feasibility of the renovation
Keep the costs of the renovation low, so that the rent does not
have to raise by much

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

19

TECHNICAL
CHALLENGES
Homeowners
The facade needs to be replaced due its poor state
Roofs and stairwells needs to be repaired
The homes need to be gas free in 2030
Lack of technical knowledge
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Stichting !WOON
Dependent on external parties to provide technical
solutions

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

THE
EXPERIMENT
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PRESENTING FACADE OPTIONS
The Living Lab experiment
Baudouin Knaapen, the case owner from Stichting !WOON, asked
us to give a presentation to the homeowners introducing some
options for the new facade on September 27. The presentation
included the implications that a particular choice of material has.
In this we discussed the use of timber framing, polycarbonate and
a prefabricated facade. A detailed summary of the presentation
can be found in appendix B.
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Source: DeZeen

Lessons learned
A number of things were learned in the experiment. First, the
presentation needed more focus and a better introduction. It felt
like some homeowners were overwhelmed with a lot of
information about material selection for the facade. Also, the
introduction of the presentation did not explain well enough why
we started our research on these materials. If we had better
informed the homeowners of the purpose of the presentation, they
could understand the context better. Our goal was not to advocate
for a specific material, but to explain different implications of
material choice to residents. The homeowners can then choose for
themselves which options appeal to them.
In addition, it did not seem clear to all parties that making the
homes more sustainable was urgent. For example, one resident
asked why we were suddenly discussing sustainable materials,
when in her opinion the focus should be on just replacing the
facade. We needed to be clearer about the need to discuss
sustainable material selection, since this was not clear to
everyone. One of the home-owners suggested using a hybrid heat
pump in the apartments. This type of heat pump works together
with the regular gas-fired central heating boiler. However most
parts of Amsterdam Zuidoost will be gas free in 2030, so a hybrid
heat pump is not useful in the longer term. In addition, a
sustainable design can be cost-prohibitive. Not only does the
project then qualify for a subsidy from the Municipality, but also
materials do not need to be replaced as quickly. This did not seem
to be clear to everyone involved.

Source: Lasson & Vassal

Expectations and limitations during the Living Lab
The experiment was one of the moments that made us realize that
our approach to the Living Lab was not the right one. At first, the
focus was on us helping figure out the technical possibilities for
the facade. However, this proved to be unfeasible in the three
months. For this, the knowledge within the Living Lab group was
simply lacking. After this, the focus shifted on social elements in
the process.

19

Midterm Documentary
On October 26, the Midterm Documentary was shown at the AMS
Institute. For this, it was difficult to merge all the footage into a
video of only 10 minutes, as the interviews provided hours of
relevant footage. For some more balance in the narrative of the
documentary it was great to interview Bouke Staphorst, architect
at Klimaatmissie. He was able to explain the challenges the
company ran into while building the Demo House. In our
documentary the urgency of the problems became even more
clear. Those who watched the documentary got a strong
impression of the tiresome process in which most that are
involved are. The visual display of the problems in the
documentary captures the imagination much more than a written
report or a news item can.
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Source: Own Photo

Source: Own Photo

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

DEVELOPMENT
PHASE
COURSE: WEEK 7 THROUGH 14, CALENDAR: WEEK 43 THROUGH WEEK 49
DATE: OCTOBER 27 - NOVEMBER 28

Even though all the stakeholders have a similar end goal of the
project, there are different opinions of what the steps to follow
must be and how to address them in order to have a successful
process. There are infinite ways to solve the current state of the
facade and optimize the energy use, improving the living
situation of the residents of Reigersbos. The different
stakeholders already have existing internal processes and ways
to address similar challenges. For example, Stadgenoot has
done facade retrofitting in other projects, and some VvEs from
Reigersbos have experience planning the renovation of their
staircases. Even though some of these processes have
similarities and might function together, the stakeholders must
address their differences in perspectives and explain their
decision-making processes to agree on a joint plan to reach the
project goal.

It is proposed that the management team of the stakeholders of
the Reigersbos project's current situation take a moment to
stop, reflect, plan and act. The stakeholders need to search for a
way to speak in a shared language and unite all the individual
efforts identified in the Living Lab observations. Moreover, they
should discuss the different perspectives and arguments behind
those plans, which could enhance other's processes in the
project. Additionally, the project could benefit from working in a
horizontal and open network manner, where all stakeholders'
challenges and technical knowledge are addressed to move
forward working as a team.
Applying these changes to the process will not be an easy task
as it asks for an effort to coordinate and understand diverse
people with different needs and conditions. However, the first
step is to open a space to communicate: transparency,
accountability, and trust are required for working together. It is
necessary to collaborate with numerous partners with different
technical backgrounds to develop this project successfully.
These collaborations can support the stakeholders in deciding
what solutions they want to choose as there are multiple
solutions and challenges to overcome in this complex problem.
However, at this moment, not all stakeholders know or
understand why some partners are involved in the process,
affecting the way the stakeholders perceive these partners.
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After interpreting the information gathered in the Exploration
Phase, the main challenge to work in the Living Lab of the
Reigersbos Facade Project became evident. There is a pressing
necessity to communicate the needs, expectations, pains,
thoughts, arguments, views, and understandings between the
project's stakeholders more effectively. This exchange is
essential to align the interests and expectations in a clear and
comprehensible shared vision of the project, work together, and
discuss each stakeholder's role, responsibilities, and resources.

DESIGN
PARAMETERS
THERE IS A PRESSING NECESSITY
TO COMMUNICATE THE NEEDS,
EXPECTATIONS, PAINS,
THOUGHTS, ARGUMENTS, VIEWS,
AND UNDERSTANDINGS BETWEEN
THE PROJECT'S STAKEHOLDERS
MORE EFFECTIVELY

In the development phase, we worked on our product, a
Roadmap Co-creation Manual, which responded to this
communication design opportunity. The previous analyses were
translated into parameters for the design, and we developed our
series of co-creation sessions to respond to this communication
challenge. In the planning phase, six design principles were
defined to assess the product’s performance within specific
criteria based on research by Tran & Park (2016) on ProductService Systems. The principles specified were: ease of access,
applicability, affordability, desirability, necessity, and acceptance.
After the findings in the exploration phase, these design
principles definitions were adjusted based on the theory of
change and their relevance to our product and case.
Ease of access: The stakeholders need to be able to access
the product effortlessly. It needs to be user-friendly and
manage a language that all stakeholders can understand so
that the tool is successfully used by the different people
involved. It is essential to optimize the time and effort
required to realize the co-creation sessions and have
different ways or mediums that can reach the stakeholders
within their diverse conditions. It must consider the different
levels of information that the stakeholders manage and
meticulously go through each step addressing the knowledge
gaps that exist between the stakeholders.
Applicability: The co-creation sessions need to respond to
the specific characteristics of the Reigersbos facade project.
They need to be as open and flexible as possible to be
adjusted to the needs of the stakeholders in their different
phases of the project and to be scaled to the VvE future
projects within the buildings. Moreover, this openness and
flexibility should permit the manual and co-creation sessions
to be replicated in different cases, as this case is part of
larger societal transition plans towards renewable energy
sources.
Affordability: The Reigersbos project is a small niche
technological initiative, which operates with a small budget.
Therefore, the product should be an affordable solution that
can be replicated in similar projects that might expand to a
larger societal change in the future.
Desirability: For the solution to reach the desired change, it
needs to be implemented by the stakeholders. For this
reason, the solution needs to be desired by the people
involved in the project. It must invite pleasant interaction
and communication to solve a challenge that is known and
recognized by them.

Acceptance: It is crucial that the stakeholders involved in the
facade process accept and appropriate the product to be
implemented. This acceptance and appropriation can make a
difference in a participatory process as the stakeholders will
recognize the product as their collaborative work.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive
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Necessity: The product should respond to the communication
challenges that the stakeholders are facing. It must
acknowledge the stakeholders’ facade project process and
use elements adjusted to their needs and requirements. It
should respond to the facade project’s lack of clarity and
decisiveness and the need to identify and understand the
resources already in their project network.

DESIGN
PRINCIPLES
IN ACTION
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CO-CREATION SESSIONS

Multiple co-creation sessions were organized during the Living
Lab. These are important, as, without co-creation, no Living Lab
can be conducted, according to Steen and Van Bueren (2017). The
authors state: “It is important that all living lab stakeholders are
included from the start of the project, in order to arrive at the cocreated and integrated solutions that living labs propagate” (Steen &
Van Bueren, 2017: p 38) and “Only when users participate in the
development of an innovation one can speak of co-creation - a key
feature of living labs” (Steen & Van Bueren, 2017, p.12).

Source: Own photo

By bringing the end-user into play as a resource and engaging
them in active dialogue with other stakeholders, multiple
transition pathways can emerge. In addition, this citizen science
can lead to an evidence-based business case, which can be
upscaled to other projects. During co-creation sessions, there may
be multiple goals. Vision alignment, process design, a specific end
product, or the maintenance of a product or service can all be cocreated. This depends on the phase the Living Lab is in.
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In the facade project, the homeowners are the commissioners of
the project. In addition, they are the end-users, making it
important to involve this group intensively in the development of
the new facade. Although the homeowners took the initial
initiative, Stichting !WOON is guiding the project in a certain
direction. The task of Stichting !WOON is to facilitate the process.
However, they are currently the force that drives the project
forward the most. This does not mean that the homeowners no
longer have any influence in the process. The group still has the
power to make or veto certain decisions about the facade.
However, there are certain conditions set by the City of
Amsterdam for a subsidy, but within this framework, homeowners
can make decisions. For example, they can vote whether they
want the party that will be brought in by the municipality to
conduct the feasibility study. This form of power, where
homeowners have decision-making powers within certain
frameworks, is called delegated power (Arnstein, 1969; Tan,
Stappert & Levelt, 2019).

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

THE ROADMAP
CO-CREATION
MANUAL
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As is well known, the Retrofit Case is of unprecedented
complexity. Collaboration between that many different parties
(ten VvEs, the Municipality, Stadgenoot, and !WOON) is not
common. The parties involved are entering unknown territory. A
Roadmap Co-creation Manual was developed during this Living
Lab to get more clarity in this process. It has the following goals:
Learning lessons from the past and creating parameters to
work on through a retrospective. This reflection should
prevent new mismatches between owners' wishes and the
process of the facade. It also facilitates making choices about
the process.
Create more clarity for upcoming steps. Because there are
many parties involved, there are also different timelines to
take into account. Bringing these timelines together into a
clear roadmap will make the process more transparent. The
steps need to be clear, and everyone should understand which
party is involved in which stage and what their responsibilities
are.
Ensure greater transparency in the network. The tool should
indicate who is involved, what resources they bring into the
project, what is expected from them at specific stages, and
how to communicate with them. This definition should
improve collaboration and communication.
In addition, it is crucial that all parties work toward the same
goal. Setting ambitious and visionary goals clarifies what the
end goal is and should be motivating for all involved.
The Roadmap Co-creation Manual was designed to support
stakeholders in aligning their expectations about the process,
vision, and communication to avoid future mismatches. The
language used in the manual is straightforward and easily
understandable for all the stakeholders. Additionally, examples,
tips, and recommendations are used through the manual to make
more concrete examples of applications available to the
participants. For practical matters, this alignment ends up
synthesized in a project roadmap built up by the stakeholders as
an outcome of co-creation sessions.
The manual was developed as a website to be easily accessible by
the different stakeholders. Moreover, the webpage was connected
to the MADE Living Lab course platform to share it with a more
extensive network of people working in energy transition projects
that could benefit from this tool. WIX was used to build this
website for this connection to be possible. It is essential to note
that WIX is one of the most intuitive platforms, making it easier
for the Roadmap Co-creation responsible party from the
Reigersbos Facade Project to use and adjust if necessary.

Source: Image from our Website
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Source:Own Photo
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The manual consists of three main parts:
1. The introduction to the Reigersbos as the case study
2. The co-creation sessions
3. The team of stakeholders involved in the Reigersbos Living
Lab process
In the Reigersbos Facade Project introduction, an overview of the
Living Lab case is presented. The challenge to address in the cocreation session is described, and the parameters that the
proposed product needs to fulfill to support the stakeholders'
communication are stated. In this section, the stakeholders and
further people who want to use these activities can get a glimpse
of why the sessions are needed and what it desires to accomplish.
Links to get more specific information about the case are included
for people who want to investigate further.
The section of the co-creation sessions is the central part of the
manual and proposed product. Here the activities that support the
communication between the different stakeholders for building a
shared vision of the facade project are described step-by-step. The
content that supports these activities consists of: a description of
each activity, a set of instructions, cautions or conditions that the
design took into account for the activity's goals to be reached,
examples for the abstraction of the content to be more easily
transformed to practice, recommendations on how to improve the
co-creation process, tips about how to manage pleasant
interaction and implementation, templates for gathering
information for some activities and technical terms hyperlinked
within the text. It is noted in this manual that the components of
the co-creation sessions designed are not a ready-made solution
that can be implemented directly; it needs the work of the facade
management project team, who can adjust these tools to their
needs. These Co-creation sessions need the stakeholders' input
and several iterations by repeatedly monitoring, evaluating, and
learning about the common understanding of their project and the
tool itself.

The team section shows the stakeholders and partners involved in
the Reigersbos Living Lab process. This section links the different
information sites from the people involved and, if possible, the
web pages where they have information about the project. It
highlights that these co-creation sessions and their outputs result
from a collective effort between all these parties involved.
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In the Reigersbos case, the tools supporting these different
activities were proposed in Miro. Miro, a collaborative whiteboard
platform online, was chosen to bring the stakeholders as a team to
work together, taking into account that some of them usually
participate online in Tuesdays' periodic meetings. The product
aesthetic and dynamics of the activities were chosen to look like a
work in progress for the participants to feel at ease while getting
their input on the different templates. Because all the content and
templates are editable elements on Miro, the tools are open for
the changes the stakeholders need or want for their co-creation
sessions to respond to their needs and be more fruitful. It is highly
recommended for the Reigersbos case that these tools also
become physical as the stakeholders have different proficiencies
and relations with digital means. It must be taken into account
that in the case of having two versions, a digital and a physical, of
the outcomes of the co-creation session, a responsible for
maintaining both mediums up to date must be chosen.

PREPARATION OF
THE CO-CREATION
SESSIONS
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The activities proposed for the co-creation sessions are divided
between the ones that need to be prepared or followed before,
during, and after each session.

BEFORE THE SESSION:

Individual Reflection: For some of the activities to be
conducted more efficiently, some individual reflection formats
are given beforehand so that the participants can fill them in
and bring input already prepared for the session. These
previously prepared activities reduce the time needed in the
session to come up with responses to some of the components
that enable the participants to share their ideas and feedback.
An example of this is the reflection template, where the
participating stakeholders are asked to respond individually to
the reflection questions about the facade project beforehand.
Planning and management tools developed by the
stakeholders: Some stakeholders might have other
instruments to understand this project's (or other projects')
next steps. It is essential that these parties bring these
instruments for discussing their perspective on the project—
for example, the existing roadmaps from the different
stakeholders.
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Source:Own Photo

The agenda: Meetings with mixed stakeholders from various
backgrounds can be supported with clear guidelines of what
to do and what to expect. The person who will facilitate these
co-creation sessions needs to dedicate time to prepare and
share a clear agenda. As co-creation sessions need work from
the management team, the stakeholders need to reserve time
to work together. All the participants must know the goal of
each session and need to be in an open mindset to engage in
them. It is vital to ensure that everyone understands what
topics will be discussed in each session for the participants to
assess and communicate whether their participation in the
activities is valuable. The facilitator can decide which
activities to work on in each session depending on the current
management process needs. It also depends on whether
previous co-creation sessions have been performed. A simple
agenda format is provided as an example, which could also be
used for other stakeholders' meetings.

DURING THE
SESSION:
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DURING THE SESSION:
Starting the session: This session's section tries to assess the
mood and disposition of the participants to consider them for the
realization of the activities. It also contains some exercises to lift
the group's energy and trigger active participation and
conversation.
Running through the agenda: As aforementioned, having a
clear agenda is critical when collaborating with different
people and organizations. An agenda helps not lose track of
which steps are required at each specific moment. It is
essential to open a space for the participants to comment on
and add to the agenda. Also, they can use this space to specify
if they believe their participation will not be helpful in some
of the activities or whether they have limited time available to
participate.
Checking the mood: The mood with which the participants
enter a meeting could influence the outcomes of the activities
as well as the dynamic of the activities. Checking the
participants' mood at the beginning of a meeting helps
everyone understand the energy levels and attitudes towards
the topics to be discussed, and the activities proposed. Sharing
feelings does not only help to lighten the mood and smoothen
a meeting, but it can also bring to light topics of frustration
that could otherwise be missed. The session facilitator can
also monitor the energy and apply strategies to encourage and
stimulate participation.
Doing an energizer: Energizers are small active breaks that lift
the participants' energy and improve their focus. Furthermore,
energizers stimulate the willingness to work together. This
exercise is proposed to be performed in the beginning;
however, it can be implemented at any moment throughout a
session, for example, after a break or when switching activity.
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Breaking the ice: An icebreaker is a small activity to encourage
and warm up the conversation among participants in a
meeting or an event. Icebreakers can be a catalyst for
conversations between stakeholders that usually have little
interaction. They can also help create a relaxed environment
where participants feel safe participating and sharing ideas.

ACTIVITY 1:
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THE REFLECTION ACTIVITY
The reflection activity is used to explore and explain the various
stakeholders' perspectives on the past events and future of the
facade project. With this activity, the participants can discuss and
share their thoughts and express their feelings about the past,
evaluate and learn about the different ways they could work in the
future towards their goal, and visualize a way forward. Two cases
and a series of questions are used to evoke recollections about the
process. In the case of the Reigersbos facade process, the two
cases used were the development and communication of the
Demo House and the first presentation about the subsidies made
by the Municipality. With the series of questions, the participants
will be asked to discuss what went well and what could have been
done better to arrive at some ideas for the next steps they need to
follow in the facade's process. These thoughts are collected and
transformed into parameters and lessons learned by clustering
and classifying the notes. These parameters and lessons learned
will work as a base for structuring and evaluating the outcomes of
the following activities.
The elements of the reflection activity:

29 | REPORT

Two cases to discuss.
A series of questions that trigger memories and opinions
about the process.
A template with the cases and the questions for the
participants to work on beforehand.
Sticky notes for the inputs of the stakeholders to be written
on.
Large sticky notes for the categories to be determined and
written.

ACTIVITY 2:
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THE DESIRED ROADMAP
The desired roadmap activity was developed to integrate all the
individual efforts and plans from the project stakeholders and
provide a shared overview of the steps to be followed. In this
activity, the stakeholders will discuss their perspectives on the
current state of the project and will define tasks and action points
that need to be arranged to continue with the facade process. As
multiple stakeholders with different internal processes and
regulations carry out this project, their internal timelines must be
discussed and presented. It is essential that the stakeholders
clearly communicate when a decision needs to be taken for the
process to continue. Some graphic components have been thought
to visually make it easier to identify these decision-making
moments and the different timelines managed by the various
stakeholders. The participants will also have to engage in
discussions about who is involved in which step and the activities
those actors need to perform, or the information they need to
receive. Some examples of the communication tools are already
provided in the activity components.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

It is important to note that the components' look needs to have
two different styles as this is an activity to work on in different
iterations and might be worked on without the presence of all the
stakeholders. Therefore, the appearance needs to visually
differentiate between the components still awaiting acceptance
from the stakeholders (Sketch - Sticky Note) and the components
discussed with all the stakeholders (Polished - Sticker).
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It is crucial to use the outcomes from the reflection activity
(parameters and lessons learned) to check whether the roadmap
responds to the project's feedback from the stakeholders.
Moreover, a series of questions are posed to stimulate the
participants to reflect whether their needs are being fulfilled with
the activities planned. At the end of this activity, stakeholders will
get a roadmap that visually organizes the facade project
management with the input of all the parties involved. Also, they
will be able to identify gaps in the information they have and
define how to obtain it.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive
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THE ELEMENTS OF THE DESIRED
ROADMAP ACTIVITY
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Source: Amsterdam City Archive

Parameters and lessons learned from the reflection activity.
A space reserved for the stakeholders to share the activities
they are currently working on in the project.
Instructions with the steps recommended for using the
roadmap tool.
A timeline template with slots to fill in the different years and
seasons.
Sticky notes of the same color, depending on the stakeholder,
that represent the activities to be done by the stakeholders.
Sticker rectangles to write down the activities understood and
agreed on as a group after discussing their diverse
perspectives on the project.
Sticker stars to highlight when an activity is a decision
moment.
Sticker bars to write on and show the different processes,
timings, and phases inside the facade project and the different
projects that share resources with the facade project.
Sticker arrows to fill in the tasks needed to accomplish a
specific activity.
Speech bubble stickers allow participants to write the
communication or participation tool needed to realize certain
activities or make certain decisions. Some of these stickers
already have examples of participation and communication
tools.
Circular tokens with the initials of the stakeholders and
partners of the facade project.
A series of questions that encourage the participants to think
about the reasoning behind the elements they are planning in
the roadmap.

ACTVITY 3:

19

THE PEOPLE INVOLVED:
It is indispensable to comprehend who is involved in the Facade
Project to align expectations, manage assumptions and
understand the social capital that each stakeholder and partner
brings to the table. In this activity, the participants are prompted
to ask how and when it is adequate to communicate with each
other. The participants will express what is crucial for them and
discuss expectations. This activity asks the participants to describe
their motivations, expectations, worries, frustrations, and
resources and rethink and redefine their role in the process. The
qualities and resources of each stakeholder are mapped out,
making it clearer in which step of the process a stakeholder can
contribute. Knowing these aspects and discussing the different
roles makes it easier for the stakeholders to make social contracts
and request collaboration from other parties.
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With this activity, the participants might better understand and be
more familiar with the network of stakeholders and partners.
Moreover, the participants might also get a better picture of their
organization and the different needs of the people that represent
it. This better view of their organization can also help
acknowledge the views that others have on their organization. For
example, the social housing corporation Stadgenoot is
represented by three parts: the communication team, the asset
manager, and the VvE advisor. They all have different
expectations, motivations, resources, and worries. By making a
distinction within these categories, these differences become
apparent. For instance, in the case of the owners, which owners
have knowledge of technical matters, financial aspects, or social
processes. This distinction also makes it easier to divide tasks and
responsibilities. After this activity, the participants can review and
adjust the roadmap. For each step, the capacities of stakeholders
can be examined to determine which party can be involved and
what participation or communication tool should be used. In this
stage, Arnstein's (1969) ladder of citizen participation would be
helpful to determine in which degree of influence on the project
each stakeholder wants to be. It is also practical to revise with the
concepts of movers, floaters and blockers division alignment
between the people involved in and affected by the project as
explained below.

MOVERS,
FLOATERS AND
BLOCKERS:

19

VISION ALIGNMENT
During a Living Lab, creating a shared vision among stakeholders
is an important step, given that "a shared vision, being an integrated
result of the joint effort of all stakeholders, fosters satisfaction and
commitment among the participants.” (Steen & Van Bueren, 2017,
p.37). To understand who is involved in the process, it may help to
divide the stakeholders into certain archetypes. Bulten, Jansma,
and Potters (2021) distinguish three types of stakeholders: movers,
blockers and floaters. Although the authors themselves
acknowledge that these characterizations and differences are not
that sharp, they recognize the usefulness of the division given that
it provides a simplified view of the web of stakeholders.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

The movers are positive about the plans, they recognize the
(collective or individual) benefit of the change. This group is often
assertive and driven to make the change happen. Most
stakeholders in the Reigersbos Facade project seem very assertive
and driven to make change happen.
The floaters are cautious about the plans. This may be because
they recognize the problems, but not the intended outcome. For
this reason, a floater waits to see how the force field around the
stakeholders develops. Based on this, the floater then makes his
own decision. A large group of non-active homeowners is waiting
to see how the renovation goes and what it will offer them. Once
in while they will inform themself, for example via the active
homeowners.
Blockers are the stakeholders for whom the intended results do
not serve their interests. To understand and work constructively
with this group it is important to clarify their interests. There is no
group of blockers identified so far. However, it is not unlikely that
such a group could develop. For example, this group could arise
when the planned sustainable measures lead to sharp increase of
the rents of tenants from Stadgenoot. Such a situation could
possibly lead to a group of blockers.

Cards that represent the different stakeholders and partners
involved in the process.
A template to fill in the expectations, frustrations, worries,
resources, motivations, and ways of interaction of each
stakeholder and partner.

Source: Own Photos
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The elements of the people involved activity:

ACTIVITY 4

19

THE VISION:
The different VvE's are encouraged to define their long-term
aspirations with the vision activity. As the VvE's will have not only
to work together in the facade project but also on different
projects related to their buildings, it is worthwhile for them to
determine a broader view of how they desire their community and
living space to develop. By recognizing the greater good behind
the project tasks and goals, the participants might get inspired
and motivated to continue working, especially as some volunteer
their free time to participate in a project that benefits hundreds. In
this activity, the participants are asked to reflect on what is
essential for them as a community, what they want to achieve,
and why they are working on the facade process and other
projects in the Reigersbos community. It is important to highlight
that this activity requires more abstract thought processes;
therefore, it might take more effort and time for the participants
to engage in it.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

This activity can give the VvE's insight into what to strive for in
the different plans to maintain the community. For this purpose,
the Five Whys technique and Sinek's (2009) Golden Circle. It is
also recommended by Steen and Van Bueren (2017, p.37) to come
up with a sticky message during a Living Lab. They state: “A sticky
message, making the goal of the project communicative, tangible, and
appealing, can form a continued incentive for stakeholders to support
and join the innovation project”.
The elements of the visionary activity:
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A space to build together a sticky message that serves as a
vision statement for the VvE management team.
Three slots to describe what is essential for them as a group
and a template with the Five Whys to discover the more
profound motivations behind being part of this group.
A template with the Golden Circle activity by Sinek (2009) for
discovering the value proposition behind this team.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

AFTER THE SESSION
After the session:
Feedback: As this manual is not a step-by-step plan to follow in
each meeting or a ready-made solution that works for everything,
it is critical to gather feedback on the tool at the end of the
session. Not every session requires the same steps, and not all
steps work for every group. As well as, not every component of the
activities might work with every group of participants, and some
might have ideas or experiences with other methods for
accomplishing the same goals. It is recommended to reserve a
timeslot specifically for feedback on the methods used in the cocreation session and to adjust the manual and activities to meet
these requirements.
Translation of the session: Even though the person that will
gather and write the ideas, thoughts, and opinions from the
participants will do their best to summarize the information
discussed in the session, after each session, the results of the
activities are a considerable amount of information that must be
organized, analyzed and synthesized. There must be time and
people dedicated to realizing this activity. It is also important that
the distinction between the inputs from the participants that are
set as decisions and the ones that are still pending for the review
of all the participants is visually evident. Moreover, as the
participants' assistance varies per meeting, stakeholders must
understand these notes and see the changes and conclusions
made in the different sessions. It is recommended to use elements
that make it easier for people to distinguish this new information
visually.

IT IS CRITICAL TO GATHER
FEEDBACK ON THE TOOL AT THE
END OF THE SESSION.
Planning the co-creation sessions
It proved difficult to get all stakeholders around the table at the
same time. Because there are so many different parties involved,
there was always an actor who could not meet at the proposed
time. For this reason, a different strategy was chosen. First, the
stakeholders were asked one by one to join the co-creation
session. The second stakeholder could iteratively build on the
work of the first stakeholder, and so on. This still requires the
stakeholders to come together to create a product, such as the
roadmap. The last session, on December 6, did have multiple
stakeholders present at the same time. Here the Municipality,
Stichting !WOON and active homeowners came together to
come to a communication strategy. The results from the earlier
co-creation sessions came in handy here, since they could build
on earlier discussions about the communication.
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To do's of the session: It is crucial to end the meeting with a
summary of the decisions, the action plan, and a clear division of
tasks. Assigning a deadline and a responsible person to check on
the progress of the to-dos is extremely important. Schedule these
to-dos in a calendar to be monitored and reviewed in the next
meetings.

CO-CREATION #1
CO-CREATION STICHTING !WOON

1. Subsidies meeting at VvE by the Municipality
On September 27, the municipality gave a presentation at the VvE
meeting about the conditions of the grant for the facade project. After
some asking around among residents, it became clear that not
everyone fully grasped the requirements for the subsidies. The
presentation proved to be overwhelming for a number of
homeowners. In addition, the language was very technical and jargon
was used. For this reason it is important to reflect on this moment in
the process.
These were the main findings of Stichting !WOON:
What went well?
The planning of the grants coincides nicely with the timeline of
!WOON. This leads to hope for a reliable timeline.
What could have been done better?
The language used was not clear to everyone. In addition, it needs to
be well explained to homeowners what their role is and what choices
they can make. For this they need to be very well informed so that cocreation is possible.
Ideas for next time?
For improvement for next time, it is necessary to verify that everyone
has the same understanding about the process. For this, using the
same vocabulary is important: people should use the same words for
the same definition, so that the context of words does not differ. In
addition, homeowners should be informed well about the
requirements for the grant.
What are our next steps?
First, communication will be improved upon by checking if everyone
has the same understanding of the process. Also, all conditions for
subsidy will need to be made clear, such as for heat facilities and
insulation. Furthermore, a clear roadmap needs to be worked on that
shows what the dependencies are between certain choices and
visualizes the right sequence of steps. It is also crucial to make clear
why certain choices have been made, in order to be able to explain
subsequent steps.
1. The collaboration with Klimaatmissie.
After the reflection on the Subsidy Meeting, we discussed the process
surrounding Klimaatmissie. As a new design partner is chosen, it is
important to reflect on the collaboration with Klimaatmissie.
Stichting !WOON mentions the following things:
What went well?
The company has a good understanding of how to handle such
projects. They are motivated people, which reflects on others. In
addition, the Demo House is the first tangible result of what is
possible in renovation.
What could have been done better?
The Demo House had technical flaws, the quality was not always as
planned. In the process, the homeowners were hardly involved,
Klimaatmissie worked from their own blueprints towards a solution
without involving the people you are designing the Demo House for.
They integrated their own solutions into the case. This led to
mismatches between the needs of residents and the design. Some
solutions were too complicated for the residents, while there was no
manual provided that explained these solutions.

THE LANGUAGE USED WAS NOT
CLEAR TO EVERYONE. IN ADDITION,
IT NEEDS TO BE EXPLAINED WELL
TO HOMEOWNERS WHAT THEIR ROLE
IS AND WHAT DECISIONS THEY CAN
MAKE.
Ideas for next time?
The solutions should be simple enough so that anyone can
use them. This requires getting in touch with residents and
monitoring how they live. The Industrial Design students of
TU Delft (see the stakeholder analysis) can help with their
research. A focus group of homeowners can contribute to this
as well.
What are our next steps?
Klimaatmissie no longer has a role in the process, a new
design partner is chosen. It is important to evaluate what
issues are important to residents and how they use their
apartment.
Activity 2: Roadmap
!WOON previously created a timeline and circulated it among
the homeowners. However, this timeline is not consulted
often by the homeowners and Stichting !WOON has not
received any feedback from the homeowners. The new
roadmap created in this activity should show the parallel
trajectories of all processes (such as the subsidy schemes and
the innovative pilot) and the decision moments for
homeowners. Each voting moment should be on the roadmap.
For each step, it should be clear which stakeholder is
involved and in what way. After Stichting !WOON has given
input on the roadmap, Stadgenoot and the Municipality can
build on this.
Activity 3: Understanding the network
Due to time constraints, this activity was not completed.
However, a number of issues were mentioned during the cocreation session related to communication with various
stakeholders.
Stichting !WOON is happy to have residents in charge of the
planning, preparing the meetings and making notes. Also, a
simplified version of the outcomes of the subsidy meeting
should be made so that (passive) homeowners understand
what the requirements for subsidies are. Furthermore, there
should be a technical resident committee that communicates
with the other stakeholders. There should also be committees
for financial and communication matters. Finally, !WOON
wants to use the Demo House as a 'board room' for the
facade project. This physical location can act as a tool in
communication, for example by printing out the co-creation
sessions that took place on Miro and hanging these as posters
on the walls of the apartment.
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Activity 1: Reflection
During the co-creation session with Stichting !WOON, there were two
moments reflected upon; the presentation on the subsidies and the
collaboration with Klimaatmissie.

CO-CREATION #2
CO-CREATION WITH STADGENOOT

At this co-creation session, we spoke with Stadgenoot's
communications department. The conversation took place on
November 23 via Microsoft Teams.
Activity 1: Reflection
The communications department was not aware of how the
collaboration with Klimaatmissie or the Subsidies Meeting went. For
this reason, more general reflections on the process itself was
discussed in the first activity.
The communication advisors stated the following:
What went well?
Stadgenoot informed its tenants about the facade replacement in
March 2020. When more is clear about the next steps, a new letter
will be sent. A specific webpage on the Stadgenoot site for the
Reigersbos facade project has also been created.
What could have been done better?
The plans for the renovation are not yet clear, leaving many
uncertainties. Therefore, the tenants have not been informed recently,
so communication is overdue. In addition, due to covid it was difficult
to show the tenants the Demo House.
Ideas for the next time?
The next steps will need to be communicated as clearly as possible.
This requires the use of 'Jip and Janneketaal', which is B1 Dutch
language level. An update letter will have to be sent quickly and the
website will have to be updated.
What are our next steps?
A new letter will be sent within a few weeks that better explains the
complexity of the project. The sustainability goals will also be
highlighted. Furthermore, it is important to send out a survey among
tenants to gauge their attitude towards the renovation. After all, the
tenants must be 70 percent in agreement with the new plans. This
survey measures whether tenants mind moving temporarily during
renovations or if their rent increases. Stadgenoot also wants to use
this survey to find out who is interested in joining a civic commission.

THE QUALITIES OF THE
COMMUNICATIONS TEAM IS TO
COMMUNICATE IN 'JIP AND
JANNEKE LANGUAGE', DUE TO THEIR
EXPERIENCE WITH OTHER
PROJECTS.
It is important for Stadgenoot's VvE advisor to be up to date.
She, too, is getting frustrated because the project is taking a
long time, and she is worried about the rising expenses of the
retrofit. Since the VvE advisor attends VvE meetings very
regularly, she is an important point of contact for the
homeowners in Reigersbos.
Stadgenoot's Asset Manager strives to ensure that the project
is financially viable. This is also important in order to get
approval from Stadgenoot's board. In terms of concerns, the
Asset Manager has similar worries to other stakeholders; they
are related to the ambiguity of the plans and the increasing
price of the project.
The Civic Commissions have an important role in
representing
tenants,
managing
expectations
and
contributing to the project. To do this, the renovation must
offer something concrete to the tenants, the quality of life
must improve and the rent must remain affordable.
For non-active tenants, it is especially important to be clearly
informed by Stadgenoot and the Civic Commission. They will
want to get a clear picture of how the retrofit will benefit
them personally.

Activity 2: Roadmap
This activity built on the co-creation session with !WOON. Stadgenoot
indicated what their roadmap is and how it works out for tenants, and
how it relates to the roadmap of Stichting !WOON.

The communication team's goal is to provide tenants with good and
timely information, clarify the plan and thus help contribute to a
better living environment. They are concerned that there is a lot of
ambiguity, so there is a delay in updating residents on the situation. It
takes a long time for the plans to be clear, so it remains quiet from the
communi. In this way Stadgenoot tries to avoid making false promises
to the tenants. The qualities of the communications team is to
communicate in 'Jip and Janneke language', due to their experience
with other projects. In addition, they want to be approachable for
tenants and other stakeholders.
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Activity 3: Understanding the Network
Stadgenoot has several departments involved in the process. For this
reason, a distinction has been made between the communications
team, the VvE advisor and the Asset Manager in this activity. The Civic
Commission from tenants and the non-active tenants are also
discussed in this section.

CO-CREATION #3
CO-CREATION WITH MUNICIPALITY OF AMSTERDAM
At this co-creation session, we spoke with the Project Manager of the
City of Amsterdam. The conversation took place on December 3 via
Microsoft Teams.
Activity 1: Reflection
In the reflection activity, we talked in particular about the cooperation
with the company Klimaatmissie. But first we briefly looked back at
the meeting around the subsidies on September 27.
1. Subsidies Meeting
To clarify the structure of the stakeholder network a organizational
chart (organigram) needs to be made. This can help clear up
misconceptions between the actors involved and visually explain the
different departments of the Municipality.
Collaboration with Klimaatmissie.
What went well?
It is a very complex project, which sometimes creates a misconception
among stakeholders that not much is being accomplished.
Nevertheless, much has been learned from the Demo House, among
others. It is a clear learning process that can be built on with the new
design partner, for example that the homeowners should be better
involved in the process. A pilot has also been started with two VvE's
on how the subsidy will be used. These are steps in the right direction.
What could have been done better?
As also pointed out by Stichting !WOON: the homeowners were not
sufficiently involved in the preparation of the design for the Demo
House. Also, the communication was not optimal, it was not periodic
and not all residents were reached with new information. Also,
Klimaatmissie could not present the homeowners with a good cost
estimate, leaving many of them in limbo. This led to a loss of
confidence in the process among the homeowners, which was
reinforced by the Municipality's role in announcing the construction of
hundreds of new homes in Reigersbos. Here, too, homeowners feel
poorly involved in the new developments, which has increased
mistrust of the Municipality. This trust must be regained.
Ideas for the next time?
The Municipality plans to hire a communications consultant to better
inform homeowners about the plans in Reigersbos. The
communication must be understandable (B1 language level), and the
steps in the roadmap must be communicated clearly. For this it is also
important to omit many details from the roadmap, only the steps that
really matter should be shown. The communication should be periodic
and fragmented, so that there is a constant flow of information that is
manageable for the homeowners.

KLIMAATMISSIE COULD NOT
PRESENT THE HOMEOWNERS
WITH A GOOD COSTESTIMATE, LEAVING
HOMEOWNERS IN LIMBO
Activity 2: Roadmap
The Municipality has added its own steps to the contributions
of !WOON and Stadgenoot on the roadmap. The phases of the
Municipality are:
Orientation Phase
Structural Design
Preliminary Design
Definitive Design
Construction Phase
Maintenance Phase
Activity 3: Understanding the Network
For the Municipality's Project Manager, it is important to
optimize technical choices, simplify choices by defining
parameters in the project plan, and achieve an affordable
living environment for residents. He is concerned about
communication, which sometimes causes misunderstandings.
If they don't understand each other, they will end up with
suboptimal results or not accomplish the project. It is also
necessary
to
keep
repeating
oneself
because
misunderstandings continue to occur.
He expects the homeowners to adopt a (professional)
representative, which will simplify the communication. He
calls this an Hourglass network, where one representative
connects the stakeholders to each other. The Project Manager
hopes to be able to help the homeowners with advice on how
to optimize contracts, deliver a good project plan, help
financially and improve communication.
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What are the next steps?
A project manager will be hired soon. This will help facilitate the
project. In addition, an architect and an installation consultant will be
involved in the project. A financial expert is also needed to create a
cost framework to better enable homeowners to make choices.

Source: Amsterdam City Archive

TRANSLATION
PHASE
COURSE: WEEK 14 THROUGH 16, CALENDAR: WEEK 48
THROUGH 50
DATE: NOVEMBER 29 - DECEMBER 15
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In the translation phase, the product was adjusted and finalized after the co-creation
sessions. Additionally, the process, the findings, and the product were synthesized in a
report for the case owner, and recommendations were established for those involved
in the facade project. The evaluation of the Living Lab also takes place in this phase.

Source: Own Photos

CO-CREATION #4

CO-CREATION !WOON & MUNICIPALITY AMSTERDAM & VVE'S

1. Subsidies meeting at VvE by the Municipality
On September 27, the municipality gave a presentation at the VvE
meeting about the conditions of the grant for the facade project. After
some asking around among residents, it became clear that not
everyone fully grasped the requirements for the subsidies. The
presentation proved to be overwhelming for a number of
homeowners. In addition, the language was very technical and jargon
was used. For this reason it is important to reflect on this moment in
the process.
These were the main findings of Stichting !WOON:
What went well?
The planning of the grants coincides nicely with the timeline of
!WOON. This leads to hope for a reliable timeline.
What could have been done better?
The language used was not clear to everyone. In addition, it needs to
be well explained to homeowners what their role is and what choices
they can make. For this they need to be very well informed so that cocreation is possible.
Ideas for next time?
For improvement for next time, it is necessary to verify that everyone
has the same understanding about the process. For this, using the
same vocabulary is important: people should use the same words for
the same definition, so that the context of words does not differ. In
addition, homeowners should be informed well about the
requirements for the grant.
What are our next steps?
First, communication will be improved upon by checking if everyone
has the same understanding of the process. Also, all conditions for
subsidy will need to be made clear, such as for heat facilities and
insulation. Furthermore, a clear roadmap needs to be worked on that
shows what the dependencies are between certain choices and
visualizes the right sequence of steps. It is also crucial to make clear
why certain choices have been made, in order to be able to explain
subsequent steps.
1. The collaboration with Klimaatmissie.
After the reflection on the Subsidy Meeting, we discussed the process
surrounding Klimaatmissie. As a new design partner is chosen, it is
important to reflect on the collaboration with Klimaatmissie.
Stichting !WOON mentions the following things:
What went well?
The company has a good understanding of how to handle such
projects. They are motivated people, which reflects on others. In
addition, the Demo House is the first tangible result of what is
possible in renovation.
What could have been done better?
The Demo House had technical flaws, the quality was not always as
planned. In the process, the homeowners were hardly involved,
Klimaatmissie worked from their own blueprints towards a solution
without involving the people you are designing the Demo House for.
They integrated their own solutions into the case. This led to
mismatches between the needs of residents and the design. Some
solutions were too complicated for the residents, while there was no
manual provided that explained these solutions.

THE LANGUAGE USED WAS NOT
CLEAR TO EVERYONE. IN ADDITION,
IT NEEDS TO BE WELL EXPLAINED
TO HOMEOWNERS WHAT THEIR ROLE
IS AND WHAT CHOICES THEY CAN
MAKE.
Ideas for next time?
The solutions should be simple enough so that anyone can
use them. This requires getting in touch with residents and
monitoring how they live. The Industrial Design students of
TU Delft (see the stakeholder analysis) can help with their
research. A focus group of homeowners can contribute to this
as well.
What are our next steps?
Klimaatmissie no longer has a role in the process, a new
design partner is chosen. It is important to evaluate what
issues are important to residents and how they use their
apartment.
Activity 2: Roadmap
!WOON previously created a timeline and circulated it among
the homeowners. However, this timeline is not consulted
often by the homeowners and Stichting !WOON has not
received any feedback from the homeowners. The new
roadmap created in this activity should show the parallel
trajectories of all processes (such as the subsidy schemes and
the innovative pilot) and the decision moments for
homeowners. Each voting moment should be on the roadmap.
For each step, it should be clear which stakeholder is
involved and in what way. After Stichting !WOON has given
input on the roadmap, Stadgenoot and the Municipality can
build on this.
Activity 3: Understanding the network
Due to time constraints, this activity was not completed.
However, a number of issues were mentioned during the cocreation session related to communication with various
stakeholders.
Stichting !WOON is happy to have residents in charge of the
planning, preparing the meetings and making notes. Also, a
simplified version of the outcomes of the subsidy meeting
should be made so that (passive) homeowners understand
what the requirements for subsidies are. Furthermore, there
should be a technical resident committee that communicates
with the other stakeholders. There should also be committees
for financial and communication matters. Finally, !WOON
wants to use the Demo House as a 'board room' for the
facade project. This physical location can act as a tool in
communication, for example by printing out the co-creation
sessions that took place on Miro and hanging these as posters
on the walls of the apartment.
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Activity 1: Reflection
During the co-creation session with Stichting !WOON, there were two
moments reflected upon; the presentation on the subsidies and the
collaboration with Klimaatmissie.

SOLUTIONS

HOW CO-CREATION HELPED US TO DEVELOP THE PRODUCT
Solutions
The co-creation sessions helped develop the product, the manual.
Reflecting with different stakeholders helps to avoid mistakes in the
future. One of the common complaints that was mentioned in the first
activity often was that the homeowners were not involved enough in
the design of the Demo House by Klimaatmissie. The manual responds
to this by offering advice on continuing to involve the homeowners
through co-creation sessions. In addition, it was helpful to draft the
roadmap with the stakeholders. This gave insight into the parallel
trajectories and what the decision moments are for the homeowners.
The third activity should lead to more mutual understanding between
the stakeholders, by openly expressing the goals, concerns and
expectations of each other. It is also a way to see what the social
capital within the network is, by finding out each other's resources
and qualities.

IN ADDITION, IT WAS HELPFUL TO
DRAFT THE ROADMAP WITH THE
STAKEHOLDERS. THIS GAVE INSIGHT
INTO THE PARALLEL TRAJECTORIES
AND WHAT THE DECISION MOMENTS
ARE FOR THE HOMEOWNERS.

Scalability and replicability
Our manual shows a course of action that can also be used for similar
projects. The first activity, the reflection activity, is useful for
highlighting the facets that went right and wrong, allowing learning
to take place. The roadmap (activity 2) can bring clarity when there
are many stakeholders involved, all with their own timeline and goals.
Combining these into a roadmap that shows the most important steps
will make the continuation of the project clearer. Not only the steps
themselves, but also who is involved in each step becomes more
visible. The third activity, network analysis, is a way for stakeholders
to make clear what their goals, concerns and expectations are. In
addition, the capabilities and knowledge of those involved are
brought to the surface, which can be useful later in the process.
Finally, the section shows what the best way to communicate among
each other is. The last activity is a way to agree on objectives, this
makes the end goal more tangible. This encourages stakeholders to
continue with the project, even when progress is slow.
As mentioned before in the Theory of Change, our product is a manual
and not a fully laid out roadmap. Although the recommended methods
in the manual can be used for other cases, each case remains unique
in its complexity. Nevertheless, in addition to our manual, the
Reigersbos case can serve as a guide for other similar projects. In the
coming years, more projects will be started in which retrofitting and
achieving climate goals are the starting points. As discussed in the
theoretical framework, increasingly non-traditional parties, such as
citizens, will lead these processes. This Living Lab aims to improve
and clarify co-creation in these horizontal networks.
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Source: Own Design

RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR THE FUTURE

It should be clear on the roadmap when decision moments are (for the
homeowners) and when the parallel trajectories from each actor take
place. Make it as clear as possible when they have to vote on a
particular design or another step. Show per step which stakeholders
are involved and in what way. Be careful that the timeline does not
contain too many technical details that are not relevant to everyone,
keep the roadmap clear by highlighting the steps that have priority.
Meetings
It could be beneficial to experiment with other forms of
communication. This could be visual communication (images or
videos), but also sending voice memos that summarize the meeting in
the group chats can make it easier for many residents to understand
the process. This lowers the threshold to follow the project. In
addition, it may help to create an Instagram or Facebook group
specifically focused on the Reigersbos case. In this group information
can easily be shared and (non-active) residents can ask questions.
Although there has been an initiative by the homeowners to create a
website that can be accessed by anyone, it is no longer in use. Still,
such a web page can help tremendously in communication, so a
Facebook group or a website in which periodic updates are given is
recommended. In addition it could also help answering recurring
questions within the group of residents.
When circulating the notes within the group of homeowners, verify
that they are indeed complete. As was stated during our co-creation
session with the Municipality, sometimes the notes are not complete
or the main points of the meeting are not fully understood. Of course
it takes a lot of time if everyone has to read and approve the content
of the notes, but a quick check to see if all the necessary information
can be found in the notes will reduce confusion in the long run. This
can reduce the risk of miscommunication or creating wrong
expectations.
While it is difficult to follow this advice, given that there is only a
meeting every other week, it might help to split the meetings more
into separate themes. For example, there could be a financial meeting,
a technical meeting, and a meeting on communication. This ensures
that residents who may not be interested in the technical details are
more inclined to think along during the financial meeting.
Network (Social Capital)
It can be very useful to find out who has what knowledge, contacts or
resources. By actively checking with residents and other stakeholders,
the potential of the network can be utilized. In addition, residents can
unite in knowledge groups that can lead the process together with
Stichting !WOON. In this way, more responsibility can be given back to
the homeowners themselves.
Stadgenoot
It is important that Stadgenoot informs its tenants again. While it is
understandable that Stadgenoot waits until the plans are more
concrete before communicating to tenants, the last letter sent was
from March 2020. This letter briefly mentioned that the facade will be
renovated, but this information is very limited. The webpage
Stadgenoot made about the Reigersbos Retrofit could also be
improved. First of all, the webpage is hard to find. In addition, here
too the information is not extensive. Tenants thus seem unaware of
the complex process and everything that it entails.

IT COULD BE BENEFICIAL
TO EXPERIMENT WITH
OTHER FORMS OF
COMMUNICATION.
Given that tenants are a very important stakeholder in this
process (seventy percent must vote in favor of the plans), it is
critical to keep these residents informed of developments. If
they are overwhelmed by the implications of the new design,
such as a rent increase, they are more likely to vote against it.
This could create a group of blockers within the facade
replacement process.
Co-creation
Make sure homeowners stay involved in the process by really
applying ways of co-creation. This allows Stichting !WOON to
take a mediator's role and give residents more control over
their own project. The manual goes more in depth into cocreating with the homeowners.

Demo House
Use the Demo House more as a communication tool, for
example by placing television- or computer screens in front
of the windows that provide updates on the process. This is
an accessible way of communication, even for residents
outside the core group. It is also good to indicate that Demo
House is not the final design, however a stepping stone
towards a better result. As indicated in the fourth co-creation
session, the Demo House process has taught everyone
involved some valuable lessons. Explaining the positives from
the process can prevent a very negative atmosphere from
being created around the project.
Stragety Choice and Material Choice
It is advisable to first discuss the strategy of retrofit. Make a
decision what kind of strategy retrofit is advisable and then
dive into details such as materials. If you dive into the
detailed materialization of the facade in a too early stage, it
may lead unclarities.(Appendix A, interview 8) In this case it is
wise to refer back to learnings regarding communication.
Hence the choice of strategy of the retrofit and materials
should mainly be discussed in the technical group.
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Roadmap
During the process we noticed that there was uncertainty among
those involved about the timeline for the coming period. Although
roadmaps of both Stichting !WOON and the Municipality exist, these
were not consulted by everyone.
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APPENDIX A: STAKEHOLDERS
INTERVIEW CONTENT
CONTENT OF THE INTERVIEW

INTERVIEW 1
ACTIVE HOMEOWNER #1

THE CURRENT STATE OF THE FACADE
HISTORY OF THE PROJECT
CHALLENGES IN ORGANIZING HOMEOWNERS
CHALLENGES IN THE FUNDING
ROLE OF STADGENOOT

INTERVIEW 2
ACTIVE HOMEOWNER #2

OWN STORY: WHEN DID SHE MOVE TO
REIGERSBOS? WHO DID YOU BUY THE HOUSE
FROM?
HISTORY OF THE PROJECT
ROLES OF THE HEAD VVE AND THE SUB-VVE
FINANCIAL CHALLENGES OF THE PROJECT
ROLE OF VBA
ROLE OF KLIMAATMISSIE
HOW CAN THE RESIDENTS ORGANIZE
THEMSELVES BETTER?

INTERVIEW 3
BAUDOUIN KNAAPEN
STICHTING !WOON

HOW DID STICHTING !WOON GET INVOLVED
PHASE 1 AND PHASE 2 OF THE PROJECT
TECHNICAL DIFFICULTIES
LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE DEMO HOUSE
HOW IS THE COMMUNICATION WITH THE
RESIDENTS GOING?
ROLE OF STADGENOOT
FINANCES OF THE FACADE PROJECT
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE SUBSIDIES
WHAT WILL THE FUTURE HOLD?

INTERVIEW 4
BOUKE STAPHORST
ARCHITECT FROM KLIMAATMISSIE

ENERGY TRANSITION IN AMSTERDAM
DIFFICULTIES WITH CLIMATE NEUTRAL
RETROFITS
CHALLENGES OF FINANCING RETROFIT
PROJECTS
HOW DID KLIMAATMISSIE GET INVOLVED IN
THE REIGERSBOS PROJECT?

INTERVIEW 5
ELSE VELDMAN
ENERGYLAB ZUIDOOST

WHAT IS ENERGYLAB?
HOW DOES REIGERSBOS RETROFIT TIE INTO
ENERGYLAB
ENERGY TRANSITION IN ZUIDOOST
ROLE OF !WOON
WHEN IS THE PROCESS SUCCESSFUL?

INTERVIEW 6
MOBEEN NAWAZ
ENERGYLAB ZUIDOOST

THE NETWORK OF ENERGYLAB
THE REIGERSBOS CASE
COMMUNICATION WITH THE STAKEHOLDERS
RELATED TO THE ENERGY TRANSITION IN
ZUIDOOST

INTERVIEW 7
FLORIS JANSEN
MSC DESIGN FOR INTERACTION
TU DELFT

HIS EXPERIENCES IN REIGERSBOS WHILE
WRITING HIS THESIS
COMMUNICATION WITH THE RESIDENTS
CHALLENGES WITH INVOLVING HOMEOWNERS
IN THE PROJECT

INTERVIEW 8
THALEIA KONSTANTINOU
DR. ING.
DEPARTMENT OF ARCHITECTURAL
ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY,
TU DELFT

HOW TO EVALUATE IF A TECHNOLOGICAL
SOLUTION IS GOOD?
‘BEYOND THE CURRENT’ PROJECT
]HOW TO BUILD TRUST BETWEEN
STAKEHOLDERS?
ARCHITECTS COULD GOOD COORDINATORS
OF THE PROJECT
INSULATING HOMES
HOW TO SELECT MATERIAL?
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STAKEHOLDER

APPENDIX B: PRE STUDY EXPERIMENT
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The link to the Miro board:
https://miro.com/app/board/o9J_lvjcwZY=/
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A PDF of the Miro Board will also be submitted on Brightspace as a separate file.
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APPENDIX C: FLYER CO-CREATION SESSIONS

RWHERE? IN THE DEMOHOUSE IN
REIGERSBOS?

FEEDBACK SESSION &
REIGERSBOS FACADE RENOVATION!

We want to organize a feedback
session and plan with you the
future of the Reigersbos
Renovation Facade project.
We will first start with a discussion
about the current process. After
that, we will build on how the
future process of the renovation of
the facade should work. Free lunch
will be included.

DATE? :NOVEMBER 26/27
2021
TIME: ENROLL YOUR
TIMESLOT

#WHAT IS MISSING IN THE
PROCESS?
#WHAT COMMUNICATION
CHANNEL YOU LIKE THE MOST?
#THINKING ABOUT THE FUTURE

SCAN THE QR TO JOIN
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#CREATING THE DESIRED ROADMAP

APPENDIX D: STAKEHOLDERS NETWORK ANALYSIS

19

The link to the Miro board:
https://miro.com/app/board/o9J_lrBo_HQ=/
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A PDF of the Miro Board will also be submitted on Brightspace as a separate file.

