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Abstract

The pressure for housing in Italian metropolitan areas is high, and goes hand in hand with the increasing difficulties generated by local governments’ budget cuts. In the absence of a national policy, local policies and projects have experimented a variety of innovative tools, stemming from different roots. However, they all concern the production of new housing and the reuse of both the (underused and unsold) private and public housing stock. 
This paper intends to investigate housing policies and illustrate the planning and regulatory instruments adopted in recent years in major cities with the main aim to expand the supply of a rental affordable market. Besides, the paper intends to identify the role of public, private and non profit actors, paying attention to non-traditional stakeholders and ethical investments. A related paper to be presented along the same Track discusses various interesting case studies of collaborative housing recently produced by a Bank Foundation, aimed at enhancing the construction of a community welfare.
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Introduction. Background and purpose

The need for social and affordable housing in Italy is a well-known research topic that scientific literature has explored diffusely (Calavita and Caudo, 2010; Cecodhas, 2013; Pogliani, 2013a). In fact, redefining housing policies is the theme of reflection at procedural and administrative technical level in many municipal and regional governments. The emergency and great variety of demand require innovation in the various forms of governance and roles of public bodies. One of these innovations consists in regions and cities claiming their role in designing and implementing housing policies, thus becoming increasingly important actors in housing policy governance. Local governments are confronted with the gradual extinction of public financing and the separation of urban policies and local welfare policies. 
The recent changes in the supply have not been explored in depth yet, therefore the illustration of different models and ruling is still insufficient due to the broad range of applied solutions. New orientations of public policies, facing dramatic budget cuts, have opened the field to new actors in the production and management of social housing.
The paper highlights two directions. With reference to the current conditions of social housing provision in metropolitan cities, one focus considers the articulation between public policies and experiments carried out by subjects in the private and social sector. A second focus deals with the joint production of new constructions and the re-use of existing assets under-utilized so as to meet a varied housing demand.

The context

Over the last four decades, policies and plans have exclusively supported home ownership with insufficient and increasingly more sporadic public housing interventions. The public sector housing accounts for only 5% of the residential sector, mainly concentrated in large metropolitan areas, built from the beginning of the Twentieth century up to the ’70s, but now requiring substantial redevelopment. The majority of these dwellings (total amount one million units) is owned by local bodies and managed by public companies, referred to as ex-IACPs. IACPs were formerly the main distributors of social housing (Cittalia, 2010).
As a result of public financial difficulties, a direct and exclusive government action capable of contributing to the supply of social (public) rented housing is no longer possible. Throughout the years, the private rental market percentage has dropped substantially - from 44.2% in 1971 to 18% in 2011 (according to census data) - because the market has built housing almost exclusively for sale. The absence of significant incentives for rented housing, as well as easy access to mortgages and to tax concessions for a first home are the most significant reasons (Del Gatto, 2013).
Concurrently, housing demand has grown, changed and become more complex (Torri, 2006). 
Two population categories are suffering from housing distress. The first one includes the most vulnerable classes, those that cannot afford to live in a safe and decent place. The second one includes people who have a salary or a pension, but for whom housing costs in the private market are too heavy to bear. They are considered as a category belonging to a “grey” area of housing need. In addition, and taking into account the broad difference at regional and local level, young people and the elderly express a large, significant and original housing demand. A great proportion of young people live at home with their parents (amounting to almost 66% of the population between 18 and 34 years old). Moreover, Italy has the highest proportion of people over 65 years of age compared to the EU. 
Despite the diffusion of this condition and the quantity of literature referring to this articulated demand, data are not easy to measure, being their nature temporary and variable. However, undoubtedly the grey area has expanded mainly in big cities and metropolitan areas, such as Milan, Rome, Turin, Bologna, and their surroundings, where 35% of the Italian population is concentrated. In general, the current housing need is estimated at more than 2.5 million households and includes an increase in housing demand from medium and low-income households unable to find affordable dwellings. 

National public policies and new trends

In 2007/2008, the centre left government coalition promoted new policies aimed at extending the supply of rental housing (especially social rental housing), and introduced a new broader definition of public housing for public interest. In addition to public housing that strictly identifies “residential public building” (Edilizia Residenziale Pubblica, ERP) on public land, the new “social residential building” (Edilizia Residenziale Sociale, ERS) includes the supported rental sector and fosters partnership with private actors, admitting also the possibility to build services or local shops in the same housing complex (previously forbidden in the public sector). Social housing can be located not only in public areas, but also in private ones in order to ease the agreement process with private developers and encourage the mixitè.
The goal is to provide a larger quantity of ERS dwellings with different rent and sale prices, however below market prices, so as to respond to different housing needs. The private actors’ involvement is supported by the supply of land or building rights and the possibility to sell part of the dwellings as private housing.
With reference to this policy, a national plan for subsidized housing was proposed, based on regional management and financing. The aim was to innovate also fiscal measures for a better cooperation and to introduce new forms of financial tools for real estate in order to promote the buying or recovering of public properties. A distribution of €550 million for public housing was assigned to recover empty dwellings, to buy and rent new ones and to build new units.
A year later (2008), on the basis of the Ministry of Infrastructure’s Decree 3904 (passed by a centre right coalition), the Housing Plan laid the foundation for an integrated system of real estate funds (Sistema integrato di fondi, SIF) at national and local level. The funds gather resources from public and private stakeholders, including Cassa Depositi e Prestiti CDP (Deposits and Credits Fund) and banking foundations. CDP- a public development bank - was appointed by the State as manager of the system playing as intermediate actor between public and private bodies. It created a financial managing company called “CDP investimenti Sgr Spa” and a real estate fund called “Fondo investimenti per l’abitare (FIA)”. The fund collects not only public resources, but also private ones: various financial groups are taking part in it (banks, insurance companies, private welfare services). The FIA invests in local real estate funds to build social housing units at affordable prices, intended for families unable to meet their housing needs in the market, but with incomes higher than what would entitle them to public housing (CDP, 2014).
The former amount of resources (€550 million) for subsidized housing was cut and transformed in 200 million assigned to Regions, while 150 million were given to the integrated system of real estate funds. 
A new Housing Plan was discussed in 2014 with a budget of €1 billion 740 million, including measures to support social and affordable housing. The plan includes €568 million to rehabilitate publicly owned dwellings (by IACP and municipalities) as well as €100 million for regions to increase the provision of social housing. The plan also establishes a sort of ‘Right to Buy’ in the public social housing sector, under which tenants have the right to buy the dwellings in which they live after 7 years of tenancy. To encourage property owners to provide rents at moderate levels, the new Housing Plan also includes a reduction in tax rates in municipalities with high housing demand.
Other measures promoted by the plan include: an increase in budget from €100 to €200 million for the national fund that primarily provides rent support to tenants, that is a specific guarantee (solidarity) fund for tenants in rental units; a guarantee fund for first –time buyers (primarily young couples); and an additional fund of €226 million available over a 6 year time frame until 2020 to help the most vulnerable rental tenants.
The national social housing fund is seen as the only place where, at present, money is available for purchases and development. The debate on the nature of this financial mechanism is still open: is it supporting private developers and private profits? How can a better distribution of its value be enforced? (Plebani, 2011).

Key stakeholders: traditional and emerging providers

The public sector bodies generally involved in ‘social housing’ programmes are regional and local authorities. In fact, the central government has decentralized its responsibilities, focusing only on emergency policies. 
Therefore, regional governments promote the development of projects in terms of both regulations and means (guarantee funds, contributions). They also play the role of financial operators, granting revolving and guarantee funds to cover failure in paying rents or loan repayments. In addition, they are required to define an accreditation system for those operating in the social housing sector. 
A varied range of conditions may be considered according to criteria set by regional governments: sale both under ‘convention agreements’ (less than market prices) and ‘subsidised’ (less than market prices and with greater restrictions with respect to convention agreements) and rental at ‘convention agreement,’ ‘moderate’ or ‘social’ rents. Over the last decade, intermediate rental housing has developed significantly– i.e homes let to low/moderate-income working households at around 80% of local market rents. 
In addition to these social housing components, it is also important to mention housing ‘rented with a future sale (rent-to-buy) agreement’ for tenants that meet certain requirements. This last component involves a particular type of contract that has become widespread in recent years and relates to housing to be owned after a period of time, which is generally from five to eight years. The advantages definitely include the construction of a sense of belonging, which creates stronger ties between tenants and houses, facilitating access to housing for young couples and single people. However, this method increases the risk of halting generation and social turnover and of reducing the number of housing units actually available on the rental market. 
Municipalities play an important role in making areas or municipal properties available, which stands for the key issue of all social housing policies (Barrett and Healey, 1985; Needham and de Kam, 2000). In some cases, they can reduce construction costs and planning fees and they can perform functions as managers of both builders and tenants. More specifically, however, their planning strategies and interventions may use a set of regulations, incentives and actions in order to promote the supply of ERS. 
Housing co-operatives have historically implemented, financed and managed social housing projects. Financial tools include member shares, capital raised through indivisible reserves, member loans, tax exemptions and mutual funds. They mainly provide access to homeownership at cost price, but despite the more affordable nature compared to market prices (on average 10% to 30% cheaper), this sector has been affected by the crisis. The housing cooperatives are mainly two, that is social and conventional co-operatives. As regards social (i.e ‘not shared ownership’) cooperatives, ownership remains in the hands of the cooperative association to ensure long – term affordability. This is the original true form of cooperation, with a long history in building and managing rental dwellings, often targeting people with special needs, including the elderly, young people and the disabled with low income. As regards conventional cooperatives (i.e. ‘shared ownership’) owner occupied dwellings belong to individual members. Units are sold to individual members at a slightly below market value taking into consideration the special government subsidies. 
Two are the most important organizations: Federabitazione and Legacoop Abitanti. The former provides advice, protection and representation of housing cooperatives, promotes activities for expanding the housing stock in local communities, and cooperation among regions. It currently includes 2,400 member co-operatives and 258,000 units. Whereas, Legacoop Abitanti represents the interests of social cooperatives, promotes building programmes directly or through partners, constructs and rehabilitates housing particularly for the elderly and students. It currently includes 1,861 members. 
As opposed to the public sector housing, the implementation of social housing projects requires the involvement of various players (institutional, public sector, private sector, for-profit and non-profit) all acting in synergy with each other. Recently, the most private innovative players acting on the market are Bank Foundations, which offer investment opportunities through new instruments, such as Ethical Funds at a low-value return where gains cannot be drawn until the end of the investment. 
Bank Foundations play both the role of intermediaries in initiatives involving joint public-private participation and of actual organisers of the initiatives. Some are careful in initiating operations which are not just of a building nature, but are required to involve social inclusion and welfare initiatives as pilot projects.
Two are the most important Bank Foundations acting in the Italian context. The role and commitment of Foundation Housing Sociale (FHS) are illustrated in detail in a joint paper (Ferri, Rizzica, 2016).
The Compagnia San Paolo (CSP) foundation in partnership with its operating bodies and other external parties has supported the promotion of several programmes and initiatives. A Housing Programme launched in 2006, and currently renovated, aims at developing proper strategies. The three main strands are: experimental pilot projects, grant making activity through ethical funds, and financial investments. As regards innovative projects, CSP is directly involved in the construction of two Temporary Dwellings in Turin.
Social Housing involving public bodies and Bank Foundations guarantees a profit: although low, it is safe. In fact, the target of real estate funds is not the same as that of subsidized housing since it is closer to the middle class, rather than to the most vulnerable one. All dwellings are sold or rented not to the low-income or most vulnerable families, but to a category of people who can afford to pay a rent or buy a house at an agreed price. 
In recent years, Banks have changed their priorities reducing the longer-term/riskier/heavier investments, such as social housing funding. In fact, this form of finance (project financing) was initially high: 60% (the residual from local public finance), but recently it has been cut to 20%.
Other private institutions now emerging are Real Estate Investment Companies, known as SIIQs. Real estate funds offer a big support to social housing policies as they guarantee access to dwellings (creating new supply). Moreover, the process of allocation refers to economic criteria (but not always social), and there is the involvement of public authorities, not-for-profit actors and private companies. 

Current challenges for social and affordable rental housing: land supply, refurbishment of public stock and reuse of private unsold stock

Across Europe, land use planners are making use of local area strategic plans, land use zoning, planning obligations and land re-adjustment to facilitate affordable housing development. While requirements and powers are typically set via national legislation, the local government plays a crucial role in implementation, by acting either as impediment or catalyst to affordable housing outcomes. 
Following the crisis, local policy manoeuvres have been severely constrained. Some of the policy directions outlined (Pawson, Lawson and Milligan, 2011) are as follows:
· efforts to use social housing construction as a vehicle to stabilise volatile housing markets;
· increased efforts to address urban decay and spatial polarisation via both soft and hard renewal
· wider application of inclusionary zoning and development requirements for housing affordability 
· re-evaluation of the goal of home ownership for all and a shift towards developing a complementary spectrum of tenures, including hybrid or intermediate tenures.
In Italy, scarce national funding and the lack of national policies have led to the creation of a testing ground of practices at local scale (Palermo and Ponzini, 2010). Considering the variety of the current demand, the government is expected not so much to provide solutions directly, but to create conditions capable of triggering the interest of other parties that can respond to new housing issues. 
It is possible to identify three key conditions in order to be pro-active and pursue the development and supply of affordable housing. 
The first condition consists in land provision, a fundamental key for achieving affordable housing (Monk et al, 2013). If land is publicly owned, the society can promote new affordable housing more easily. Land can be let with conditions, either to public, social or even market developers or to communities. Rents can be regulated and other rules set in order to prevent speculations in rapidly increased property values. If local governments have no land banking for these aims, town planning tools can regulate and make the housing market attractive. The development of new local plans, for assessing the use of land not only for housing but also aimed at stimulating a certain percentage of allocations toward social affordable housing, combined with negotiations with private property owners, can be productive. Plans and local policies are positively responsible for the increase of public land provision, as will be discussed later (Milan, Bologna). Inclusionary housing regulations in municipal planning (lately introduced in Europe and the US, Calavita and Mallach, 2010; Buitelaar and de Kam, 2014) can help the increase of affordable housing supply: a percentage of housing in private schemes must be realized by or transferred to a registered social landlord to be sold at a discounted price or rented at a reduced rent. This policy enforces urban mixitè, that goes beyond traditional zoning (Enhr 2011). Public housing neighbourhoods are usually places with only one housing component, that is a permanent rented social housing where the only non-residential functions belong to urban facilities, which in many cases are very poor, even if some exceptional projects may be outstanding. On the contrary, recent social housing estate projects provide the joint presence of social and affordable housing for rent and for sale set alongside housing at market prices and accompanied by good commercial and other services.
Although important, new constructions are not the only answer to housing demand. A second condition lies in the opportunity to re-use, refurbish and innovate the existing stock of huge and deteriorated public and social housing, particularly in cities where demand is higher. The public sector housing, which consists of rented dwellings managed exclusively by government operators, is experiencing dramatic conditions both for the obsolescence and for the unsustainability of buildings and management. A small amount of public funding is available for regeneration in these estates. However, several central initiatives are shaping chances to involve social stakeholders, such as housing co-operatives and Bank Foundations, in the financing of a new management model. Undoubtedly, the recovery of part of this heritage (not occasionally of good architectural and historical value) and the renewal initiatives are a big challenge in proposing and operating a new urban liveability, despite the huge difficulties in the treatment and management of different actors and the costs of structural modifications.
The important contribution of pilot projects - regarding housing estates and not buildings - has promoted the innovation of processes and products, as explained hereafter in the projects for Lorenteggio (Milano) and Porta Palazzo (Turin). A very recent proposal by the national government is related to more funds for the recovery of 55,000 dwelling units in public estates that are not currently used because in bad conditions or illegally occupied.
A third condition is related to the reuse for affordable rental purposes of large private stock, currently unsold and underused. In Milan this stock counts around 80,000 dwelling units; in addition, a quantity of more than 120,000 sqm of offices is estimated vacant. A recent initiative in Milan’s Building Regulation stimulates the debate, as later illustrated. 
An important issue, yet unsolved, consists in the selection of efficient tools, levies, fiscal constraints to reintegrate a portion of private vacant or unsold property into the rental affordable market. To this regard, a recent governmental initiative has focused on a very special portion of the abandoned private stock (120,000 units estimated on a national basis). The portion comprises the dwellings recently transferred to the banks’ real estate, due to building companies’ bankruptcy. The proposal provides that one fifth of all the stock be rented at affordable prices and finances a special fund against arrears.
A final, but largely ignored issue is the innovation in building regulations and interior equipment to ensure good quality affordable housing, at lower costs. This issue deserves a large discussion that goes beyond the limits and the field of this paper.

Land supply and building rights for Social Housing in local planning

Land is a crucial element in housing provision, and land supply policies can provide a direct means for ensuring affordable housing development opportunities. In turn, these can be realised via complementary planning measures, that is: designating the use of land for affordable housing; generating effective or explicit subsidy from the issuing of planning permission; specifying required housing types as a condition of development approval; requiring dwellings constructed to be managed in a particular way for a defined target group (Alterman, 2009; Munoz Gielen, 2014).
The most interesting example is the recent Urban Plan for Milan (1.3 million inhabitants), which has set principles for good practices and operational guidelines aimed at encouraging social housing and promoting the integration of residential spaces at affordable prices, places for socialisation, integrated functions and innovative uses. 
The plan brings together the appreciation in the value of private sector property with the construction of social housing units (Pogliani, 2013b). It requires 35% of the maximum planning permission for building to be set aside for social housing (for sale or rent at affordable prices and for public housing as well). A 35% proportion is compulsory for all medium-sized developments (greater than 10,000 sqm) in the existing parts of the city and optional for smaller developments. It raises to 50% in case of large re-developments. The rule applies to all new building developments and changes of use from manufacturing (no longer used and abandoned) to residential use. If the change to residential use regards other activities (offices, commercial and private facility functions) with a gross floor area (GFA) greater than 5,000 sqm (some exceptions for central locations are acknowledged), then not less than 35% of the GFA recovered must be used altogether for social housing. 
All private developments that include social housing are required to contribute with land equal to 30% of the overall development. Within this approach, the initiative allows some alternatives, making it flexible and easier to implement. In fact, instead of granting land, private developers (also in agreement with co-operatives) may build social housing directly themselves at the same time in order to ensure an effective housing mix and greater financial sustainability for the development. If a developer does not build the compulsory quota of public housing and decides to exchange it for housing for sale at affordable prices, said developer must pay an amount proportional to the income generated by the development. It is up to the municipal local authority to fix the amount. The finance generated will feed into a ‘special purpose fund,’ which may be used directly by the local authority to recover and build public housing. 
The ratio of the plan is incremental and designed for the specific purpose of creating urban conditions to satisfy social housing needs. Different measures include the investment of public and private resources in the construction of social housing, the increase of a stock of municipally owned areas (from the land grants of all the developments), and the acquisition of funds (from the private sector developers who opt to pay cash in exchange for building operations). 
The most innovative regional practices are carried out in the Region of Emilia Romagna (central Italy, capital city: Bologna). Out of the 20 Italian regions, it is the only one that has addressed the issue from a legislative viewpoint, setting obligations and guidelines for the appropriate dimensions and distribution of social housing at affordable prices, mainly destined for rental. The region has enacted two regional laws over the last decade to bind housing policies to planning decisions, requiring municipal plans to allocate at least 20% of the overall housing requirement to social housing. Developers are required to contribute to the construction of said percentage by granting 20% of the land involved (10% for mountain municipalities with less than 5,000 inhabitants) or by building an equivalent percentage of housing. In case of new industrial estates or initiatives for redeveloping areas no longer used (where the clean-up costs are often very substantial for private sector developers), the contribution may be negotiated according to procedures defined by law. 
Municipalities are required to draw up a municipal housing plan as an appendix to the five-year planning and programming instrument (Municipal Operational Plan). The plan must contain housing policies integrated with those aimed at urban, regional and socio-economic development. It must also provide the following details: the cost of the areas; the possibility to diversify the different types of development (rented and owned); the initiation of public-private negotiation processes for implementing the initiatives. The implementation of these measures may be managed directly by the municipality (with its own funds or other forms of finance, or with regional or central government finance), by the actual property developers implementing the project or by other private sector operators, co-operatives or non-profit organisations based on public tender procedures. In the latter cases, ‘building rights’ are granted on the areas. 
In order to implement these regional guidelines, many municipalities in Emilia Romagna have deployed a number of different programming and public-private partnership procedures, both in the form of municipal housing plans and of agreements with private sector operators. They generally resort to public tender procedures where the main criteria for assessing and selecting bids is the offer of significant permanent and affordable housing and requests to create places for socialisation: a functional mix and innovative uses as well as good integration with the design of outdoor spaces and urban facilities. 

The examples of Lorenteggio and Porta Palazzo 

The public district of Lorenteggio, in the South-West part of Milan, close to a railway and metro station and to the historical Naviglio channel, is a modern style project of the ’40s, largely run down and with huge social problems. Many dwelling units are vacant, many are illegally used and many are below standard. The rehabilitation programme - launched two years ago under the EU Structural Funds 2014-2020 with a cost of 73 million Euros - follows an innovative scheme, trying to match the physical restore of the buildings and open spaces with a social program for inclusiveness.
The area of Porta Palazzo, in the historical centre of Turin, hosts different innovative projects. It falls within the Housing Programme of a bank foundation (Compagnia San Paolo) aimed at improving the urban and social landscapes of the city. It was launched in 2013 and is characterised by 6 social housing projects for temporary residences, opened to persons who for different reasons and needs have housing difficulties. One of the projects is called ‘Luoghi comuni’ (Common places), highlighting that there are spaces where tenants can meet, talk, and exchange experiences. The building belongs to the City and it includes 27 units and commercial areas. A second project called San Salvario was launched in 2015 by the same foundation and was the opportunity to renovate the old building, taking account also solutions for energy saving and environmental sustainability.

Milan’s Regulations to reduce vacant private stocks
In the City’s building code approved in 2015, Milan’s local authority states that the social and functional regeneration is an important issue related also to urban quality and public safety. The owners of vacant, abandoned, polluted and underused buildings and areas that have been abandoned for at least 5 years are warned to provide for their maintenance. If the owners do not take action, the municipality can designate those buildings and areas for social use and link new requests of intervention on free areas in other sites, belonging to the same owner, to the mandatory reuse of the existing units. It is a disputed mandatory regulation, however tying the political and administrative commitment to the substantial reuse of the existing stock towards urban facilities and especially public social housing.

Innovative drivers in local policies 

So far, the international debate on social housing in Europe has extensively relied on social innovation principles that appreciate the social impact (satisfaction of needs, change of customer relations and empowerment) in local housing practices (Minora, Mullins, Jones, 2013). The mechanisms of community - led housing and the process of ‘housing hybridization’- focused on the ability of self-organization and governance of housing facilities - are being largely investigated by different researches.
The starting point is the strengthening of the autonomous bodies and the third sector (differently denominated in various European countries) in a cooperative approach that tries to overcome the crisis of home accessibility (Czischke, Mullins, van Bortel, 2014). Social housing programmes are an essential ingredient of urban regeneration policies (Drewe, Klein and Hulsbergen, 2008) allowing to support the renewal of parts of a city or town and to encourage innovative methods of collective learning. The management of social housing and the accreditation of so-called social operators accompany the evolution of inhabitants’ cooperatives aiming at their better inclusion and integration.
In this context, the example of Milan provides interesting insights on several aspects, from social design specifications of its interventions to the emergence of new types of 'social management,' up to the innovation of participation and social accountability processes (Ferri, 2011). The explicit goal of the initiatives is to build and experiment participatory mechanisms for community cohesion and territorial integration of the different social components, to foster in tenants a sense of belonging to the place of residence. Some projects contain the concept of mixitè - the cornerstone of the initiative - going as far as trying to define a heterogeneous ‘community profile’ in which families, single persons, students, the young and the elderly live together and experiment community involvement, cohesion and integration. There is a clear attempt in all cases to reduce social risks and at the same time to reduce the risk of insolvency and depreciation in the value of the properties. The result is an interesting innovation in terms of management. In fact, traditionally, residents are not actually part of the management of social housing. The new projects, instead, adopt a radically different approach compared to the normal process based on building social housing first and then allocating it to selected families placed on a waiting list.  Since citizens’ empowerment is considered a priority, more experiences are trying to bring them together first of all as a community of inhabitants, and this goes hand-in-hand with the design and construction of social housing. In some cases, this is also accompanied by co-housing and ‘time bank’ or ‘diffuse condominium’ experiments, i.e. residential units allocated to young people aged under thirty-five who agree to work together for the social and generational revitalisation of difficult neighbourhoods. 

What next

A recent public initiative (Inu IX Study Day, 2015) has provided several hints at crucial actions, often addressing emergency conditions. 
The large gap between demand and supply for affordable housing requires public policies and new policy tools to enforce and manage the cooperation between public sector institutions (on different scales) and social and non-profit organisations, property market operators and holders of the financial resources needed to implement projects. 
Spatial planning is not sufficient and must be integrated with other tools, mostly fiscal. At a first stage, it is necessary to implement a reform in the national urban fiscal tools, so as to modulate local taxes and incentives in order to support the increase of units to be rented.
Other financial aids claim to be properly fuelled, such as the ‘National Fund for innocent arrears’ (nationally funded intermittently since 2012), Local Investment Funds and Metropolitan Housing Agencies (only Turin and Bologna are already enabled). 
The expansion of Social Housing can be achieved not through a single solution, but through many operations playing together successfully.
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