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	1. Introduction


This note has been produced as an input to the discussions taking place in respect to Cohesion Policy, and in particular, the Urban Dimension in Cohesion Policy 2013-2019. 

The note emerges from a process of monitoring and debate that QeC-ERAN   launched in September 2007. To date events have been organised in Antwerp and Madrid. The first focused on the Urban Dimension in the NSRF’s and OP’s in Holland and Belgium. The event in Madrid focused on Spain and Portugal. Future events are planned in Bratislava and Lille

The objective is to feed the outcomes of these events into the mid-term review of the 2007-2013 Cohesion Policy AND discussion relating to the new programme period 2013-2019 
Our programme of events is centred on three crucial questions as concerns the urban dimension in cohesion funds:
· Are member states making use of the greater decentralisation of decision making provided for in the Community Strategic Guidelines?

· Are Operational Programmes addressing urban disparities?

· Are we keeping an integrated approach to urban development?
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Urban actions 2007-2013

The importance of urban questions has been recognised under successive presidencies of the Union particularly at the informal Council in Rotterdam in November 2004 and in Bristol in December 2005.In addition, in its report on the urban dimension in the context of enlargement
, the European Parliament welcomed the incorporation of sustainable urban development in Cohesion Policy.

In the new programming period, the Commission intends to reinforce the place of urban issues in the programmes 2007-2013 which implies several things:

· to increase the importance of urban development in the programming process (NSRF and OPs);

· to promote the concept of integrated urban development;

· to valorise the URBAN acquis, and to open it to a broader range of actions;

· to fully include urban actors in the preparation and implementation of Operational Programmes.

Instruments and tools

1. URBACT II (2007-2013), the Urban Development Network Programme is a programme which aims to develop exchanges of experience between European cities within the new objective “Territorial Cooperation”. It has enlarged the eligibility for cities comparing to URBAN II.

2. Regions for Economic Change is a proactive policy tool offered to Member States, regions and cities to help them implement the renewed Lisbon agenda through actions aimed at economic modernization. 

3. JESSICA (Joint European Support for Sustainable Investment in City Areas) is a cooperation agreement between the Commission, the European Investment Bank and the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development on financial engineering for sustainable urban development.

4. Urban Development Interservice Group. Created in December 2005, it is led by DG REGIO Director General. DGs participating are REGIO, EAC, EMPL, ENV, ENTR, INFSO, JLS, RTD, SANCO and TREN.

5. Urban Audit may help to design an intelligent urban policy in Europe today with its almost 300 indicators and 258 cities covered.

European Cities

The “State of European Cities 2007” report explains that in the period 1996-2001, a third of cities grew at a rate in excess of 0.2% per year, a third saw their populations remain stable and a third experienced a notable decline in population.

It is widely recognised that cities are “home to most jobs, firms and institutes of higher education and their action is decisive in bringing about social cohesion”
. As stated in State of European Cities 2007 “the question of the sustainable character of growth is particularly important in cities most exposed to problems of social exclusion, deterioration of the environment, wastelands and urban sprawl”.

Regarding the 3 main goals of the revised Lisbon Agenda, cities must face up different challenges:

Making places attractive in which to work and invest: it is not always easy to facilitate accessibility and mobility, nor the access to service facilities. The development of ICT situation, the natural and physical environment and culture are more and more taken into account in order to evaluate a city.

Innovation and knowledge economy: cities should aim to retain or attract highly skilled workers. Cities with a high share of tertiary-educated inhabitants must have interesting employment opportunities and be more attractive places in which to live, than the suburbs. Concerning the transition of new knowledge to new application, it could be facilitated through a strong network between universities and local businesses. On the other hand, cities include affluent neighbourhoods but also deprived ones which creates big disparities in cities, linked to unemployment, poverty and crime.

More and better jobs: We can not forget the Urban paradox in terms of employment. “European cities concentrate both jobs and the jobless.”
 The Lisbon Agenda sets the ambitious goal of increasing the European employment rate to 70%, by 2010. In 2001, only 10% of the Urban Audit cities had reached this level, with cities lagging behind the national averages. For this reason, cities must work to increase employability but also the levels of education. The gender dimension of the labour market should also be noted: in Urban Audit cities, women’s participation in the labour force appears to supplement, rather than replace, the traditionally higher levels of participation among men
.

Points for Discussion and Action for the new programming period
These points and recommendations for action are those that have emerged from the process we have undertaken and as such they reflect issues emerging from different levels of governance:
· The key drivers and challenges for the next programming period will be essentially the same as for the current period. There will be a review of Lisbon in 2010, but the issues that currently dominate the agenda will remain the same: sustainable development; demographic change; energy and climate change; jobs and human capital; migration and integration, exclusion and poverty, gender equality and governance.

· The decision to mainstream the urban dimension into national/regional OP’s was badly timed. Through the UPPs and URBAN I and II, the EU had successfully created a deep form of “integration “ in relation to tackling urban change and challenges. EU15 members had gradually created a shared methodology in terms of the “integrated “ approach. The EC in recommending the   abolition the URBAN programme in the current programming period has actually “thrown the baby out with the bath water”. Whilst the need to move beyond the “area based “ approach of URBAN I and II was required given the pace of  social and economic change in cities, the shift from “area-based” to a sense of  no “territorial cohesion”, has meant that “mainstreaming “ has left behind the good practice.    Under the guise of “mainstreaming” the CSG’s have infact allowed the erosion of a specific , well focused and integrated  urban dimension in OP’s.

·  Relatedly, what is emerging is that in EU 12, understandably, there has been hardly any experience of working in an “integrated” way. As such the urban dimension in their OP’s is very diffuse or simply one dimensional and lacking the more sophisticated perspective that an integrated methodology requires.
· There has been no delegation to sub-regional levels (except in Holland). This in effect means that OP’s are not building on the good practice of URBAN in terms of multi level governance. The evaluations of URBAN 1 and mid-terms evaluation of URBAN II emphasise the need to ensure that real multi level decision making is a key factor for maximising impact of interventions. However, this is not to suggest that the level of delegation required has to be at an “area” based level. 
· In relation to this issue we would argue that there does need to be a “territorial “ approach BUT that the territory at urban level has to be sub-regional, not just neighbourhood . In terms of travel to work and accessing services the sub-regional level provides for a more relevant degree of territorial cohesion. Those living in disadvantaged areas in cities (the focus of URBAN I and II)  have not benefited significantly  from such  a “neighbourhood focus”. Indeed there are those who argue that the programmes actually contributed to the re-inforcing of negative stereotypes of those areas. What is clear is that the approach based on the notion of “trickle down” did not trickle down to enough residents. This was due in part to the mistaken assumption that large infrastructure investments in a number of “flag-ship” projects would result in attracting a wider mix of socio-economic groups into the area, and that these investments would create new local jobs. The reality is that such investments have a much wider “fall-out” than just at the local level. Consequently there is a need to recognise the need to “connect” such areas and not just treat them in isolation- a sub-regional perspective would create this additional “connectedness”.
· Addressing this multi- level governance issue is fundamental in terms of the future programming period as this is key to active involvement of relevant stakeholders and  for effective and extensive consultation. New forms of governance hold the key to a “more participatory, hands-on democracy” and thus  narrowing the gap between Europe and its citizens. 
· Two key facts have gradually brought governance into the field of political organisation and public policies in Europe:
· the increased complexity of the problems and challenges requiring public responses owing to the growing interrelations between different sectors and between tiers of government (similar, shared or complementary competences, combed funding capacities);

· the political importance of these objectives, which calls for an active and convergent participation by as many as possible of the public actors involved in order for the action to be more efficient.

· The link between governance and territorial  have punctuated the evolution of national and EU political and institutional frameworks, the integration of new Member States, and the implementation of policies with a strong territorial impact, most importantly cohesion policy, over the past 20 years. Without listing comprehensively all the reference documents or frameworks drawn up at EU level at the instigation of the European Commission, the Parliament, or Member States, as well as the Committee of the Regions and various other networks of actors (local authorities, private and public sectoral networks, etc.), it is nonetheless useful in this context to make reference to:
· the European Spatial Development Perspective - ESDP (1999);

· the White Paper on European Governance (EC 2001), in particular the report of the working group on multi-level governance;

· the study published under the ESPON (2006) programme on “Governance of territorial and urban policies from EU to local level”;

· the Territorial Agenda and the Leipzig Charter (2007).
· As an observation , no-one today disputes the fact that well-structured governance is a key factor in the effectiveness and enhancement of EU policies and in ensuring their coherence with national and sub-national policies, it must nevertheless be acknowledged that the solutions proposed so far have provided only partially satisfactory responses. It is clear that the institutional structure of the EU (EU/ Member States / local and regional authorities) and the traditional, sector-based, approach are constraints on the implementation of community strategies in that they compartmentalize it both vertically and horizontally. The not inconsiderable risk of such an approach is that a given issue may not be addressed globally, and the solutions found will therefore be only partial, unsatisfactory, and even, in numerous cases, contradictory; moreover, EU sectoral policies and the territorial development policies in the MS are often uncoordinated or even in contradiction with one another. What this means is  that the arrangements for governance applied in the OPs, especially those related to territorial cooperation, are rarely proactive with regard to putting into practice the priority strategic guidelines and identifying the suitable typologies of actors to carry out projects, so much so that the majority of approved projects lack a sufficiently  strategic dimension.

· Relatedly, there is a need to strengthen the concept of partnership within the urban dimension. There are two contrasting perspectives on the role of local partnerships in relation to policy development and implementation. Traditionally, local partnerships have often been seen as a delivery mechanism for national and international policy programmes in a hierarchical, top down model of policy. The alternative perspective, however, is of multi-level governance arrangements in which local partnerships contribute to both delivery and policy development in a process which is bottom up as much as top down. 

· Labour market policy needs to be more centrally placed within the urban dimension in the new programming period. Labour market policy today has a great deal to contribute to achieving local development objectives. Traditionally, the two main goals of labour market policy have been to ensure that labour markets function efficiently; and to stimulate labour productivity. In this way labour market policy and training policy have become important instruments in the support of economic growth and the fight against unemployment while also helping to keep inflation pressures low. To achieve these goals, programmes are implemented with the aim of facilitating labour market adjustment by matching job-seekers with vacancies, by promoting mobility, and by developing the employability of workers.  But the role that labour market policy and vocational training play in promoting economic competitiveness and development can go beyond this. In a knowledge-based economy, human resources have a direct impact on the capacity of business to react to changes in the economic environment and to respond to new opportunities. In order to seize possibilities of enhanced economic development, localities and regions must compete to attract and retain businesses drawing on local assets and resources. Labour market policy can make a central contribution to this process, as the local labour pool is now one of the most important assets – in terms of ideas, innovations, skills, talents, specialisations, culture, methods and approaches to work. 
 As a consequence, labour market issues need to be increasingly at the heart of economic development strategies being formulated by localities and regions. More specifically, human resources have relevance for several drivers of local growth, and in particular: skills, innovation, entrepreneurship and social cohesion. 

Consideration should be given in the new programming period to using the open method of co-ordination in cohesion policy and in particular the urban dimension. Currently the OMC   is limited exclusively to Member States’ representatives and is organised on a sectoral basis. In its current form, it takes place in policy areas which fall within the competence of Member States such as employment, social protection, social inclusion, education, youth and training. The Commission’s role is limited to surveillance, while the European Parliament plays virtually no part in the process, and neither do advisory bodies such as the Committee of the Regions and the EESC, however much the areas dealt with might fall within their remit. What is more, the territorial dimension is completely missing from this process, although many of the policy areas (employment, social inclusion, training, etc.) have a strong territorial component. Although its effectiveness is sometimes contested, this intergovernmental instrument does nonetheless have the merit of being accepted by all Member States, and of making an attempt to coordinate their policies in a certain number of areas.

However in extending the OMC a number of modifications/actions need to be taken in order to ensure more effectiveness. In particular there is a need to make the process more inclusive and incorporate the involvement of the EP
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