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PREFACE
Since the beginning of the 2000s a growing political interest was observable in the EU regarding urban objectives: more commitment in favour of integrated approach to urban development at EU and national scale and more political attention to priority areas in order to remedy vicious circles of exclusion and deprivation. In many countries (e.g. Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden, England) national urban policies were developed to promote inclusion and cohesion in disadvantaged areas in an integrated manner. The initiatives of the European Commission – Urban Pilot Projects (1989-1993), Community Initiatives POVERTY III (1989-1993), URBAN I (1994-1999), URBAN II (2000-2006) – and the mainstreamed urban dimension after 2007 acted as a stimulus for policy development in this field.
However, the financial crisis exacerbated the problems of urban poverty and also its spatial concentration into deprived area was becoming stronger. In parallel, some of the countries, due to problems with public budgets, restricted or even totally ceased their national urban policies. All this gave special importance to the sustainable urban development (SUD) initiative within the EU Cohesion Policy, which made it compulsory since 2014 to spend a (minimum) 5% of ERDF budget in urban areas, based on integrated strategies prepared by the cities. 
Within the framework of the Urban Agenda for the EU, the Urban Poverty Partnership (UPP) was one of the first four partnerships which started its work in 2016 and developed its Action Plan by 2018. The outcome of the almost three years long collaboration between national governments, local municipalities, relevant EU-wide NGO-s and the European Commission is a series of important suggestions. One of these actions “... proposes the Local Pact as a multi-fund instrument aimed to assign urban authorities a leading role in the design of their strategies of urban regeneration of Deprived Urban Areas and Neighbourhoods in the Cohesion Policy post 2020. Based on a multi-level governance approach, it adopts a mixed place-based and people-based vision, allowing it to adopt the necessary flexibility to address the different dimensions of urban poverty through integrated strategies.”
Following the approval of the action plan, URBACT launched a collaboration between national, regional and local government representatives from four countries: France, Germany, Poland and Spain, supported by experts from URBACT, to further develop the idea of the Local Pact. 
The main outcome of this collaboration is the present document. It is offering on the one hand a blueprint – a policy framework  for a new generation of integrated approach to fight urban poverty, in a multi-level governance context, with innovative ways to include of the affected population groups as co-creators of policies for interventions. Furthermore, it offers also a suggestion for a tool (in the form of an instrument in the Cohesion Policy regulation) to implement such policies.
The hope is that the suggested multi-level governance model and the related tool for implementation will positively contribute to the aims of the new Cohesion Policy, to the updating of the Leipzig charter and to the process approaching the UN Sustainable Development Goals (notably n°1 “no poverty” and n°11 “sustainable cities and communities”). These aims would be fulfilled if a growing number of countries would apply the suggested multi-level governance urban policy model, for example giving to it an important role within the framework of the dedicated funding for sustainable urban development (at least 6% of ERDF allocations), which are planned after 2021. Moreover, as public participation, including the empowerment of residents, is of prime importance in the suggested model approach to improve deprived areas, there is also a hope that the enhanced emphasis on integrated handling of urban poverty will also contribute to the strengthening of local democracy. To develop stronger local communities is a key factor to fight the threats on democracies in general.
A shorter version of the guideline is also available HERE and is entitled: 

Local Pact for Priority areas: Area-based integrated policy approach in a multi-level governance context to fight urban poverty 

This Report was commissioned by the URBACT Secretariat as a Capitalisation Activity within the Urban Agenda Partnership on Urban Poverty. 
The Task Force developing the report was composed by Ivan Tosics, Séverine Bressaud and Daniela Patti. 
Three policies labs have been organized respectively in France, Poland and Spain with different stakeholders to feed this document with experiences from 4 different countries.
Special thanks for their ongoing contributions to the German team (Katja Adelhof, Anja Beuchel, Karoline Branke, Kathrin Schultheis), Spanish team (Eduardo de Santiago Rodriguez, Luis Torrens Melich, Tonet Font Ferrer), Polish team (Marta Bystrowska, Joanna Brzezinska, Agneszka Bednarska-Bernatek, Elżbieta Michalska, Marta Ignaczak), French team (Sabrina Abdi, Léa Retournard, Charline Rouillon, Valentin Mousain, Delphine Silly) as well as Raffaele Barbato (UIA Secretariat), Christian Iaione (Luiss University) and Miguel Brito (City of Lisbon).
INTRODUCTION
An area-based approach to fight against poverty in urban deprived areas
In the last decades many area-based interventions were made in poor areas, contributing to the improvement of such areas in terms of infrastructures. However, in most cases these investments were not able to change the level of segregation, while they focused only on housing renovation and contributed to the conceptualization of segregation, localizing it to some precisely defined areas, stigmatizing these and their inhabitants. At the same time mainstream neoliberal policies accomplished in many countries the privatization of housing, decreasing the social housing sector, withdrawing important elements of welfare policies, aggravating the housing affordability problems – contributing in that way to further spatial concentration of problem families.
There is a general consensus today that worsening social, housing and employment conditions, concentrating partly in urban deprived areas, constitute a very serious and growing problem all over the EU. These problems are threatening not only the functioning of the social system, the housing market and the economy but in a broader perspective the democratic system itself - as populist ideas spread easily under such circumstances. In this situation new approaches are needed, both on the general political and macroeconomic level and more concretely on the level of deprived areas.
· On the one hand structural changes are needed in EU and national policies, towards new types of right-based policies and the re-creation of welfare systems, in order to avoid the creation of further segregation of people and areas. New policies are needed in economic development, new approaches to housing and social policies, based on affordability considerations, adjusting tenure structures, changing taxation and subsidy regimes and introducing rights-based welfare policies (people-based approach).
· On the other hand new types of policies are needed in regard of the most deprived areas (area-based approach), to where most of the present social, economic and physical problems concentrate. These policies need to be based on a multi-level governance framework, in which all levels agree on the basic principle. The other important aspect is the inclusion of the affected population groups as co-creators of policies for interventions. People should be considered as assets instead of problems, and should be incentivized to explore, how these areas and their residents could best be approached to achieve long-lasting changes. If policies concentrate on the opportunities of these areas and their residents, to be developed together with the affected population and organizations, a new generation of area-based interventions can be developed, in which people of priority/deprived areas
 actively contribute, instead of being stigmatized as passive residents of priority areas.
A frame for regeneration policies targeting of priority areas
The present document focuses on the second approach (not denying the importance of the first), suggesting a new, innovative multi-level governance framework for such a new generation of area-based interventions. 
This “Local Pact for Priority Areas” policy addresses all relevant levels of governance (the EU, national states, regions, local municipalities) and raises a comprehensive framework, how the integration of different funding sources, regulations, implementation tools can be achieved, based on the active involvement of the affected population groups. Besides this new policy also a tool, the new “Local Integrated Pact” instrument has been developed, like ITI or CLLD, which could help the implementation of the policy and could be one option chosen by countries in the future cohesion policy .
Our work is relevant in timing, as the European Commission and other players are interested in the crucial question, how the basic elements of the upcoming post-2020 Cohesion Policy, such as the Sustainable Urban Development (6% of ERDF) measure or the fifth policy objective focusing on territorial approach, could be filled up with fresh ideas.
Our work is based on a comprehensive stock-taking exercise, concentrating mainly on the case of four countries (France, Germany, Poland and Spain), but also including some good practices from other countries. On the basis of good practices a contract- or informal agreement-based approach is suggested as a potential framework to link the elements from different governance levels and policy fields together, allowing for the introduction of many innovative elements.
This document is made-up of 4 chapters:

· Chapter I - A manifesto which summarizes the good reasons to apply “the local pact” policy framework for urban deprived areas or to develop a new instrument “Local Pact” in the framework of the next cohesion policy
· Chapter II - A guideline for the policy framework organised in 6 sub-parts: multilevel governance, integrated approach, participation, financial management, institutional management and technical support, monitoring and evaluation
· Chapter III - A presentation of a new territorial instrument: the local integrated pact 

· CHAPTER IV - Appendices with study cases from the 4 countries (France, Germany, Poland and Spain)
CHAPTER 1 : MANIFESTO

 I – MANIFESTO: LET’S IMPLEMENT AN AREA-BASED POLICY TO BETTER ADDRESS POVERTY ISSUES IN URBAN AREAS 
Context and challenges: to address poverty challenges in Europe
In 2015, almost a quarter (23.7%, 120 million people) of the EU population was recorded as being at risk of poverty or social exclusion. The Europe 2020 strategy aimed to remove 20 million people from poverty or risk of poverty by 2020, however, the financial crisis exacerbated the problems of urban poverty and its spatial concentration into priority/deprived areas. In parallel, some of the European countries, due to problems with public budgets, restricted or even totally ceased their national urban policies. All this gave special importance to the sustainable urban development (SUD) initiative within the EU Cohesion Policy, which made it compulsory since 2014 to spend a (minimum) 5% of ERDF budget in urban areas, based on integrated strategies prepared by the urban authorities
. 
The Pact of Amsterdam, adopted in May 2016, established a shared EU-wide approach to urban challenges. As part of this approach the Urban Agenda for the EU was launched, marking an important step towards realising the potential for cities to shape policy alongside national and EU actors. Within the framework of the Urban Agenda for the EU, the Urban Poverty Partnership (UPP) was one of the first four partnerships, which started its work in 2016 and developed its Action Plan by 2018. The outcome of the almost three year long collaboration between national governments, local municipalities, relevant EU-wide NGOs and the European Commission was a series of important proposals. One of the 12 actions “... proposes the Local Pact as a multi-fund instrument aimed to assign urban authorities a leading role in the design of their strategies of urban regeneration of Urban Deprived Areas and Neighbourhoods in the Cohesion Policy post 2020. Based on a multi-level governance approach, it adopts a mixed place-based and people-based vision, which is able to adopt the necessary flexibility to address the different dimensions of urban poverty through integrated strategies.” 
On the request of the UPP, URBACT launched a capitalisation project with the involvement of the national, regional and local levels of four countries (France, Germany, Poland, Spain) to further develop the Local Pact concept.
Participants
France: City of Lille (local level), Metropolitan area of Lille (inter-municipal level), CGET (national level).
Germany: City of Berlin (local level), Senate Department for Urban Development and Housing, Section Soziale Stadt (regional level), Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development (national level).
Poland: City of Lodz (local level), Marshall office (regional level) and Ministry of Investment and development - Urban policy unit (national level).
Spain: City of Barcelona (local level), Region of Catalunya (regional level) and Ministry of Development-Urban Policies Deputy Directorate (national level).
The main ambition: to encourage the implementation of the “Local Pact for priority areas” approach in urban areas
The Local Pact, as a policy framework aims at developing area-based policy targeting priority areas, where poverty is highly concentrated. It is based on multi-level governance involving actively all the administrative levels (from national to local) and on an active participation of local stakeholders and inhabitants, who become as co-creators of local urban policies. These two dimensions are crucial to address poverty by involving all the concerned stakeholders, which have complementary roles and by tackling poverty as a holistic challenge integrating social, physical, economic and environmental issues. 
=> At the local level: this policy approach helps municipalities to co-build new solutions with local inhabitants, public institutions, knowledge organisations and private sector to address poverty in priority areas. 
=> At the national level: countries get stimulated to allocate at least 6% of ERDF to SUD (article 9 ERDF regulation proposal for post 2020 period) and more specifically to priority areas. 
=> At the European level: this policy framework offers the opportunity to allocate Structural Funds from different sources to local strategies targeting priority districts in the framework of the new Cohesion Policy. 
7 good reasons to apply the “Local Pact” policy framework
1) To reinforce (technically and financially) public interventions in priority areas, which concentrate to the most socio-economic difficulties => Area-based policy
2) To promote innovation in priority areas through ambitious local strategies and action plans combining physical and soft interventions => Integrated urban development
3) To encourage and support cities/metropolitan areas to implement integrated strategies targeting priority areas at the local level, according to a common national/regional framework. These integrated strategies could be formalised by an informal agreement/pact or a contract committing all the territorial stakeholders => Multi-level governance (vertical cooperation)
4) To concentrate and optimise funds dedicated to priority areas from all territorial levels (European-National-Regional-Local) through the Local Pact to better use European funds managed by urban authorities  and fed by other financial sources (incl. private ones) => Multi-level governance (financial support / financing)
5) To encourage and support inhabitants to become active stakeholders of the transformation of their area and life, through participating in the co-design and co-implementation of new solutions => Participation, empowerment of local people and social innovation
6) To set up governance bodies at the local level ensuring an active participation from all municipality departments, from all sectors, from all type of stakeholders (elected representatives, residents, NGO…) => Multi-level governance and integrated approach  (horizontal cooperation and political support)
7) To increase capacities to plan, implement, monitor and evaluate actions in priority areas through enhancing human resources and mobilising all the concerned local stakeholders => Institutional and technical management – Capacity building 
From the Local Pact policy framework to the creation of a new territorial instrument 
Beyond a policy framework, the Local Pact could also be formalised through a new European territorial instrument to encourage and support local authorities to apply the Local Pact policy approach. This suggested Local Integrated Pact (LIP) instrument would be multi-fund, flexible, integrated and largely based on ideas of local stakeholders, within the framework of the future cohesion policy and more specifically the Policy Objective 5 “Europe closer to citizens – sustainable and integrated development of urban, rural and coastal areas through local initiatives” (ERDF proposal regulation). 
“Local pact”: to better address poverty challenges in the future cohesion policy and to improve citizens’ participation 
The suggested multi-level governance policy framework and the potential related instrument for implementation can positively contribute to the aims of the new Cohesion Policy period, to the updating of the Leipzig Charter and to the implementation the UN Sustainable Development Goals. These aims would be fulfilled if a growing number of countries would apply the suggested multi-level governance urban policy model. Moreover, as public participation, including the empowerment of residents, is of prime importance in the suggested approach to improve priority areas, there is also a hope that the enhanced emphasis on integrated handling of urban poverty will also contribute – through the better involvement of local stakeholders – to the strengthening of local democracy. To develop stronger local communities is a key factor to fight the threats on democracies that Europe is facing today. 

CHAPTER II – LOCAL PACT POLICY FRAMEWORK: GUIDELINES

1. A MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE POLICY APPROACH 
Challenge: to organise and to manage a multi-level governance scheme based on:
=> a mix between people-and-area-based policies

=> a vertical cooperation between different territorial levels from national to local one

=> a formalisation of the multilevel governance trough a common agreement or a more formal contract linking the different territorial levels 

=> clear definition of “priority area” in a multilevel governance 

=> an efficient use of funds from European cohesion policy
1.1. A needed mix between people-area based approach and area-based approach 
Two main approaches can be distinguished to fight problematic concentrations of urban poverty with public policies: to address the relevant policy sectors (employment, education, health, housing, etc.) and/or concentrate on the most deprived geographic areas (Colini et al, 2013:26).
Sectoral interventions, constituting the ‘people-based approach’, are not linked to any particular spatial level, but focus on improving the situation of individuals or households with low incomes and specific needs with no regard where they live. Examples on such sectoral interventions are social housing policy that makes affordable housing available in all parts of the city; specific efforts to improve the lowest levels of public services provision; training for the unskilled workforce; education and school policy that promotes equal quality of education and social mix of students in all schools; mobility policy that is guaranteeing equal opportunities of access by public transport from all parts of the city to the job market and major facilities. The underlying assumption of such interventions is that they do not affect directly the deprived areas but might have positive effects on individuals and communities living there.
Area-based interventions, constituting the ’place-based approach’, concentrate on deprived areas. They do not focus on individuals in general but on neighbourhoods and their residents. Ideally, they include both ‘hard/physical’ measures, such as physical restructuring or upgrading programmes (e.g. demolition, new infrastructure, regeneration of housing, etc.) and ‘soft/social regeneration’ measures, such as fostering skills, social capital and building capacity of people living in the area through work integration and training programmes, local festivals, etc. Area-based policies rest on the assumption that by focusing on places with specific problems (e.g. concentration of poverty), the situation of the people living in these areas will improve. If large portion of the disadvantaged people live in such selected areas and they continue to stay there also after improvements, the problems of urban poverty can be eased with area-based policies (this also happens if poor people leave the area, from their own will, as it is often the case in ’transitory areas’). Area-based interventions also suppose that multi-sectoral interventions create synergies and scope economies among the different policies, and this integration leads to better results. 
People based vs. area based interventions are two ideal-types which cannot be ranked according to importance or efficiency: both have their merits and both have problems if applied alone. A sectoral policy will only influence some of the factors of poverty and it can even worsen the situation in regard of the other factors (e.g. the regeneration/improvement of poor housing increases the rental and utility costs which lead to increasing difficulties of the poor residents living on social benefit). An area-based initiative will only impact on the factors within the selected area, i.e. disadvantaged people who do not live in the targeted areas are neglected. Moreover, several effects can be observed following such interventions:

· due to the improvements prices increase in the area and this can lead to change of the population, pushing out the original disadvantaged residents to other deprived areas, replacing them by better off families. If such gentrification processes expulse people beyond the borders of the municipality, poverty data of the municipality improve, without real poverty alleviation. This is mostly the case of deprived areas located in the cities centres or nearby.
· due to the improvement of standard of living, inhabitants leave the deprived area for a better one and new poor people arrive in the deprived area. The poverty figures don’t change even if there is an improvement of inhabitants' conditions.
The key for success in dealing with spatial concentrations of poverty is to replace single interventions with complex policies, including both people-based and area-based interventions. This requires both vertical and horizontal integration. Vertical integration is about bringing policies from different levels of government together. Horizontal integration is about organising and coordinating the policy fields in a specific area - this will be discussed in Chapter 2. 
1.2. A vertical cooperation between territorial levels organised in a national policy framework
For successful urban regeneration policies a proper multi-level governance framework (vertical integration) is needed, assuring that the policies from the national, regional and local government levels are well coordinated. 
Multi-level governance (MLG) means sharing responsibilities between different levels of government. The rationale for that is the concern of higher levels of government with outcomes at the lower level. Urban poverty is one of the typical fields where MLG cooperation is needed to achieve lasting results. Cities can have their own policies but alone can not achieve the most important goals in the fight against urban poverty: regional and national frameworks are needed to ensure proper policy coordination and the required legal background and financing of complex interventions.
MLG urban regeneration policies have to ensure first of all good links between area-based and people-based elements. Then, regarding the area-based interventions, important elements have to be regulated in within the MLG structure: how to identify the intervention areas (the most deprived neighbourhoods)- see part 1.4. , how to determine the content of the interventions- see part 1.3., how to ensure financial contribution from other national programmes see part 4,, how to build up the institutional background of managing and monitoring the interventions see part 4, etc. Although these issues are interdependent, closely connected to each other, they are dealt with one-by-one in more details in the following chapters.
In the four analysed countries the national urban policy frameworks are rather different. There are examples on long-term policies, such as the Soziale Stadt in Germany (since 1999) or the Politique de la Ville in France (since 1981). In Spain the ARIs programme is for area based integrated urban regeneration, within the State Plan for Housing. Urban Policy in Poland is relatively recent: as an independent policy, it was introduced in 2015, with the “National Urban Policy”. The summary of these national urban policies can be found in Appendix 1. (additionally also the New Deal for Communities policy of England is shortly described as it had some interesting features, not present in the other examples).

Practical example: Complementary roles between the national, regional and local level in Poland and Spain 
In Poland, the national administrative system provides a specific framework for the implementation of the urban policy called “strategy for responsible development 2020”, within which the existing administrations at the regional and municipal levels have relative freedom in shaping urban actions (eg. revitalisation programmes at the regional level co-financed with Cohesion Policy funds).
In Spain, the national level leads two main policies: the ARIs programme dedicated to housing renovation and EDUSI initiatives, which is financed within the cohesion policy. Each city can apply for the 2 programmes. Moreover, other administrative levels can also launch their own urban regeneration programmes with their own funding (eg. Llei de Barris in Catalunia and Plan MADRE in Madrid). 
1.3. Legal aspects to formalize MLG policies for area-based urban regeneration 
There is a general feature having a national (and/or in federal countries: regional) level programme body, and, on the other end, a local level implementation body (municipality and/or groups of municipality at the metropolitan scale). All the essential decisions about the content and financing of interventions are negotiated between these bodies.
MLG policies on urban regeneration have usually big problems in adjusting relevant sectoral policies which are linked to different levels of government. For the success of interventions into priority areas it is not enough to improve the physical conditions of public spaces and buildings: additional housing policy and educational elements are also of crucial importance. In many countries, however, housing and educational policies are determined on regional or national level, which limits the chances of the municipalities to achieve the needed additional policy changes (for example limit rent increases or increase the number of teachers in the deprived areas).
The legal framework/organisational setting of the finally agreed local programmes may take different forms, either contract-based, as in France or programme-framed, as in many other countries. Such agreements have to ensure the implementation of the complex projects within a given time, avoiding that the program is stopped by any partner of the MLG structure (whose election cycles vary from one another). The real situation is, however, even more complex, due to the need to negotiate and include resources from other programmes and stakeholders, as well.
Practical example: multi-level governance within urban policies in France and Germany
In France an area-based policy was established, targeting priority districts (deprived areas faced with socio-economical difficulties), called “Politique de la Ville”. In this framework, a “city contract” (which can cover several priority districts of a metropolitan area) is signed at least by the State, the inter-municipality organisation and the concerned municipalities. The regional council and other local authorities can also sign it. In Germany, the main programme for social urban development and urban renewal measures is the Soziale Stadt programme, aiming to invest in urban development measures. This programme is implemented in the framework of cooperation between the Federal government, the Länder and the municipalities. 
The analysed practices show many positive aspects of the contract-based approach. One of the innovative elements of contract-based policies is that responsible stakeholders actually sit around the table to decide together priorities. This requires, for example, that relevant national ministries come together and discuss problems of specific territories. Moreover, ministries have to “territorialise” their strategies, which is otherwise usually difficult to achieve. The political push for the creation of a contract usually helps to reach an institutional engagement, which creates more independence for public administrations from actual changes in daily politics. There are many examples on the collapse of programme-based agreements when some of the main political actors changes political colour - such changes are much less likely to happen if the main elements of the regeneration programme are formalized as a contract, ratified with signatures. 
For the new generation of area-based regeneration policies it is important that the contract or informal agreement should not only deal with the financial aspects and physical targets of regeneration but should also include the need for and forms of flexibility in the procedures, which allow for the innovative approaches and the new ways to include residents as co-creators into the programmes. The usual actors of Cohesion Policy programmes, the Managing Authorities (and also the relevant national political bodies and ministries) should be convinced to accept the contract approach in this, innovative new form. The contract approach was a crucial element also of the UIA projects, specifying all the innovative elements in the contracts which were signed with the cities.
The concrete forms of contracts/informal agreement might vary, of course, according to the specificities of the given countries. To have a full multi-level governance structure, including all levels, is an important element for the success of the new generation of regeneration policies. However, in case of a lack of national policy second best solutions can develop to assure the agreement of other partners about an integrated approach, based on shared responsibilities and shared funding, including innovative procedural elements. 
Another aspect, which might vary between countries, is the precise definition of the local level. According to the French experiences the functional urban area (metropolitan area) could be considered as the proper territorial level - provided that this has an appropriate institutional structure (as intermunicipality organizations in France). As an example on the form and content of such a contract, the Lille Metropole City contract (2015-2020) can be studied
http://www.lillemetropole.fr/files/live/sites/lmcu/files/docs/POLITIQUE%20DE%20LA%20VILLE/20150223_Contrat_Cadre_Ville_Agglomeration.pdf  
As already mentioned, all these elements of MLG policy structures are interdependent. There are many ways how MLG policies to fight urban poverty with a focus on priority neighbourhoods can be designed. Even so, much attention has to be taken to assure that the different elements of this policy are designed in harmony with each other and are handled on the correct level(s) within the MLG structure. The establishment of a multi-level governance cooperation to regenerate priority areas and the formalization of it in the form of a multi-year programme (optimally ratified in a contract form), assuring the deep involvement of the affected residents, is obviously a complex task, which needs proper capacity-building help on all levels of the governance structure. 
1.4. Selection of priority districts in a multilevel governance context

Choosing an area-based approach to fight against poverty means defining objective criteria in order to identify intervention perimeters. Therefore, the challenges are the following:

=> Which criteria can be used to delimitate the intervention perimeters? Which criteria are the most appropriate to concentrate intervention contributing to fight against poverty? Who can select these areas and with which method? How can we involve residents in this task?

=> How can we define targeted intervention areas while also taking into account territorial specificities in terms of location of poverty concentration and residents habits (where they work, where they go to get social and public services…)?

=> How can we define targeted deprived areas without disconnecting them from the other part of the city?

Identification of criteria: a statistical approach or a social / participative approach
Statistical approach
Most of European countries having an area-based approach for urban policy have defined intervention areas on the basis of statistical data. This means that at the regional/national level, through the existence of observatories, poverty-related data are available and enough detailed at a lower territorial scale, e.g. on the level of building blocks. France for example has defined a detailed method to identify intervention areas, based on two main criteria: number of inhabitants and share of low-income people.

Combined approach, with social/participative elements
Beyond the statistical data, it’s also possible to include a social dimension in taking into account the feeling of residents and NGOs living and acting in these priority neighbourhoods. It presents the advantage to integrate a functional approach to the priority area with a field vision and to better take into account specific needs from targets, which are not identified with statistical data (eg. Elderly, young…). This method combining statistical and qualitative approach seems to be a tailored solution to identify the priority district areas.

The municipality of Lisbon: a participative approach
On its own initiative, the municipality of Lisbon has defined an area-based policy targeting priority areas. They have defined criteria to identify their intervention perimeters. Then, they have consulted the inhabitants, NGOs to check with them the perimeters, through survey and local meetings. The objective was to collect their feeling on these perimeters and on their relevance according their daily life. Through this method, the number of priority district has increased from 50 to 67. Moreover, this consultation led to change the name of these intervention areas: from “priority areas” to “priority districts”.
Spanish case: municipality of Barcelona: a mixed methodology involving local stakeholders
In the framework of the municipal policy “Plan de Barris”, the City of Barcelona has identified 15 neighbourhoods through the following methodology:

- Mapping based on income data, statistics but also unemployment rate, school drop-out, specific metrics 

- Shared diagnosis of the situation from municipality and local stakeholders in neighbourhoods 

- Interviews and proposal of actions with citizens

The city pre-qualified 18-20 neighbourhoods and finally selected 15.  
Urban data observatory
The collection of urban data is crucial to identify the intervention areas and to follow-up the area-based urban policy. The availability of data depends on the existence or not of a national /regional observatory.

French case : a national observatory of priority districts policy (ONPV)
The ONPV is a public structure created by the programming Law (2014) in order to improve the knowledge concerning priority districts. It gathers various stakeholders involved in urban policy. Its secretariat is managed by the CGET. This observatory analyses the priority district situation and monitor them. They also bring some technical support to Cities by providing methodology. They use notably the following data:

- INSEE (national statistics institute): statistical indicators, calculated at the level of each priority district

- Financial indicators from the Information Geographic System of the urban policy (Système d’information Géographique de la Politique de la Ville – SIG Ville)

German case: in Berlin: monitoring of the development of Social city (Monitoring Soziale Stadtentwicklung)

The relevant funding areas are chosen on the basis of the Berlin-wide "Monitoring of social city development" (Monitoring Soziale Stadtentwicklung – MSS) survey, which has been carried out at two-year intervals since 2011, and on the basis of Berlin districts' own preferences. The core indicators used are unemployment, long-term unemployment, receipt of transfer funding (i.e. aid money; refers to percentage of unemployed recipients of aid pursuant to Code of Social Law (SGB) II and XII with respect to all residents) and child poverty. 

Spanish case: a national urban vulnerability observatory

It has been developed by the Ministry of Public Works and provides different instruments, such as the Atlas of Urban Vulnerability in Spain 2001 and 2011 (based on the smallest population unit in the Spanish censuses), the Urban Analysis of Vulnerable Neighbourhoods, the Map of Roma Population and Housing Conditions, the Urban Audit which provides statistical information at district level of the 16 cities with more than 250 000 inhabitants, or exhaustive information about the status of the neighbourhoods, with a complete set of 24 indicators.

Definition and validation of the perimeters: at the national or at the local level?
The validation of the targeted priority districts can be done in different ways, according the governance and the administrative organisation of each member state.

A) A top-down approach: the national level defines and validates the perimeters of priority districts, on which public policy in the field of urban planning and fighting against poverty will be based.

This method allows having the same and transparent criteria for all the districts at the national level but it does not always fit to all the local specificities. Moreover, it avoids the involvement of local communities in the definition of the intervention areas.

=> Option chosen notably by France

French case: a national decision

- The State service placed under the Ministry of territories cohesion authority lists and defines the outlines of priority districts (based on 2 common criteria).

- Local elected representatives are consulted to ensure the coherence of the perimeter with the situation on the ground.

- The national government validates the final perimeters through a decree law.

If the decision is national, urban policies will be applied in a different way according to the share of priority districts in the City. Between all French Metropolis, the situation differs sharply since the challenges are accordingly different.

B) A bottom-up approach often leading by municipalities/regional level and involving local stakeholders through different modalities. Usually, in these cases, a national framework exists and defines the main principles but it is the local level, which decides the perimeters for each priority areas.

This option presents the advantage to take into account the local specificities and to focus the intervention on the most deprived areas. But it usually means a longer process, sometimes a lack of transparency in the criteria and also the availability at the local level of data defining the socio-economic profile of deprived areas.

=> Option chosen notably by Germany, Poland.

German case: an application needed by municipality

- Municipalities are responsible to identify socially deprived areas in their community and apply for grants to the Länder

- Länder then pick a certain amount of applicants on the basis of criteria, specific to each Land.

Polish case: local municipalities select the criteria out of a proposed indicator system

In the framework of a national “Act on revitalization”, which sets up the general frame, a grant competition is organised at the regional level (Marshall offices) to encourage municipalities to define their revitalization plan.

The Act on Revitalization defines a degraded area as the area of the municipality in crisis due to the concentration of negative social phenomena, in particular unemployment, poverty, crime, low-levels of education or social capital, as well as insufficient level of participation in public and cultural life. Additionally, there should be a negative phenomenon observed in at least one of the following spheres: economic, environmental, spatial or technical. Municipalities define their degraded areas for establishing revitalization plans. According to the Act, the area of revitalization cannot contain more than 20% of the city's area and more than 30% of the population.

Spanish case: different modalities according to the programme/policy

In the framework of the national ARIs programme (state plan for housing), the areas are delimitated by municipalities, according to their own criteria and priorities. Once delimitated, municipalities propose the areas to the regional administration (Comunidades Autónomas) for the final approval. There are no explicit criteria for the selection of the areas, which only depends on the agreement between municipalities and the regional administration (Comunidades Autónomas). If this method presents the advantage to be flexible, the lack of transparency in the criteria can be conflictive, also in political terms. The national observatory of urban vulnerability could be used as a instrument for identifying and selecting priority areas either at national, regional or local level as it allows the comparison of the neighbourhood indicators with the national, regional or municipal averages.

Spain has also set up a national EDUSI programme, financed notably by EFRD. Then, they have launched several open calls for proposals in order to select the city beneficiaries of this programme. To be eligible, cities had to submit an Integrated and Sustainable Urban Development Strategy (EDUSI), which was later evaluated and scored according to an exhaustive set of criteria previously published with the public call.  Beneficiary cities were selected at national level according to this score in a fully transparent process. After the selection of beneficiary cities, they are free to select the exact intervention area according to the funding available and the city Integrated and Sustainable Urban Development Strategy (EDUSI).

Hungarian case: local municipalities bidding within the framework of a precisely defined indicator system

There are six criteria defined by the national government, four of which of social and two of physical character, all having benchmark values, from which an area can be called deprived from the given perspective. Local municipalities can bid with an area to become ’regeneration area’ if it can prove that the assigned area is deprived according to at least three of the six criteria. This system combines the top-down perspective (defining the framework of social and physical aspects) with some bottom-up flexibility (allowing local municipalities to select those criteria which fit the best to the characteristics of their priority areas).

Applied considerations in the definition of criteria

A/ Criteria, which are most representative to define the priority districts presenting the most important socio-economic difficulties

According to the countries, different options have been chosen to identify the most deprived areas:

- Some countries are very restrictive with the number of indicators defining poverty. This is for example the case for France, which has chosen only 2 common indicators, which are applicable to all the areas at the national scale: minimum of number of inhabitants in a district (1000 inhab.) and low-income criteria (concentration of population having resources lower than 60% of the national median reference). The criterion linked to low-income seems to be really representative of poverty situation (if other criteria are added – employment, level of qualification…- it doesn’t change the perimeter). Nevertheless, it doesn’t take into account for example, the informal activities or inhabitants who do not declare their income… This is also the case of Brussels capital in Belgium, which has created “Urban revitalization areas” according 3 criteria: unemployment rate higher than the regional average, income rate lower than the regional average, population density higher than the regional average.

- In other countries or cities a broader set of socio-economic-spatial criteria have been defined to identify the most deprived areas. This is the case of Poland for example or of the Land of Berlin in Germany. In Poland, the criteria are chosen by municipalities and can be the following: unemployment, poverty, crime, low-levels of education or social capital, as well as insufficient level of participation in public and cultural life, negative phenomenon in economic, environmental, spatial or technical sectors. The framework for defining and delimitating a deprived area is provided in the Act on revitalization (2015). In Berlin, the criteria are chosen by the Land: unemployment, long-term unemployment, receipt of social benefit payment, child poverty. In any case, the more data you define, the more data you need to collect. Therefore, it implies that these data are available.

	Should the number of inhabitant be one of the criteria – should a minimum and/or maximum number of residents be required?
The number of inhabitants of deprived areas should be taken into account. Indeed, a critical size seems to be necessary in order to guarantee an effect for the targeted areas. On the other hand, the areas shouldn't be too large in order to allow a proper territorial focus.

In France, the “City contract” interventions should be focused in the areas, where there is a big concentration of poverty, leading to a lot of discrimination for the concerned population (in terms of employment, housing, mobility...). That’s why city contracts cover areas made-up of at least 1000 inhabitants. In order to address all the challenges of these deprived areas means having a critical size to make the policy efficient. Of course, poverty exists also in other areas but more dispersed and can be overcome through other policies.

In Berlin, the social city policy concerns districts from 5000 to 20 000 inhabitants.

In England, in the framework of the New Deal for Communities programme, the size of the concerned neighbourhoods was required to accommodate between 1000 to 4000 households.


B/ Criteria, which can be flexible depending on the location of poverty and the urban morphology (large city centre, historical centre, peri-urban area…)

Criteria to define deprived areas should be adapted to the location of poverty concentration. According to the country, criteria are more or less flexible.

- In France, for example, poverty in big cities is mainly concentrated in peripheralneighbourhoods, whereas poverty is often concentrated in city centres for smaller and medium cities (there are some counter-examples like in Lille and Marseille, where poverty is mainly located in the centre… but it remains exceptions). One of the chosen criteria to define a deprived area is “the minimum of number of inhabitants in a district”. It shows that French urban policy is focused on places, where there is a large centration of poverty. It doesn’t mean that poverty doesn’t exist in other places (e.g. rural areas), but other supporting policies exist for that.

- In Poland and in Germany, where the municipalities are in charge of the definition of deprived areas according to their specificities (rural-periruban-neighbourhoods), different type of deprived areas can emerge because there is more flexibility in the criteria. For example, in Germany, deprived areas or in Poland, revitalization programmes can also cover rural areas. Their policies targeting deprived areas are not focused only on urban areas.

- In Barcelona (Spain), in the framework of Pla de Barris programme, the City Council of Barcelona has identified 15 of the most disadvantaged neighborhoods of the city in four territorial areas: the Besòs neighborhoods, the mountain areas on the slopes of Collserola and the hills, the neighborhoods of the Marina and the Old City.”
“

C/ Criteria, which take into account the “living area” for residents (functional approach)

If poverty is located in priority areas, interventions should not be limited exclusively to these areas. Indeed, residents can benefit from infrastructures, public services, transport, which are located outside the priority areas. It’s therefore very crucial to take also into account the sociological and functional profile of the targeted area and not to be limited to the strict statistical approach.

That’s why countries in the framework of their urban policies, have differentiated several intervention perimeters, for which they can allocate funding:-
- priority districts: areas where poverty is concentrated
- neighbouring areas: areas next to the deprived area, which contribute to provide services and infrastructures to residents from priority districts (e.g. Schools, employment, agencies…). The challenge is then to give some indication to define the perimeter of these areas and to be able to use available budget to finance actions in these areas, even if they are not considered as “priority districts”.

French case: different types of perimeters

The French regulation distinguishes between four different types of perimeters for each deprived area.

- Priority districts: areas on which the urban policy targeting priority areas is focused. These districts concentrate economic, social and urban problems and are defined on the basis of two main indicators (income and number of inhabitants).

- Active monitoring districts: districts concerned by the previous urban policy (2007-2014), which, however, do not fit any more with the new priority districts’ criteria. They can therefore benefit from a transition phase. They don’t benefit any more from the specific national urban budget but can mobilize national sectorial budgets.

- Living territories areas: areas, which are not in a priority districts but next to it. This perimeter is really important to develop equipment, social and cultural centres outside the priority districts but also available for priority districts residents. No specific national urban budget is allocated to these areas (only sectorial policies budget). There is no precise method existing how to define these larger areas. Sometimes, municipalities use the map of equipment and inhabitant survey on their habit concerning services.

- Most deprived areas: districts benefiting not only from the urban policy targeting priority areas but also from the national urban renewal program (which has much larger financial resources). This is a subset of priority districts: those with most important serious urban dysfunctions.

Example of perimeters: European metropolis of Lille

The specificity of urban policy on the European metropolis of Lille territory is that it is mainly concentrated on two large areas, gathering a main part of population. These two areas have been identified as “priority districts”, which are among the most crowded of France.

- North-east area: Roubaix (about 70 000 inhabitants)

- South: Lille Sud (48 000 inhabitants)

These two areas gather 60% of priority districts of the Metropolis. On a national scale they are third and fourth in terms of number of inhabitants.

D/ Criteria, which can be monitored and regularly updated

If some criteria are defined to delimitate the intervention areas, they need to be updated to follow-up the potential evolution of the district in terms of: quality of life for residents, income average... It means having detailed and consistent data on the local level and during a long period.

1.5. Optimisation of EU cohesion policy funds to support MLG policies for area-based urban regeneration and the EU Cohesion policy 
The links between the national MLG policies for area-based urban regeneration and the new Cohesion Policy are discussed in details in Chapter 3. 
Since 2014 the Sustainable Urban Development (SUD) measure became obligatory element of Cohesion Policy, requiring to spend at least 5% of ERDF allocation in urban areas. Countries differ from each other, how they used this resource: the EU money either contributes to the national urban programme (in France and partly in Germany), or is used for a parallel policy scheme (Spain) or the EU money is the only source of such a programme (Poland).
In France the Cohesion Policy money (ERDF totally, ESF in 65%) is part of the regional programmes (the case of Germany is close to this). French regional Managing Authorities apply different strategies: some regions focus ERDF dedicated to integrated urban development on priority neighbourhoods supporting “City contracts”, some on the metropolitan level through the support of general urban strategies. Concerning ESF, 10% should be used for people living in priority districts. 
In Spain there is a specific national programme, EDUSI, established for the 5% of ERDF resources, independently from the ARIs programme which is financed from national resources. 
In Poland mainly Cohesion Policy money is spent on urban regeneration, through national and regional programs, with the support of state budget funds (e.g. for pilot projects). The national “Revitalization Act” from 2015 forces each region to spend some money on priority areas. In the revitalization programmes municipalities were obliged to present other sources of funding (i.e. local budget, national budget, private funds). Thus in the Polish case EU funding was the source and inspiration to develop a national urban regeneration policy.
In most of these countries there are some efforts observable to extend the planning of urban regeneration towards the functional urban area level. The prominent examples are France, where plans are developed on the level of settlement associations, and Poland, where development is planned on the basis of Integrated Territorial Investments, covering the functional urban areas of cities. 
European funds are then important to support urban policies and actions targeting deprived areas. The proposition of new regulations for the next Cohesion policy may provide some opportunities for urban deprived areas through 2 modalities: 
· At least 6% of ERDF should be allocated to sustainable urban development. This guideline “Local Pact for Priority Areas” may offer a comprehensive framework for the integrated regeneration of deprived/priority areas.
· The creation of a new Policy objective (PO5) called “Europe closer to citizens – sustainable and integrated development of urban, rural and coastal areas through local initiatives” (cf article 22 and general regulation proposal). This PO gives the opportunity to create a new instrument (beyond ITI and CLLD). The Local Integrated Pact (LIP) could be a new proposition for an instrument allowing urban areas to organise a multilevel governance approach, focusing integrated intervention (mixing ESF and ERDF) in deprived areas or benefiting these areas and to increase the empowerment of residents. 
These ideas are developed in more details in chapter 3. 
KEY POINTS

=> To avoid opposing area-based approach and people-based approach: both of them are necessary to fight against poverty in deprived areas 
=> To involve all the territorial level in a urban policy targeting deprived areas: from the national to the local level: it’s necessary to have a general legal framework and an operational one for its implementation
=> To define clearly the distribution of roles between the different territorial levels: it can be done through at least an agreement (informal) or a contract (more formal)

=> To define with all the relevant territorial level the criteria for the priority districts: which criteria? On the basis of which data? With which method? 
=> To benefit from the European cohesion policy to reinforce this urban dimension and to integrate European funds in the multi-level governance organisation 
2. A SECTORAL AND TERRITORIAL INTEGRATION IN THE REGENERATION OF DEPRIVED AREAS 
Challenge: to ensure a multi-sectoral intervention in priority districts taking into account social, environmental, economic and physical issues 
=> to coordinate different policy fields : sectoral integration of economic, social and environment aspects
=> to stimulate territorial integration through horizontal cooperation to extend beyond and across administrative boundaries
2.1. Sectoral integration of economic, social and environment aspects
Sectorial integration in favour of a better social mix
Area-based policies of regeneration involve hard/physical and soft/social measures. ’Physical’ interventions might mean drastic restructuring of the urban fabric (e.g. demolition, new infrastructure and new housing developments) or less drastic measures, such as refurbishment of the existing housing stock, redesigning of public spaces, provision of new facilities (especially social or cultural facilities and parks) and the improvement of public transport. ‘Social’ interventions might include strengthening networks and interactions between people in the area (for example through social and safety measures, street work, local festivals for community), and support the individuals of the area in their education, social and health care and in their access to the labour market through training, work experience and job placement.
Area-based policies often refer to the concept of social mix. Strategies of social mix can be considered as policy response to encourage a more socially balanced presence of people with different education, income, and/or ethnic background in a specific area. Stopping the process of ghettoization is an important task, even if the concept of social mix can be debated. Proponents of the social mix approach argue that mixing of population is a matter of equity because it will provide a more balanced socio-spatial distribution of people, not only in one neighbourhood, but all over the city. Mixing people is also a matter of efficiency because it will encourage the diversification not only of housing tenures but also of accessibility and provision of services in the given area. Finally, social mix is matter of counteracting stigma, as it will help people to get out of the vicious circle of deprivation.
Although social mix policies are popular in many countries, the design and implementation of such policies are also critically debated. According to opponents, creating social mix does not solve the serious issues: by simply moving the poor to a better place (or moving the better-off to deprived old neighbourhoods) only the most visible differences are eliminated, without addressing the institutional arrangements that create poverty. Social mix strategies often entail large scale demolition and reconstruction of housing in order to provide mixed tenure and different housing typologies – with little evidence, however, that the major part of the monetary investments and the gains of those investments are improving the conditions of the poorest inhabitants.
A balance between different sectors

Integrated urban regeneration requires balance between physical, environmental, social and economic interventions results. To achieve that, a general rule should be that all sectoral decisions are controlled regarding their effects on other sectors, to avoid that any sectoral decisions lead to unacceptable consequences in other sectors. In order to achieve that, integrated development might require sub-optimal solutions along each dimension in order to reach good balance between all dimensions.
	Environmental standards and social consequences
A classical example for the potential conflict between the different sectoral policies can be found in the determination of environmental standards for urban regeneration. At the beginning of local area-based regeneration it is an important task to define the environmental standard which is aimed to be achieved with regeneration – e.g. to what extent should existing buildings be renovated, what level of environmental improvements, energy efficiency should be achieved? It is clear that the higher the environmental standards are set, the more problematic the social consequences might be in poor areas, as the unemployed, low income families might have problems to pay in the short term the higher investment costs of the more expensive interventions which lead in the long term to better results in environmental sense. (This conflict can be handled if means-tested housing allowance programmes exist which also cover the process of urban regeneration and the resulting price increases.) Conflicts might also arise during the implementation of the regeneration policies: even if the original plans were in balance, increasing costs of environmental improvements might change this balance and might lead to pushing out poor families even if this was not foreseen on the basis of the initial cost calculations.


A needed multisectoral intervention to avoid some unintended consequences  
a) Driving local people out of the priority areas because of housing price increase
In each of the local urban regeneration programmes it is a big dilemma, to what extent the local social structure should be changed, intentionally or due to the likely consequences of market processes. There are two main directions possible for local strategies: opt for keeping the existing social structure or decide for a managed change, aiming for a partial exchange of poor people to better-off people (social mix).
If the aim is to keep the existing social structure, the strategy depends to a large extent on the existence of welfare policies, tenant protection policy instruments and the size of social housing sector. When such policies are strong, it is easier to achieve ambitious physical, environmental improvements, as the increased prices will be compensated. The situation is much more difficult if welfare, tenant protection and social housing policies are weak (and/or regulated on a different administrative level of government) - in such a case large physical improvements have to be avoided as these would lead to the risk to lose the original poor residents. 
	Magdolna quarter in Budapest : example on „cautious” local urban regeneration policy with explicit social aims
The Magdolna quarter in Budapest is one of the most deprived areas of the city. Here a social urban regeneration strategy was introduced with the aim to bring some improvements into the area dominated by deep poverty, in such a way that the original residents remain and gain from the improvements. This was partly achieved with the following types of interventions: 
- Building renewal: very limited programme (as no overarching means-tested housing allowance system exists), at the beginning only for the publicly owned housing stock, aiming also the involvement of the tenants into the limited level renovation of their buildings;
- Larger emphasis on programmes aiming the improvement of public spaces, e.g. the central square, calming traffic, etc;
- Central role given to programmes for creating communities: establishing a community house, giving rooms and support for civil organizations;
- Introducing strong social programmes, such as an educational program aiming for the de-segregation of the local school, paying high attention to public safety, introducing a neighbourhood police system.
The dominance of the soft and community building programmes over the hard, physical interventions was at the beginning of the programme a conscious decision (corresponding to the limited financial means available and to the lack of social protection systems) as a result of which the change in the social structure was much more gradual in this area as in other, gentrifying neighbourhoods. 


b) Contribution to gentrification process
In many programmes the aim is to go for a managed change towards more social mix, with a partial exchange of poor people to better-off people. Such social mix oriented interventions might be unavoidable if the local social structure is extremely one-sided and the local area can be considered to be a ghetto in physical and sociological sense (being harmful even for those who are living in it, without having an opportunity to leave the area). Another potential reason for such a strategy can be the lack of public resources for urban regeneration, in the case of which the success of regeneration depends on attracting better-off families and the private capital to the area who can financially contribute to the costs of regeneration. 
In such cases the already mentioned pros and cons of social mix policies have to be taken into account. As a general rule families who have to leave the area, should be „compensated” in some way for losing their social ties. In one of the local regeneration cases in Budapest Ferencváros, which can be described as organized moderated gentrification (due to the lack of public resources), families who were forced to leave the area were offered replacement accommodations, not far away from the original and creating slightly better conditions, either regarding the size or the comfort level of the flat. This issue is an important element of the “right to the city” debate: what are the rights of residents to stay in a neighborhood when the gentrification process is in progress and who should guarantee these rights? 
Several conditions for a balance between sectoral interventions   
The aimed for balance between sectoral interventions often requires : 

- adjusting very different instruments to each other, which are linked to very different national or even EU policies. See Part 4 “Financial management of area-based regeneration policies” 
- technical assistance to stimulate links between departments of the municipality. See part 5 Institutional management and technical support 
2.2. Territorial integration: linking the regeneration plan of the deprived neighbourhood to the wider urban area 
The regeneration of a deprived area can not be done in total isolation of the wider urban area. On the one hand, not all the problems can be solved within the geographical limits of the area: it is important to create good access from the deprived areas to jobs, training opportunities, educational facilities, which might be elsewhere, in neighbouring or even further away areas. On the other hand the interventions in the area always have spillover effects to the surrounding areas which have to be calculated with and handled carefully.
The best examples of area-based urban regeneration suggest that there is a need for an integrated and long-term vision in the city hall to connect sectoral policies and area-based interventions and to integrate the social regeneration of the selected neighbourhoods into the strategic plan of the city, taking economic, social and physical elements of the wider urban area into account. 
This implies a strong cooperation between all relevant departments (urban, planning, social affairs, environment, labour…) of the municipality and their joint efforts to prepare integrated plans for priority area- taking the ideas of the local stakeholders into account. Besides planning, good coordination between the relevant departments is also needed in the financing and implementation of the approved plans. 
Practical example: horizontal cooperation to design and develop “Soziale Stadt” in Germany 
In Germany, the “Soziale Stadt” programme is based on an integrated diagnosis and strategy, developed notably through a dialogue between administrative departments, local neighborhood residents and other local stakeholders. 
Practical example: City contracts, a part of metropolitan strategy in France

Ideally, a city contract should be the social cohesion component of the wider city/metropolitan strategy. Concretely on the ground, the link is not so easy and depends on different criteria: political support, management means, cooperation between departments… 
In the course of the regeneration programme the responsible agency has also to follow and influence the socio-spatial consequences, avoiding the creation of new pockets of poverty by outmoving families concentrating in other, already poor areas. In this regard it is very important to have a full overview about the local housing market and to have a control over the whole city (or functional urban area) regarding the social aspects of housing policy. 
KEY POINTS

=> to combine interventions from different fields: environment, social and physical (integrated approach)
=> to promote this integrated approach to avoid gentrification or ghettoization processes
=> to link the interventions in priority districts with the wider strategy of the municipality
=> to encourage horizontal cooperation between various departments of the municipality to facilitate the integrated approach
3. PARTICIPATION
Challenge: to set-up conditions to develop active participation of citizens from priority districts 
=> to involve residents with a large diversity of profiles
=> to go beyond a classical, low level participation process by involving local residents into the co-design and co-implementation of local urban policies
=> to provide resources in terms of competences and finances in order to ensure a more democratic decision making process. 
3.1. About participation
Participation levels 
Citizens’ participation is a means to ensure a democratic decision-making process and especially an opportunity of self-empowerment of people in priority neighbourhoods. For this reason active mechanisms of participation and co-creation have to be ensured in order to pursue effective solutions to address not only the outcomes but especially the causes of deprivation, often concentrated in specific parts of the city. 
Already in 1969, Arnstein’s
 paper identified a number of levels within the so called participation ladder, ranging from non-participation (manipulation and therapy), to tokenism (informing, consultation and placation) to finally reach citizens’ control (partnership, delegation, citizens’ control). Such levels can also be synthesised as:
· Information: citizens receive input from the administration on on-going plans and projects in order to be aware of the current status but they cannot react upon it; 
· Consultation: citizens are asked to give an opinion about a plan, which could be then further modified by the administration; 
· Involvement: citizens are invited to provide input and suggestions throughout the development and implementation of projects and plans run by the administration; 
· Co-creation: citizens and the public administration develop together plans and projects; 
On the ground, various levels can be chosen in terms of participation, according to the political context and the participatory maturity. The minimum should be to have a group of local stakeholders supporting the development of integrated plans in priority areas. A more advanced level would provide the group of stakeholders with responsibilities and decision-making power. Either way, the involvement of local stakeholders shouldn’t be limited to the design of an action plan but should also include the implementation and monitoring of it. 
With the higher level of participation being co-creation, the shared implementation and sharing of risks are necessary in order to empower local inhabitants and organisations tackling urban poverty, effectively creating capacities and skills. In order to do so, it is also necessary to define the boundaries/limits of co-creation, in order to balance expectations and ensure the durable engagement of stakeholders, especially collective ones. 
For citizens to be empowered, especially in priority neighbourhood, it is essential for them to acquire the know-how of directly steering their own future and of their neighbourhood. For this the rights to use assets, to manage them and to own them is key. In order for participatory processes to effectively intervene in the development of plans and decision-making processes, it is essential for the process itself to be designed in a way that incorporates the involvement of citizens and allows for the integration of changes according to the collective decisions. 
Involvement of citizens in a multi-stakeholders approach
Local inhabitants in priority areas must definitely be involved in shaping their future, but might require facilitation to do so, due to limited participatory culture, limited language skills or technical and administrative know-how. 
Their involvement is necessary to facilitate the development of actions, which can better take into account their needs, to help them to strongly advocate for their needs and to contribute to the implementation of efficient local policies. The way of their involvement can be similar to the URBACT Local Support Groups
, advising the municipality for the development of integrated plans for priority areas. This group would be composed by representatives of relevant organisations in priority neighbourhoods from public, private, civic and knowledge institutions. The involvement of non-structured players, such as start-ups or social innovators, can also be beneficial to steer local projects.  Furthermore, the involvement of private sector is also crucial to foster more lively priority areas and the creation of local employment, as in the case of neighbourhood shops. Research and knowledge centres can be extremely useful to provide an analysis of ongoing processes and support methodologically its design.
The citizens, who will be involved in these participation bodies, can be selected by lot, through call for applications spread by usual municipal communication means or through door-to-door actions in each building in the priority area. These methods can be extended by involving under-represented people such as youngsters, migrants, minorities, unemployed people (and support their participation by social workers, if needed).
Practical example: Creation of citizens councils in France 
In the framework of the urban policy targeting priority districts “Contrats de Ville”, citizen participation is ensured in two ways: 
- the creation of the “house of project” in districts benefiting from the national urban renewal programme, which provides information for local population and encourages exchanges of opinions on the project. 
- the creation of the citizen council in each priority district or a common one for several priority districts. 
The organisation of citizens councils is the following: 
- Selection: the drawing lot principle is mandatory; it enables to associate a variety of inhabitants, including those who would not have applied for it. Several lists can be the basis for this drawing of lots: electoral lists, social landlord’s lists, and electricity supply list.
- Composition: 2 main colleges are established, made up of inhabitants and NGO representatives. The inhabitants’ college should respect the gender parity.
- Number: there is no limitation but usually the number of councillors varies from 15 to 50.
- Age: there is no limitation. Minors can participate if they have a parental permission.
- Organisation: citizen councils can be led by one or several council members, supported by a neutral third party (which can be external expert, such as a consultancy or expert of urban policy centre).
3.2. Requirements for a successful involvement of local stakehodlers 
Representativity of participants 
The representativity of participants engaged in the process is fundamental to ensure the effectiveness of the outcomes. When addressing priority neighbourhoods the involvement of direct beneficiaries is preferred, as these can more effectively address their needs.
Local inhabitants in priority areas must definitely be involved in shaping their future, but might require facilitation to do so due to limited participatory culture, language skills or technical and administrative know-how. Furthermore it is necessary to ensure a multi-stakeholder approach, where different interests and competences come into play. On top of the active involvement of the public sector at all relevant levels both as administration and political structures, the involvement of NGOs active in neighbourhoods can be also beneficial, as they often have a comprehensive overview of what is happening on the ground. The involvement of non-structured players, such as start-ups or social innovators can be beneficial to steer local projects.  Furthermore, the involvement of the private sector can be beneficial to foster more lively neighbourhoods and the creation of local employment, as in the case of neighbourhood shops. Research and knowledge centres can be extremely useful to provide an analysis of ongoing processes and support methodologically its design.  
To setup effective mechanisms that may support the real participation of end users and key stakeholders, a series of measure are needed. Firstly, the development of technical capacities in terms of capacity building and facilitation; secondly the allocation of financial resources not only to run the participatory activities but especially for the involved stakeholders to manage and be able to have an impact with their decisions; finally the development of governance structures to ensure the political impact of collective decisions. 
Technical capacities 
Participatory processes are a means to empower local inhabitants and ensure their involvement in the development of plans in priority neighbourhoods, therefore offering solutions to their problems and new opportunities.  For this reason it is not only a means to create consensus in a community but more broadly it is a means of democratisation and local empowerment also of those inhabitants that are not used to entering the public debate. 
Especially in the case of priority neighbourhoods, the involvement of key stakeholders does not happen automatically, therefore the identification of trained professionals who can support the process is essential. The emergence of facilitators as fundamental players in local participatory processes that effectively empower local stakeholders has been recognised by a number of cities, which have therefore allocated political support and sufficient funding to create trainings, hire new staff and articulate facilitated participatory processes. For such a purpose trainings can be an effective opportunity for local inhabitants of priority neighbourhoods to acquire skills and competences in community management and participatory processes. 
 Practical example: An urban renewal school/academy in France 
In the framework of the 2014 urban programming law, the CGET (national level) has provided a budget dedicated to the training of citizen councils members through the urban renewal academy/school. These trainings are mainly focused on the urban renewal but could be complemented (according the area) by external expertise focusing on communication means.
Neighbourhood participation structure in Lodz
To increase the sense of security of residents, alleviate the discomforts resulting from moving house and provide access to knowledge about revitalization activities, a team of people was employed to support residents in moving. Two figures have been identified: 
Lighthouse Bringers that are responsible to support the relocation processes by helping inhabitants in steering life changes, that moving house can foster, and accompany during visits to administrative offices. 
Hosts of the Area are responsible to support the administrative side of the process, therefore coordinating the relocation process, diagnosing inhabitants’ problems and helping in the settlement of rental arrears with the Debt Collection Department. 
Thanks to the cooperation between these two figures, it is easier to identify residents in need of help and build a system to support them. Since 2017, in Lodz 16 people have been hired to cover these positions, as the necessarily skills were not already present in the city council, covered by municipal budget as this would not have been an eligible EU funding cost. 
Participation mechanisms in Belgium 
Each city organises a local committee gathering all the stakeholders involved in the City Contract process, from elected representatives to local stakeholders, NGOs, federal representatives of the urban policy, etc.  This committee meets at least twice a year to discuss about the evolutions of the contract and potential changes. 
In Brussels Capital even the contract preparation involves local stakeholders, in fact during the year dedicated to the preparation of the sustainable city contract a diagnosis is prepared bringing together municipalities, inhabitants and local stakeholders, which are organized in a Local Committee for Integrated Development (Commission Locale du Développement Intégré). They also define an action programme and submit it for consultation to all the stakeholders and inhabitants of the concerned district. Finally, the municipal council sends the action programme to the regional government, who approves or amends it. 
Another emerging dimension to participation is the one offered by digital decision making instruments, increasingly used by local municipalities to experiment new forms of citizens’ involvement and co-creation. 
Decide Madrid 
Decide Madrid is the prototype application of the Consul software that today helps municipalities and citizens in 60 cities to decide together about citizen proposals and municipal budgets. In the case of Madrid it collects citizen proposals that need 27.000 people to support an initiative to give a mandate to the city government. The 19.000 proposals submitted so far paint a thorough picture about the needs and priorities of the city. Decide Madrid stands at the core of an entire digital network around collective discussion and decision-making. Today, Decide Madrid experiences a yearly 60% growth in participation and gives space to decisions about proposals corresponding to over 100 million euros. 
Obviously, the use of such instruments in priority neighbourhoods can be problematic due to limited digital skills or access to hardware, nevertheless the installation and education of inhabitants in this direction can be extremely beneficial.  
Financial means 
Because participation requires a strong commitment of resources in terms of time, competences and motivation, adequate finances should be allocated at least for working of participation bodies (setup of meetings, reimbursement for Committee members, mobilisation of an external moderator for the participation body…). 

It is also important to design processes that make the most effective use of the resources available from the different stakeholders. 
Overall the definition of the tasks and their duration is essential to reduce frustration in relation to generally long processes. For this reason it is preferential to identify certain moments of participation on the short term, such as consultations to the broad population on a given plan, and longer term ones, as the development of a housing renovation and relocation strategy with the inhabitants of the neighbourhood. For example, the city of Barcelona develops so called “zero projects” to allow for participatory processes to start not from a blank sheet but with an initial concept that local inhabitants can discuss and completely amend as they wish, but this helps to bring the discussion directly in a concrete direction. 
To ensure the effectiveness of participatory processes, it is essential for users to be able to have the operational capacities, also in terms do financial resources, but especially in terms of decision making power over important issues, especially over finances and assets. 
The most effective way for local stakeholders to be really empowered is to practically managing processes. For this purpose, in order to create a stimulus and a financial support, many cities have setup activating grant systems to develop activities in priority neighborhoods operated directly by locals. 
The Bip/Zip activating grant in Lisbon 
The principle at the basis of this program is that local initiatives operating in the priority neighbourhoods should be empowered to become as much as possible autonomous, operating within the framework of social economy. For this reason in 2011 the City of Lisbon started a grant program that is to be seen as start-up fund for social initiatives. 
The grant requires that at least two non-profit organisations must team up presenting a proposal for a Bip/Zip, preferably with at least one of the organisations being local. The grant can be below 25.000 euros to support smaller initiatives, such as neighbourhood fairs, or between 25.000 and 50.000 euros, requiring that the organisations can ensure an economic sustainability for at least two years after the end of the supporting grant. 
Today, at its 7th edition, there have been approximately 800 applications with 300 approved projects selected by an independent panel and more than 600 partners involved. Each year there are approximately 100 applications with 30 or 40 approved ones, that see at least 50% of new organisations involved. 
This grant system differs from the Participatory Budgeting because local partnership decide and carry out projects autonomously and are only accompanied by the administration. Within the department there are civil servants responsible for coordinating, supporting and monitoring the local granted projects. Impact assessment is carried out by local coordinators based on the criteria identified in the application, such as gender, community addressed, jobs, skills, theme, etc.
It has been estimated that 1 euro of public money brings another 1 euro in other resources and that for larger scale projects, on average each one creates 2 permanent jobs.
Over the years the organisational capacities of civil society in these citizens have greatly increased, in fact, often informal groups establish themselves as formal groups and later apply as main promoters of projects.  
An even more effective way for citizens to be empowered, when the necessary skills are in place, is to manage assets. New forms of local Public-private-community partnerships need to be created, in which the use of public financial resources can also be an opportunity to leverage and attract private investment in priority neighbourhoods, following the requirements and the needs of inhabitants under a public coordination. Obviously it is particularly important to ensure that such private investment will not steer a gentrification process, for which local inhabitants would be pushed out of their own neighbourhood to leave space to more affluent tenants. For this reason a strong public coordination is needed, putting in place financial mechanisms to capture the value created in the neighbourhood through the public investment, but especially facilitating the public and collective property of housing and land. For this reason Land Banks and Community Land Trusts can be an effective legal mechanism to guarantee the ownership of the property in the hands of the local inhabitants as well as a rental control. 
Granby Four Streets Community Land Trust 
Granby Four Streets Community Land Trust (CLT) was created in 2011 to address housing issues within Liverpool’s Eighth District. With the help of local activists, architects and social investors, the organisation managed to engage the Liverpool City Council as well as housing associations and cooperatives in a Community Land Trust scheme. In this scheme, the local community owns land and leases some parcels and buildings for various uses and development projects, keeping control over prices and ensuring long-term affordability and community benefit.
Political impact
The development of such participatory processes cannot be only left to a visionary political support but needs to be legally and administratively articulated in order to guarantee the effective implementation and durability beyond electoral periods. A valuable instrument identified by the art. 7 of ERDF Regulation is the Community-Led Local Development (CLLD), an instrument for involving citizens at the local level in developing responses to social, environmental and economic challenges. The peculiarity of the CLLD instrument lies in the fact that it requires a mixed stakeholder group (public, private and civic- at least 50% of private stakeholders) to manage the fund and no stakeholder may withhold more that 49% of the votes, thus ensuring a democratic and transparent management of resources. The complexity of the instrument, the administrative capacity and the democratic assets, especially in the CLLD, have up to now been a burden for the implementation in most cities, yet its improvement could offer a valuable opportunity for cities wanting to implement participatory strategies to invest European finances resources in priority neighbourhoods. 
To the present day, a limited number of EU Member States have adopted the CLLD instrument in urban areas and good practices are known only from a few cities. 
Lisbon CLLD
The Community-Led Local Development (CLLD) in Lisbon was established in 2013, based on the growing collaboration with civic organisations offered by the Bip/Zip initiative. It was therefore possible to federate the city’s eco-systems of local development organisations that operate on the Bip/Zip neighbourhoods. The main targets of the CLLD are to increase employment levels and stimulate the local economic fabric; have higher levels of school qualification; reduce generational poverty. Currently the CLLD in Lisbon counts 173 organisations of different nature, although mainly no profit. The members are local associations (51%), district councils (10%), national organisations (24%), foundations (6%), and higher education or research entities - mainly Universities (6%). 
Following yearly elections, the presidency of the board belongs to the Municipality of Lisbon, Vice-presidency to EAPN Lisbon – Europe Anti-Poverty Network, one national network - ANIMAR and two smaller organisations - CLIP and Fidalgos da Penha, that have an important presence within local communities. 
In terms of financial resources, it operates through the Managing Authority with a total budget of 3 million euro and has 0,5 million euro for technical assistance.
The Hague CLLD 
The City of The Hague has initiated the first urban CLLD in the Netherlands, specifically in the Scheveningen beach district. This area is not a priority district, on the contrary it is one of the wealthiest parts of the city, but the CLLD ambition is to target poverty in the surrounding areas. The overall budget of 1.200.000 euros is 50% co-funded by ERDF and 50% by the City of The Hague, with an allocation over 3 years of 300.000 euros for management costs and 900.000 euros for projects to be co-funded. Supported projects have been the refurbishment of a historical boat to run community activities related to the fishing heritage of the area or a community garden with an organic food restaurant running social inclusion activities. The budget is managed by the SIOS association, whose board is composed by representatives from Sme interest group, beach bars, a Chairman of the resident group and an active individual. 
Given the complexity of the program and the required strong political commitment (including the willingness of the local municipality to give up its decision-making monopoly), the adoption of the CLLD in urban areas in the 2014-2020 period has been very limited. 
3.3. From active participation to empowerment through a committee of local stakeholders 
The cornerstone to ensure a strong participatory element is the formalisation of stakeholder involvement within the decision-making processes. The proposed structure by the Local Pact policy framework is the Committee of Local Stakeholders (CLS), which should include representatives from public, private, civic and knowledge institutions. The Committee would have the duration of (at least) one year aiming to support the municipality in the development of the local plans. The CLS would be the participative body, which could: 
· co-design the local action plan, co-implement actions with the municipality. It would ensure a stronger territorial anchoring and a better appropriation of actions.
· co-decide the allocation of a part of financial resources dedicated to the implementation of the urban regeneration plans in priority neighbourhoods. Final approval of plans and financial allocation in priority neighbourhoods would be co-created by the CLS, yet the final approval is responsibility of the Municipality. 
The participation in financial issues can be organised in different ways: 
· through calls for projects to support small-scale actions implemented directly by local stakeholders. In this case local stakeholders can contribute as CLS Member to the selection with the municipality and can participate to the design and the implementation of these actions on the ground. This model could be following the experience developed by the City of Lisbon with the Bip/Zip program
.
· a municipal budget (potentially complemented by European and other funds) allocated to each priority area, whose allocation is decided by the Committee of Local Stakeholders. In this case, the final decision can be done by the CLS itself or by the municipality, according to the local context. 
Practical example: Participation methods in the German Soziale Stadt policy
A key element of the Social City programme in Berlin is public participation and cooperation. In public participation, residents get involved, take part in decisions and take "do it yourself" action on their own initiative. The Action Fund Jury, fully composed by residents, and the Neighbourhood Council, composed at least by 51% of residents and the remaining of local stakeholders and institutions, are participation structures that function for lengthy periods of time. In addition to these structures, numerous project-based, rapidly implemented approaches for activation and participation are available that feature easy accessibility and reach out to residents.
KEY POINTS

=> to set-up a participation bodies involving private and public stakeholders

=> to involve the participation body from the beginning, which could contribute to the co-definition of the strategy, co-decision, co-implementation of actions and monitoring…

=> to gather the conditions for successful participation of inhabitants: technical support (training programmes…), identification of facilitators, dedicated budget, monitoring modalities, link with the decision-makers of the municipality
=> to give the opportunity to the participation body to decide the allocation and to manage directly a small part of the budget dedicated to the priority areas
4. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT OF AREA-BASED REGENERATION POLICIES

Challenges: dedicating a budget for this strategy and the actions arising
=> to receive a political commitment in favour of priority districts  with a budget dedicated to a policy targeting these areas
=> to optimise all financing, coordinating existing integrated budgets with national/regional or local sectoral resources and European funds. 
=> to set-up a financial engineering to catch funding, to combine and support physical and soft interventions promoting urban integrated development.
4.1. A budget dedicated to priority districts
Promoting an area-based approach implies overcoming administrative and sectorial boundaries. It means having a transversal approach crossing the fields (social issues, physical investments…) and then the sectorial policies to reach an integrated approach. In terms of funding, different options can be chosen:

- a budget dedicated specifically to priority districts, combining physical and soft investments

- a combination of different budget lines from different departments/ministries (education, housing, social, health, safety…) and territorial levels (European/National/Regional/local)
-  a mix of both options

Of course, the second and third option notably should be supported by a financial engineering system with strong capacity building.

	COUNTRY
	AREA-BASED POLICY
	BUDGET DEDICATED

	England
	New Deal for Communities policy to transform deprived neighbourhoods and to improve the lives of those living within them
	The New Deal for Communities Programme financed by national funding
An average of £50m from England was given for each area over 10 years. The local stakeholders could determine their priorities, which of the six criteria to give more emphasis (but they had to apply all the six). The average outcome was as follows.

32%: housing and physical environment

18%: community

17%: education

12%: worklessness

11%: health

10%: crime

	France
	Urban Policy called “Politique de la Ville, targetting priority districts 
	A policy supported by a combination of funding

At the national level

- A national specific urban policy budget (Politique de la Ville) of yearly €430 millions in total, allocated to regions according to the number of city contracts and of inhabitants living in priority districts; Most of this budget is allocated mainly to social cohesion (62,4% in 2018) and to employment and economic development (27,6% in 2018). This budget is then distributed by call for projects.

- Additional national credits from the national sectorial policies (health, safety, education,...) with some % of measures, which should target people living in priority districts, complete the specific budget mentioned above.

- 10 billion euros for the national urban renewal program distributed by the National Agency for urban renewal. This program aims at financing housing and big investments in the priority districts, which have the biggest difficulties.

At the regional and local level

- Local authorities (regional, province and municipal level) co-financing projects

At the European level

- EFRD and ESF (notably in the framework of ITI and urban axis in EFRD Operational programmes)

	Germany 
	Soziale Stadt: a federal policy to support disadvantaged cities and towns  
	A policy supported by a financial involvement of the three main territorial levels 

- Federal government: 1/3 of the budget of Soziale Stadt, which is allocated to the State government according to 3 criteria: number of population (70%), % of unemployed people (22,5%), % of foreigners within the population (7,5%)

- Federal state (Länder) governments and municipalities: 1/3 – 1/3 of the budget. The Federal state governments are then responsible for carrying out the programme and distributing the financial support to the various municipalities, based on their funding applications.

- Municipalities receive funding and distribute it to the defined funding areas, which are then subdivided into individual investments and investment accompanying projects.

	Poland
	Revitalization programmes 
	Revitalization programmes financed mainly by European funds

In Poland mainly European Cohesion Policy money is spent on urban regeneration and the national “Revitalization Act” from 2015 forces each region to spend some money on deprived areas. However in the revitalization programmes, municipalities were obliged to present other sources of funding (i.e. local budget, national budget, private funds).

	Spain 
	A combination of programmes 
	Budget come from different stakeholders, according the concerned programme dedicated to priority areas.

- Edusi programme (Integrated and Sustainable Urban Development Strategy) : combination of EU funds (50% or 80% depending on the region) and local funds

- National ARI’s programme (state plan for housing) : co-funding between State, Region and Local authority (varying in each case, but ideally 33% each)

- Regional program of integral urban regeneration, “Llei de Barris” : region and Local fund (50%-50%)

- Municipal Pla de Barris (only Barcelona): 100% local fund


4.2. A mid/long-term financial commitment from all the territorial levels
Several countries have developed a multi-year agreement process targeting priority districts in order to mobilise all the concerned stakeholders from each territorial level. This process can be more or less formal according to the countries and can be formalized through an agreement or a real contract between municipalities and the different territorial levels. 

This method presents the advantage to commit everyone, to mobilise funding for several years and to promote a territorial engineering, which is the keeper of an area-based approach, in charge also to combine funding.

French case: city contracts
=> City contracts are focused on priority districts (one or several), signed by the State, the concerned municipality(es) and the Metropolitan organization and all the others concerned territorial stakeholders (e.g. Regional council…)
=> City contracts are concluded for a 6-years period
=> National budget resources are dedicated specifically to city contracts for soft and hard investments
4.3. A combination of funding to support physical investment and soft expenditures

An area-based approach means combining investments in terms of housing, urban planning, transport connections and soft interventions linked to social issues and fight against discriminations.

Investing only in housing and revitalization of public spaces is not enough to tackle strong problems of poverty located in deprived areas. It definitely contributes to an improvement of the life conditions for inhabitants but it doesn’t help them in their social situation in terms of employment, health or education. Sometimes, it even produces adverse effects because the regeneration programmes can lead to an increase of prices and to a gentrification process.  

That’s why, in terms of financing, soft interventions shouldn’t be forgotten, which means besides social support also capacity building, interdepartmental work and financial engineering. A strong link with people-based policy should be done to mobilise them at a territorial level.

Spanish case: two complementary programmes combining soft and hard interventions 
In Spain, a municipality can notably apply to 2 different programmes: 

- Integrated sustainable urban development strategy 2014-2020 (EDUSI) implemented in the framework of cohesion policy. It supports the design and the implementation of strategic plan targeting specific areas in municipalities. 

- ARI’s programme within the state plan for housing. It supports physical interventions either in buildings (housing upgrading of refurbishment, provision of elevators, energy efficiency upgrading, etc.) or in public spaces

French case: distribution of funding to support integrated actions
City contracts include actions linked to soft and physical interventions financed by different sources of funds: specific funds and national sectorial policies funds mainly for soft interventions and financing from the national urban renewal programme notably for housing.

4.5. Diversification of funding to increase the opportunities for priority districts
Mobilisation of private funds

Beyond public financing, priority areas can also attract others sources of funds, notably private resources. To attract private co-financers, innovation should be in the heart of action plans set-up by municipalities and priority areas, based on public-private partnerships (PPP) and social innovation (and financed with pubic funds at the beginning). Then it offers opportunities by becoming more attractive for private financers such as e.g. foundations, collaborative stakeholders.
French case: TAST’in FIVES project led by the City of Lille (Urban innovative Actions)

Transforming areas with social talents: Feed, Include, Value, Educate, Share… that is the baseline for the UIA project. It consists in the creation of a pilot place in an industrial fringe located in a priority district. This place is dedicated to food, combining cooking activities, production activities, catering services, and social activities through a collective kitchen…
This innovative project is based on a Public-Private-Partnership, involving local authorities, public agency, NGO from inclusion and employment sector, research center, a private innovation center, restaurants… This project located in a priority district transforms the image of the place, which become more attractive, notably for new private investors from the economic field.
Use of European instruments and funds to support area-based approach

Financing diversification means being able to combine and to use the different European instruments, which can contribute to the improvement of priority districts conditions. Then, cities can mobilise funding in the framework of cohesion policy (EFRD, ESF, Cohesion fund), agricultural policy (EAFRD), or of other European sectorial policies (ERASMUS+, H2020, Creative Europe…). Of course, it can be difficult to find a transversal project officer in a municipality being able to apply to all these different sources of financing for projects located in priority districts.

Beyond these various funds, also European instruments exist which might promote directly area-based approach and integrated development. They can be used as a way to focus intervention in priority districts:

- Urban CLLD with a multi-years European budget, a strong involvement of local stakeholders, local empowerment, development of concrete actions on the ground

-ITI, which can be developed at the metropolitan/city scale or at several districts scale.

French case: urban ITI can be focused only on priority districts

In France, ITI-s have been implemented in two different ways:

- some of them have been focused only on priority districts. It’s the case for example of the city of Paris, which has targeted its ITI only on 3 arrondissements, considered as “priority districts”. Only actions implemented in this restricted area can be financed. ITI is then an instrument, which is used to support priority district policy. Moreover, this ITI mobilized EFRD and ESF (like all the ITI from these Ile de France region), with the possibility to finance physical investments and soft interventions (social work, development of public services, fight against discriminations…)

- others cities made the choice not to limit the ITI to the priority districts, even if it should contribute particularly to the development of these areas. This option allows to finance projects, which are not located in priority districts but which have a strong impact on them, as such as the creation of new transport offers (to better connect deprived areas with city centers, development of job centers…).

Moreover, these two instruments could provide opportunities in terms of multi-funding approach including EFRD, ESF and sometimes EMFF and EAFRD. Having an ERDF-ESF-CF block grant (earmarked budget dedicated to priority areas strategy and actions defined by the municipality or inter-municipal organisation), managed by the municipality itself (or the metropolitan area) and supported methodologically by regional or national levels could be a more effective option than deal with all the potential sources one-by-one. 

KEY POINTS

=> to dedicate a budget for an ambitious policy targeting priority districts (area-based policy)
=> to obtain a political and financial commitment (formal or not) between territorial scales for a mid/long term perspective

=> to set-up a financial engineering system to catch funding, to combine and support physical and soft interventions promoting urban integrated development.
=> to promote a multi-funding system for European fund and territorial instruments, facilitating integrated interventions in priority districts
5.INSTITUTIONAL MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT
Challenges: to organise the management of area-based policies targeting priority districts
=> to set-up and support technical teams to manage financing and concrete implementation on the ground
=> to develop the conditions to settle a governance system involving various departments from the municipality and committing local stakeholders (elected representatives, residents, NGOs…)
5.1. Capacity building needed to implement area-based policies
Main missions for the dedicated staff 
A dedicated staff should be assigned to the implementation of the area-based policy. The required mains skills are the following: 

· to launch the design of the strategy and the plan (incl. diagnosis) 

· to mobilise different department of the municipality and/or of the inter-municipal organisations and to ensure the integrated approach

· to combine funds from different sources 

· to implement on the ground the actions in cooperation with main stakeholders

· to monitor the plan implementation and evaluate the outcomes 

· to stimulate and support the participation process and links to various governance bodies (including elected representatives).

Internal organisation

According to the countries, the municipality can choose different modalities of internal organisation to implement actions dedicated to regeneration of priority neighbourhoods.

· The general management of the area-based policy can be under the responsibility of one department of the municipality, very often the urban planning department. Their role is to coordinate the implementation, to create links between different departments (social affairs, economic development…) and to support local stakeholders in the concretisation of actions on the ground.

· A slightly different approach is when the municipality provides additional human resources, in a form of a municipality owned agency/outside office. Experience shows that choosing this option, which ensures a daily work on the ground, is a better way to contribute to the concrete implementation of actions plans, to manage financing and to increase inhabitants’ empowerment through an active “on-site” work. Such agencies can be located physically in the priority districts themselves, they can consist of municipal staff or external service providers. In any case, they facilitate the networking on the ground with the mobilisation of all the stakeholders and the development of links between the municipality and residents, NGO-s. These technical teams can be co-financed by national/regional level and/or as EU technical assistance funds. The solution of external staff and independent agency has the advantage to be flexible in their every-day decision-making process, even if they have to prepare yearly detailed reports to the municipality. 
· A mixed system combining the two options mentioned above.

German case: mobilisation of external service providers, working close with city departments

Existence of management offices for neighbourhoods, whose role is to develop networking, cooperation with other stakeholders (representatives of local NGO, training and education institutions, housing companies and local business, and most of all participation of the residents). They support the implementation on the ground of the programme. Nationwide, these offices are led by service providers. They work in cooperation with the urban planning department from the city, which provide the coordination of the policy. On the one hand, this modality allows being neutral, which facilitates networking but on the other hand, it’s more difficult to ensure continuity of staff and to provide a continuous flow of information.

French case: a complementary technical team 
In France, human resources in charge of priority neighbourhoods are recruited by the municipality(ies) and the inter-municipality organisation in order to implement together the city contract (which is at the inter-municipality scale). Mainly, the coordination is led by the inter-municipality organisation and the groundwork, by the municipality(ies). This management facilitates a better integration between municipal and inter-municipality level and to connect the issues linked to the priority areas with the other city problematics. It also stimulates a horizontal integration between cities at the inter-municipality levels. 

Spanish case: different solutions for each project but always led by the municipality

Because of the different models that are developed in Spain, and because of the different approach and goals pursued (from only physical regeneration to a more holistic approach) different management strategies are adopted, but always focused on the local level.

Small municipalities (i.e under 10000 inhabitants) tend to manage the projects with the council officers; middle and big municipalities (i.e. above 10000 inhabitants) tend to create management offices at the same neighbourhood, with different professional profiles according to the plan/projects needs. Usually regeneration plans tend to involve citizens’ representatives and NGO’s both to develop and assess the projects; in some cases the office remains after the project development to assure the continuity of some social projects such as those related to public health or labour insertion.

National level: ARIs Programme (housing programme): a “one-site” management in Spain
ARIs are managed at local level, usually by an on-site office set up by the municipality. The idea is that these offices work as one-stop-shops. The ARIs Programme funds up to 1,000 euros per dwelling in order to finance the management cost and the office, equipment and human required for planning, information, management and social support.

Lisbon case: a short-life taskforce established on the ground

The municipality of Lisbon has set up a task force that develop a co-governance framework involving Municipality (deputy mayors), Local Boroughs, all relevant stakeholders and citizens organisations. They promote an articulated response among the political, administrative and technical dimensions with local organisations and the community during the development of more complex local regeneration projects. The coalition of people meets on average every two weeks or once a month, depending on the need, to discuss the development of the local project. They do not operate in all Bip/Zip areas but only in some of them.

Overcoming institutional practices and generating cross-links between municipal departments

The creation of local agencies, often located “on-site”, whether with internal staff or not, permanent or not, presents a lot of advantages:

- it facilitates the daily work on the ground and the mobilisation of residents at all the stages of the programme’s implementation.

- it contributes to increase inhabitants’ empowerment through an active “on-site” work

- it stimulates innovation and new ways of working in outreaching the administrative and institutional boundaries

Beyond the creation of these local agencies/offices, human resources are needed to provide the work on the ground. The profile of the manager should combine project development capacities, financial engineering and local mobilisation of inhabitants’ skills through innovative methods. Of course, he/she should work closely with the different municipal departments (regularly meetings and direct involvement in several actions…) and should be politically backed through specific governance agreements.

5.2. Establishment of political governance bodies 

In addition to the technical team, municipalities usually set-up governance bodies to make strategic decisions, to monitor the implementation of the municipal strategy targeting priority areas, and to guarantee the link between this area-based policy and the other municipal policies.

These bodies are important to ensure the integrated approach because they involve different departments of the municipality and other stakeholders. They are of key importance to prove the municipal political commitment with the involvement of elected representatives. These bodies can also involve representatives of the inhabitants. (See. Chapter 3). 

English case: creation of new deal for community framework

In the framework of the New Deal for Communities (NDC) implemented in England, NDC Partnerships have been established to carry out strategic redevelopment programmes designed for their deprived neighbourhood. Their composition was formalised through the 39 partnerships boards, which were made-up of community and agency representatives. Each NDC Partnerships was required to develop their own solutions to the problems apparent within their own neighbourhood.

French case : setup of 3 governance bodies
The urban laws oblige each inter-municipality organisation involved in a city contract to establish 3 different governance bodies:

- steering committee gathering elected representatives of all the stakeholders to validate, monitor and evaluate city contracts; It is co-chaired by the state, inter-municipality organisation and concerned municipalities.

- technical committee: it gathers technicians from all the involved stakeholders and is co-chaired by the state, inter-municipality organisation and concerned municipalities. Its role is to prepare steering committees and organise thematic working groups.

- thematic working groups: involving all the stakeholders concerned by the topics, like social cohesion, living conditions and urban renewal, employment and economic development and other possible transversal topic (e.g. fight against discriminations)
Barcelona case (Pla de Barris): a multi-level governance system 
The Pla de Barris model of governance and participation has developed a multiple level governance system, according to the specificity of the project, where neighbours are not only involved in the co-decision and co-design of the plan but also in the coproduction of some actions.

- In the “design phase”, a technical committee led by an assessor appointed by the Major draws a “plan zero” based on the neighbourhood needs and demands that is discussed (and agreed) with all the political forces represented in the council and then with the “Neighbourhood Assembly” so as to define neighbourhood priorities and projects that should be developed under the Plan. 
- Once the “Neighbourhood Assembly “has approved the plan priorities, specific committees formed both by NGOs and council officers design projects. When finished, the resulting document has to be approved again by the “Neighbourhood Assembly” and then can be implemented. 
- In the implementation phase a “steering committee“ gathering elected representatives of all the stakeholders validates, monitors and evaluates, chaired by a council elected; some specific groups of neighbours and NGOs create specific « steering committees » for concrete projects that are produced by neighbours themselves

KEY POINTS

=> To plan and to finance capacity building to manage area-based policy: from the definition of strategy and action plan to its concrete implementation (technical and financial engineering including daily work on-site and moderation of participation processes)
=> To set-up a governance system with different types of bodies, involving all the stakeholders from different territorial levels (including also elected representatives, technicians, inhabitants…). Their respective roles are clearly defined. 
 6. MONITORING AND EVALUATION
Challenges: to set-up a follow-up of data and to plan evaluation 
=> to organise a system to collect and follow-up data (at the local, regional and/or national level)
=> to mobilise the staff to follow-up the data and to integrate changes in the local strategy
=> to define an evaluation plan at the local level
6.1. About monitoring
To assess the effectiveness of implemented strategies and their financial allocation, it is necessary to set up an ongoing monitoring system and an evaluation process that ensures the involvement of all multi-governance levels by making use of all relevant data and indicators. The monitoring system needs to be closely integrated with the data analysis that was used as the mapping system of the neighbourhoods and for the selection of priority areas. 
An ongoing monitoring allows to amend ongoing strategies to better fit local needs in relation to the expected results, such as the unemployment rate, the cost of each activity, the number of professionals involved in actions and the number of participants or people reached.
6.2. Tools and aspects to take into consideration
Given the complexity of the monitoring and evaluation system, the present paper does not propose a ‘one way’ strategy to address the issue, but rather aims at providing a range of tools and aspects to be taken into consideration. Each public authority will be able to compose the most adequate monitoring and evaluation instrument based on the specific context, composing differently the proposed tools.
Definition of the intervention area: a basis for monitoring
Most of the European countries having an area-based approach for urban policy have defined intervention areas on the basis of statistical data. This requires that at the regional/national level, poverty-related data are available through the existence of observatories, and are enough detailed at a lower territorial scale, e.g. on the level of building blocks. 
The principles for the definition of statistical indicators are the following: 
· Criteria, which are most representative to define the priority areas presenting the most important socio-economic difficulties
· Criteria, which are flexible to take into account the “living area” for residents (functional approach): areas surrounding “priority areas” but benefiting from the existence of transport infrastructure, public services, which can be used by the residents of priority areas
· Criteria, which can be monitored and regularly updated (not too numerous, not too specific)
Beyond the statistical data, it’s also possible to include qualitative aspects, e.g. in the form of perception surveys, to explore and consider the feelings of residents and NGOs living and acting in the priority neighbourhoods. It presents the advantage to integrate a functional approach to the priority area with a field vision and to better consider specific needs, which are not identified with statistics (eg. elderly, young, migrants). This method combining statistical and qualitative approach can be a tailored-made solution to identify the priority areas.
Monitoring to be able to follow-up the potential changes on the targeted areas
Monitoring is an opportunity for administrations to identify the development of local initiatives and their effectiveness in priority neighbourhoods, to see if the implemented actions have an effect (positive/neutral/negative) on the socio-economic situation of the priority areas, according to the criteria identified when delineate the intervention areas. This is one of the reasons why the identification of the planned results and the subsequent use of indicators is essential. 
Practical example: Monitoring the “Soziale Stadt” programmes in Germany
In Germany the monitoring system includes the observation of social and economic developments at the municipal and individual-neighbourhood levels. This means it can help identifying areas with physical, social and economic problems and then follow their further development on the basis of indicators. In addition, monitoring-based records of the ways in which areas develop both socially and spatially can be an important aid in connection with plans to "anchor" results on a long-term perspective.
In order to identify new priority areas as well as to decide whether to continue the funding of the Soziale Stadt, a series of indicators are used: Unemployment, Long-term unemployment, Receipt of transfer funding (aid money), Child poverty. The decision on whether to discontinue a program is under the responsibility of the Municipality (or district in the case of Berlin).
Evaluation to measure the effect of the area-based policy
While monitoring is based on the follow-up of criteria all along the programme, evaluation is a strong consolidation of these criteria at the end or at mid-term and a qualitative analysis to go deeper for several points, for example on which there is a real improvement or on which there are none. The impact assessment at the end of a program in a priority neighbourhood should be closely connected to the criteria that led to the identification of the priority neighbourhood itself, in order to identify the improvement under the different indicators. For this reason, it is particularly relevant to identify indicators that can be regularly updated. 
Practical example: Evaluation is requested by each City Contract in France
The 2014 urban programming law requires that a local evaluation organization has to be identified in order to undertake an evaluation at mid-term and at the end of the city contract (2020). It can be carried by the steering committee or an ad-hoc organization. Its role is to assess the city contract results. The Citizen council should participate to the evaluation process but the 2014 programming law does not explain the concrete modalities. The evaluation can be financed by the national urban policy specific credits. 
An evaluation methodology has been provided in February 2017 by the national observatory for urban policy (ONPV). The ONPV is a public structure created by the programming Law (2014) in order to improve the knowledge concerning priority districts. 
When assessing the outcomes of a policy regarding changes in a given intervention area, it is particularly relevant to understand the reasons behind the changes in the indicator values and the consequences of the changes on the improvement (or not) of the quality of life of the inhabitants. The same indicators showing gentrification of the neighbourhood (as in the case e.g. of some areas in Berlin or Lisbon) might be linked to very different social processes. Gentrification can be considered positive, if an extremely poor area changes towards an ’average’ social composition and those, who leave the area get into better conditions. However, if the in-moving better-off families push out the poorer families, whose situation deteriorates, then this is a clearly negative process from a social point of view. 
For such purposes not only quantitative but also qualitative data (e.g. surveys with people) are needed to be collected and the latter might be particularly relevant to explore the real processes behind the changes in the numeric indicator value.
Furthermore, it is essential for effective monitoring and evaluation mechanisms to make use of the same indicators used for the mapping and assigning of the priority neighbourhoods, in order to assess the developments and to have a common methodology, possibly at national level, that makes results comparable. 
Barcelona: Pla de Barris
The evaluation of the Pla de Barris in Barcelona includes two levels of analysis: at a macro level the program is evaluated as a whole, while at the micro level the focus is placed on specific components or actions. The evaluation started in 2016 with a qualitative evaluation of its policy design at the macro level, which allowed to gain a better understanding of the internal logic and goals of Pla de Barris, and the design of the monitoring indicators, which would provide information on the implementation and outcomes of the program  as a whole on a yearly basis. At the micro level evaluability assessments were conducted in order to identify and prioritise which actions would be evaluated separately. Thereafter, during 2017 and 2018 Baobab, a specific program aiming to promote community-based leisure education activities, was evaluated by Ivàlua, the Regional in-house company, and by the end of 2018 four more evaluations of policy relevant programs were commissioned by independent evaluators. By the end of Pla de Barris in 2021 it will be possible to know what its global impact has been and how the implementation has worked, while the same information will be also available for specific programs or activities.
The meaning of change
The evaluation of the effectiveness of interventions is not easy. The fact that a neighbourhood remains a priority area at the end of a programme does not mean that the intervention was not useful and that it didn’t impact inhabitants' quality of life. There may be several explanations for this phenomenon: 
· the period covered by evaluation is too short to achieve the potential changes aimed with the area-based policy.
· an improvement of the living standards of inhabitants might lead to their departure and to the arrival of other people, who might be poorer. 
Moreover, if priority areas are taken out of a programme because no longer responding to the criteria of a priority areas, they might still need support in order to avoid that they fall back into the former situation. 
Poland: evaluating Regional Operational Programs 
In Poland the monitoring and evaluation is handled by the Regional and National levels predominantly in relation to the approval of plans and the implementation of EU grants. The provisions of the Guidelines for revitalization in operational programs for 2014-2020 indicate that the Managing Authority of the ROP is responsible for the analysis and verification of features and elements of the revitalization program. There aren’t any guidelines existing at the national and regional levels regarding methodology or the way of monitoring the programmes. However, having noticed the need for cohesion of approaches, some research has been initiated to work out the common framework for monitoring revitalization processes.
Within this context, the results are difficult to compare because they lack a common ground in the evaluation. Furthermore, the monitoring at regional level can only be based on a voluntary cooperation between municipalities. 
England: evaluating the New Deal for Communities programme
In order to assess the success of the Deal for Communities Programme (NDC), the evaluation needed to analyse change data across these 39 areas and to benchmark that change against what was happening elsewhere. Moreover, in order to highlight and explain change across the Programme, it was also important to ensure that consistent data was obtained from each, of what was a relatively small 'population', of 39 neighbourhoods. In addition as the Programme was seeking to create change in relation to six defined outcomes, the evaluation would need to explore, and help explain, change with regard to each of these and also to identify inter-relationships across outcomes. And finally the design of the Programme meant that the evaluation would need to examine the effectiveness of a delivery model based on close partnership working with other agencies, and a strong commitment to community engagement.
To measure change over time, a Composite Index of Relative Change was developed, based on 36 indicators that cover all six thematic areas (incidence of fear of crime, housing and the physical environment, strengthening local communities,  health, education and unemployment). The data basis included a biannual household survey and additional administrative data. In addition to measuring change over time, a second element of the exercise was assessing impact and value for money. To this end, the evaluation team monetised the outcomes through ‘shadow pricing’, identifying unit monetary value estimates for each core indicator and built statistical relationships between indicators, quality of life and income resources. This method ‘determines the compensating change in income that would produce an equivalent change in quality of life as would change in a given outcome’. It can help answer questions such as ‘what extra income would increase an individual’s quality of life by an equivalent amount to the improvement in quality of life from making a transition from, not being satisfied, to being satisfied, with their local area?’.
KEY POINTS

=> To anticipate as soon as the definition of the intervention areas the criteria, which will be monitored: to choose available data
=> To set-up observatory (at the national/regional level) to be able to monitor public policies and to measure their effectiveness

=> to monitor quantitative data but also qualitative data through surveys, interviews… 
CHAPTER 3: A NEW TERRITORIAL INSTRUMENT: THE LOCAL INTEGRATED PACT (LIP)
1. IDEAS FOR A NEW TERRITORIAL INSTRUMENT: THE LOCAL INTEGRATED PACT (LIP) 

1.1. Context : the future Cohesion policy 
The European commission draft in May 2018 first propositions of regulations particularly concerning the future cohesion policy post 2020 and funds (EFRD, ESF…). In this framework, two important elements could be mentioned:

· At least 6% of the EFRD should be used for sustainable urban development 

· Organisation of the future European cohesion policy around 5 policy objectives (PO):
· 1. A smarter Europe (innovative & smart economic transformation)

· 2. A greener, low-carbon Europe (including energy transition, the circular economy, climate adaptation and risk management)

· 3. A more connected Europe (mobility and ICT connectivity)

· 4. A more social Europe (the European Pillar of Social Rights)

· 5. A Europe closer to citizens (sustainable development of urban, rural and coastal areas and local initiatives)
In the framework of the PO 5 “A Europe closer to citizens”, it’s possible to use and develop existing tools like ITI or CLLD or potential new instruments. It would be in this context, that a new instrument called “Local Integrated Pact” (LIP) could be created. Indeed, the objective would be to go beyond the Local Pact policy framework (methodology) by encouraging countries to be more ambitious in choosing this new instrument. This LIP would be a multi-funds tool to support urban authorities in the implementation of an area-based policy targeting deprived areas in a multi-level governance approach, promoting a real integrated development and with a strong participation of inhabitants. This new tool would gather requirements based on successful experiences of different European countries. 
1.2. Main characteritics of the LIP
- Multi-fund financing: prescribing sectoral integration, connecting social interventions to physical regeneration. The lead fund method should be applied, satisfying the need of coordinated support from different funds
. The main fund should be ERDF and if social interventions from ESF+ budget are used, for these also the rules of the lead fund, i.e. ERDF should be applied. A stronger approach could be to propose a block grant made-up at least of ERDF and ESF+, managed by the municipality or inter-municipal organisation, under the coordination of the Management Authority (which has also to contribute to the strengthening of the administrative capacity of the urban authority implementing a block grant).

- Territorial focus on priority areas, according to common criteria – See section A “Multi-level governance policy framework”. 

- Multi-stakeholder setting: a Committee of Local Stakeholders (CLS) should be made up of representatives of local public and private socio-economic interests, such as entrepreneurs and their associations, local authorities, neighbourhood associations, groups of citizens (such as minorities, senior citizens, women/men, youth, entrepreneurs, etc.), community and voluntary organisations, etc. No single interest group should have more than 49% of the votes. 
- Strategic and participative approach: after all the framework conditions for the regeneration (budget, list of potential sectoral interventions, etc.) are clarified, the Committee of Local Stakeholders gets a time period, at least one year, to develop, an integrated development strategy, and action plan. The strategy should describe the area and population, including an analysis of the development needs and potentials of the area (SWOT); describe the objectives, as well as the integrated and innovative features of the strategy, including measurable targets for outputs or results. The action plan should demonstrate how objectives are translated into potential projects, management and monitoring arrangements, and a financial plan specifying how to spend the allocated money over the given time period (e.g. seven years). The local strategy and plan should include all the intervention fields, which are pre-determined in the MLG policy, adjusting the priorities and weighing of these according to the local circumstances.
- Territorial integration: after the CLS approval the proposed integrated development plan should be handed over to the municipality/urban authority for final approval, in accordance with the multi-level governance board and ensuring that the intervention strategy of the priority areas fits well to the general development strategy of the whole city or of the Functional Urban Area (FUA). Thus the final decision about the plan and its implementation is the responsibility of the municipality, while the Committee of Local Stakeholders continues its work monitoring the process and can contest implementation at the Managing Authority. 
- Technical assistance: a part of the budget should be dedicated to technical support to moderate and manage the implementation of the urban local strategy. 
- Monitoring: a substantial share of programme budget has to be reserved for measurement of change over time, including household surveys and monitoring additional administrative data, on the basis of indicators that cover all thematic areas of the programme.
CONCLUSIONS
The table below provides a comprehensive overview of the different elements proposed, including: 
1. the basic features and recommendations of the Local Pacts as a policy approach 
2. the additional requirements linked to the new territorial instrument : the LIP 
	Topic
	Local Pact for Priority Areas policy approach
	Local Integrated Pact (LIP) instrument

Additional dimensions

	A/ Multi-level Governance policy  framework
	A common framework for the „Local Pact for Priority Areas” as an urban regeneration policy approach for priority areas, defined at the national or at the regional level, in cooperation with the local level.

A necessary commitment (formal or not) from different territorial levels with a clear distribution of roles (incl. the selection of priority areas targeted by local pact). 
	Setup of permanent Multi Level Governance boards of all relevant bodies with shared decision-making power and budget allocation. 

	B/ Integrated approach
	A combination of hard interventions and soft measures 

A cooperation between all relevant departments of the municipality and agglomeration levels (urban planning, social affairs, environment, labour, etc.) to contribute to the development of integrated plans for priority areas.

A political leadership to achieve the agreement between the relevant departments by contributing with funding to the implementation of the approved plans, with the ambition to balance different interests and ensure cooperation. 
	Establishment of an organized permanent and structured coordination of different budget resources: ESF + ERDF + different department budgets under the coordination of a strategic body. 

	C/ Participation
	Establishment of a Committee of Local Stakeholders (CLS) with representatives from public, private, civic and knowledge institutions. This works similarly to the URBACT Local Groups, advising the municipality for the development of integrated plans for priority areas. 
Establishment of a financial initiative (grant system) to support the activation of local inhabitants, allowing them to create pilot local solutions to their needs. The priorities and identification of awarded projects would be coordinated with the CLS.

A training programme for the local stakeholders and representatives of inhabitants of priority areas, for which specific budget has to be assured. 
	Establishment of a Committee of Local Stakeholders (CLS) with representatives from public, private, civic and knowledge institutions. No one of the actors can have majority in the CLS. 

The Committee has the duration of (at least) one year and prepares a plan for for the regeneration of the priority area.  

The plan prepared by the CLS has to be taken into account when the municipality takes final decision about the Local Pact.



	D/ Financial Management 
	Development at local level of a strong coordination of the funds: ERDF + ESF + national/regional/local funding related to the multi-level governance policy.
	Option 1: A combination of ERDF and of ESF+ managed by the local level under the responsibility of each Managing authority according to the funds.

Option2: Setup of a Block Grant System integrating financing from ERDF, ESF, EC and other sources managed entirely by the local level.

	E/ Institutional management and technical support 
	Establishment of a local office/agency as link between the programme and the residents in the action area: task force, whose cost is planned in the legal framework of the urban policy.

Providing mentoring and technical assistance to the municipality and the Committee of Local Stakeholders.

Establishment of a governance system based on technical and political committees. 
	A minimal percentage of EU funds should be dedicated to technical assistance (financial and administrative tasks, management of the strategy).

Organisation of networking between LIPs at the European and national or regional level  integrating also other territorial instruments such as urban ITIs and CLLDs.

	F/ Monitoring and  Evaluation
	Development of a common methodology for the identification of priority target areas at city/metropolitan scale. 

Development of quantitative and qualitative tools to monitor and evaluate the evolution within priority areas based on the interventions carried out. 
	Setup a dedicated institutional background (observatory) to follow-up data linked to urban development and priority areas (at the national or regional level according each country organisation).


CHAPTER IV – APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Countries synthesis : France, Germany, Poland and Spain

THE French “POLITIQUE DE LA VILLE”: URBAN POLICY AND CITY CONTRACTS

Introduction

For 60 years, France developed an urban policy targeting deprived areas (priority districts), called “Politique de la ville”, whose objectives are the following:

· to reduce the development gap between districts or cities within the same urban area

· to restore the republican equality in disadvantages districts; 

· to improve the living conditions of the disadvantages districts inhabitants (5.5 millions of people living in priority districts) 

This area-based policy has a national legal framework and is implemented at the local level through “City contracts”. 

1. The French policy framework: city contracts in a glance

The last change of the national legal framework came around through the urban and cohesion programming law in 2014. It defines the new contour of the “Politique de la ville” (Urban policy targeting deprived areas). 

Main principles of “Politique de la ville” in France are the following: 

=> The national level determines the priority districts (areas which have the largest concentration of low income people, see the definition later).

=> City contracts are developed at the scale of “priority districts” (whose perimeter is defined at the national level) or of “active monitoring districts” (districts concerned by the previous, 2007-2014 urban policy but do not fit any more with the new priority districts’ criteria, the law income rate).  

=> City contracts are based on a 6 years period: 2015-2020.

=> A city contract is signed by the state and local authorities (municipalities and inter-municipality structure ). Other local stakeholders can sign it according to their field of work and the actions of the city contract (e.g. the regional council will sign the city contract if it includes actions, which are linked to the field of work of the regional council). This is a contractual process – there were 425 signed city contracts in 2017. 

=> One city contract can cover one or several priority districts from one municipality or several municipalities from a same inter-municipal organisation. 

=> City contracts are integrated into wider existing strategies (at the scale of inter-municipal organisation). Indeed, some challenges of priority districts depend on higher territorial scale (eg. transport, employment, education…). 

=> City contracts are conceived in 3 main steps:  diagnosis, strategy and action plan (around 1 year long process). 

=> City contracts are made-up of actions from different fields: economic, social (employment, education, culture…), environmental (mobility, biodiversity…) and urban renewal (urban infrastructure…). It means that they combine soft interventions and physical investments. 

=> City contracts should be defined and implemented with a participative approach involving citizens. 

2. Key-points of City contracts and the French urban policy

2.1 Intervention areas

The urban policy targeting deprived areas is based on several types of perimeters: 
· Priority districts, which are identified by the national level (with a consultation of local elected representatives) on the basis of two main criteria: a minimum number of inhabitants in the district (at least 1000) and the inhabitants’ low-income criteria (concentration of populations having resources lower than 60% of the national median reference income). On that basis 1514 priority districts were assigned in France in 2017.

· Active monitoring districts, which were concerned by the previous wave of urban policy in the 2007-2014 period, but do not fit any more with the new priority districts’ criteria, i.e. which are above the low income rate). Even if they are not considered as priority districts any more, they can have a city contract. These two first perimeters are the intervention areas of city contracts.

· Living territories (Quartiers vécus) : areas, which are not in a priority district but next to it. The living territories concept refers to the area which covers the inhabitants’ daily routines, i.e. the places where they usually go (school, leisure and social activities, services... ) outside their neighborhood. These areas have not defined perimeters but can benefit from actions in the framework of the City contract, as the improved infrastructure/service will also be useful for the residents of the priority district.
· Districts benefiting from the urban renewal national program : 450 among the 1514 priority districts, being the most deprived, concentrating the most urban dysfunctions. 

2.2 Budget and financing
Broadly speaking, the urban policy targeting deprived areas is mainly financed by the national level, in the following way. 

	Main national source of funding
	Modalities of allocation

	- Specific urban policy credits (430 million euros per year) allocated to each region (by the state) according to the number of city contracts and of inhabitants living in priority districts. 

=> eligible areas: all the priority districts (incl. their “living territories”)
	The money goes to the region prefects (state deconcentrated service at the regional level), according to the number of city contracts and of inhabitants living in the concerned districts. Then, these credits are spent by the intermunicipality structure itself and by local stakeholders through call for projects. They mainly support “social cohesion” action (62,4%) and “Employment and economic development (27,6%). 

	- National sectorial policies/mainstream policies budget (education, health, safety…) with some prescribed percentage of measures, which should target people living in priority districts.
=> eligible areas: all the areas (incl. Priority districts) 
	Projects and actions mentioned in the city contracts can be financed with national measures related to employment, culture, transport… For example, the interdepartmental agreement between the Ministry of territorial cohesion and the Ministry of employment defines that 20% of people benefiting from the “Garantie Jeunes” measure (national measure for NEETs) must live in a priority district. It means that actions linked to the objective “reducing youth unemployment” of a given city contract can be financed by a national measure – but it is the role of the urban manager to “catch” these funds…

	- Budget of the urban renewal national programme (10 billion euros) concerning the most deprived priority districts (450 among the 1514 priority districts). These funds come from ANRUE (National agency for urban renewal). 

=> eligible areas: sample of priority districts
	The eligible priority districts define an urban renewal project. The analysis of each project’s proposal is made by ANRUE (at the county level) and the concerned municipalities and intermunicipality organisation can present their project during a national ANRUE Committee, which decides to finance it and will follow-up the works after their approval. 


Of course, other local funds can also support the actions of city contracts, according to their respective skills (Regional council, county council…).
To conclude, the “Politique de la Ville”, which targets urban deprived areas, is financed from three main national financial tools: the sectorial/mainstream policies (with prescribed percentage dedicated to priority districts), the specific urban policy credits (430 millions/year) and the funds from the national agency for urban renewal (10 billions for 10 years).

2.3 Thematic fields covered by city contracts

Each city contract is made-up of 3 main pillars in order to articulate urban dimension with the human one:

· Social cohesion: support of NGOs and social stakeholders, social and leisure activities, childcare and health services, strengthening of intergenerational links, poverty reduction…

· Living conditions and urban renewal:  creation of new infrastructures, renewal projects favouring social diversity, improvement of relationships between public services and the population, improvement of housing quality… 

· Employment and economic development: creation of economic activity, reinforcement of the presence of “Pôle Emploi” (national employment agency) and “Local missions” (youth employment agencies), and entrepreneurship support…

2.4 The governance of the city contract

The governance of city contracts is defined in the programming law of 2014, as follow: 

· a Steering committee: it is co-chaired by the State, intermunicipality structure and municipalities. Other stakeholders are involved: the Regional Council, the county Council, Pôle Emploi (national agency for employment), Citizen councils… Its role is to validate, monitor and evaluate city contracts.

· a Technical committee: it is co-moderated by the State, intermunicipality structure and municipalities. It also gathers technicians from organisations, which are involved in the steering committee. Its role is to prepare the steering committee and organize the different thematic working groups.

· Thematic working groups on each city contract pillar and on transversal axis (men/women equality, youth, fight against discrimination, sustainable development, youth…). For each thematic, the working groups define a diagnosis, objectives and an action plan. They support the technical committee in the involvement of all the relevant stakeholders in the elaboration, monitoring and evaluation of city contracts.

2.5 Institutional management 

Once signed, the intermunicipality structure is in charge of the city contract piloting/steering at the intermunicipality level. The Municipality/ies for its/their part should implement the city contract on his/their own area. 

Then, the human resources dedicated to the implementation of the city contract is crucial and is supported by staff recruited by the intermunicipality organisation and/or by the different concerned municipalities according to the local context. 

2.6 Participative approach 

The participative approach is an obligation required from the national level. It can be formalised through 2 different modalities:

· the establishment of the on-site “house of the project” in each districts benefiting from the urban renewal national program. Concretely, it is formalized by a reception equipment accessible for all the inhabitants providing information on the project, its planning and its purpose and accommodation for meetings and workshops or a place for the office of project managers. 

· the creation of citizen councils for each priority districts or covering several priority districts. Their aim is to encourage the expression of inhabitants, to co-build city contracts on each pillar of the contract at each step and to stimulate and support citizen initiatives. The members are selected by the drawing lot principle (on the basis of electoral lists, social landlord’s lists, and electricity supply list… ). They are made-up of 2 main colleges gathering inhabitants and NGO representatives. The inhabitants’ college should respect the gender parity. Concerning the number, there is no limitation but usually the number of members varies from 15 to 50.
2.7 The process of decision-making in practice

The process of decision-making, i.e the allocation of money between the three thematic fields (social issues, urban renewal, economic development) and the selection of the real projects can be described as follows.

Each area defines its own city contract by involving the different governance bodies: working groups prepare the diagnosis on each pillar, define the strategy and the action plan; at each step technical committees add some informations and they prepare a synthesis of the action plan; This synthesis is presented to the Steering Committee, which validates it. All the process involves also the citizen councils, which means, that the local stakeholders propose the distribution of priorities/actions between the 3 pillars. Concerning the real influence of citizen, this varies area by area. There are some municipalities and intermunicipality organisations, which  really want to promote a participative approach and act accordingly, while others mobilise the citizen council only at a minimum level. 

2.8 Evaluation of city contracts

The 2014 programming law explains that a local evaluation organization has to be identified in order to undertake an evaluation at mid-term and at the end of the city contract (2020). It can be carried by the steering committee or an ad-hoc organization. Its role is to assess the city contract results. All city contract signatories have to communicate their data. The Citizen council should participate to the evaluation process but the 2014 programming law does not explain the concrete modalities. The evaluation can be financed by the national urban policy specific credits. 

An evaluation methodology has been provided in February 2017 by the national observatory for urban policy (ONPV). The ONPV is a public structure created by the programming Law (2014) in order to improve the knowledge concerning priority districts. 

urban policy IN GERMANY : focus on “SOCIAL CITY” programme

Introduction

· Urban policy key data

Since 1999: The “Social City” (Soziale Stadt) urban development promotion programme

Since 2007: The National Urban Development Policy joint initiative (implementation of the Leipzig Charter in Germany)

Since 2016: The Social City programme’s interdepartmental strategy

· Urban policy objective

The objective is to ensure that cities are and remain attractive, successful and thriving places for all population groups. Cities, communities and regions need to be supported as they address a wide range of challenges, such as: 

· Regional and global economic competition

· Climate change

· Demographic change

· Making urban development socially equitable

· Need to reduce regional disparities

1. The National Urban Development Policy and the urban development programmes

In Germany, the LEIPZIG Charter on Sustainable European Cities is being implemented via a National Urban Development Policy – as a joint initiative of the Federal Government, the Länder and the country's municipalities.
The National Urban Development Policy focuses on the following six activity areas:
· Motivating citizens to become involved on behalf of their cities – civil society

· Creating opportunities and nurturing cohesion – the social city

· Innovative cities – motors of economic development

· Building the cities of tomorrow – climate protection and global responsibility

· Improving the ways cities are designed – building/construction culture

· Regions are the future of cities – regionalization

The Federal Government operates a range of urban development promotion programmes, whose objectives are to support cities and communities in creating sustainable urban structures. 

The current urban development promotion programmes include:

· Social City (Soziale Stadt)

· City Reconstruction 

· Active City and District Centres 

· Preservation of Historic Buildings and Monuments


· Smaller Cities and Towns

· Future Urban Greenspace 

· Renovation and development measures oriented to urban development

· Investment pact for energy-efficiency-oriented renovation of social infrastructure

2. Focus on the Social City programme (Soziale Stadt)

Since 1999, the Federal Government has used the "Social City" urban development promotion programme to support urban improvements and to strengthen social cohesion in disadvantaged city and town areas. 
Through 2017, a total of 891 areas, in a total of 513 municipalities, received assistance. The involved areas differ in size, and they can include inner-city locations, areas near city centres and areas on the outskirts of cities.

2.1 Objectives

In the framework of urban development promotion, the Social City programme is operated as a lead programme for social integration. 

Its main objectives are the following: 

· Improve the social cohesion and integration of all population groups in the relevant neighbourhoods

· Improve coordination, consolidation and design (especially in terms of efficiency) of local instruments, initiatives and measures

· Involve partners from the areas of business and civil society, such as foundations, volunteer services and companies

· Develop and implement projects that cross all important urban-development, economic, social, cultural and environmentally relevant areas of activity

2.2 An integrated approach

Funding is tied to the preparation of an integrated strategy:

· It should be based on analysis of the challenges and potential found in the neighbourhood or district to be developed

· It involves local stakeholders and serves as a common basis for defining aims and actions for the neighbourhoods

· It shows how the described options for integrated neighbourhood development will be integrated within pan-municipal strategies 

· It includes information about efforts that are to be made, throughout the applicable funding period, to "anchor" successful measures in the long term

· It must stimulate and promote dialogue between administrative departments, local neighbourhood residents and other local stakeholders

2.3 Budget and financing

· Federal funding 

- As a rule, the Federal Government provides one-third of the total volume of funding involved. The Länder and municipalities bear the remaining two-thirds of the funding.
- A total of 78 % of the programme measures are focused on large and medium-sized cities, while 22 % are assigned to small cities and rural communities.
-1999 to 2017: a total of some 1.7 billion euros of federal financial support was provided for this effort.

- In 2014, the federal funding available for the Social City programme was increased from 40 million euros – the funding level in 2013 – to 150 million euros. In programme year 2015, the Federal Government also provided 150 million euros for the Social City programme. In 2016, it provided 140 million euros. In 2017, the Federal Government increased its financial support for the Social City funding programme to 190 million euros. In 2018, 190 millions euros were also added to the Soziale Stadt budget. The funding was increased to strengthen the Social City programme. It makes an important contribution to local social integration and cohesion. The urban development promotion is to be continued at a high level. The allocation of the federal portion between the 16 Länder is based on the following criteria:

·  70% population

·  22,5 % unemployment rate

· 7,5% share of foreign inhabitants

· The division of the total volume of funding between the federal, Länder and municipal level, the amount of the financial budget and the distribution among the Länder and urban development programmes are regulated in the “Verwaltungsvereinbarung” (annual administrative agreement) between federal government and the Länder.

· Other funding

Integrated approach 

There is no set rule that Soziale Stadt areas should always be prioritized in programmes run by other departments. But the key concept that defines the Social City programme is its integrated approach. That means that already in the planning process other departments should be involved in the whole process, desirably with own funding. Therefore the Social City programme’s interdepartmental strategy was implemented. It aims at showing the benefits of working in a defined social area to reach your target group more efficiently to the other departments. 

Interdepartmental cooperation

The Social City programme’s interdepartmental strategy provides funding specifically to programmes of other departments to encourage that they concentrate their work in socially deprived areas. The Social City programme is thus aimed explicitly at interdepartmental cooperation, and socially oriented combinations, with programmes in other policy areas at the federal, Land and municipal levels. It is designed to exploit synergies – for example, with the policy areas of education and training, integration, health promotion, strengthening of local economies and employment. Examples are the ESF Federal programme “Education, Economy, Work in the Neighbourhood - BIWAQ”, implemented by the Federal Ministry of the Interior, Building and Community, or “STRENGTHENING YOUTH in the neighbourhood/ JUGEND STÄRKEN im Quartier” (the joint programme with the Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth). 

In addition, urban development promotion funding of the Federal Government and the Länder is to be combined with, and complemented by, private-party funding and/or other public sector funding.
· Modalities of allocation

The State governments are responsible for carrying out the programme and distributing the financial support to the various municipalities. The Länder select the municipalities. Municipalities have to hand in an application on which the selection is based. Selection criteria vary among Länder usually prioritizing those most in need.

The municipalities receive funding and distribute it to the defined funding areas, which are then subdivided into individual investment and investment accompanying projects. 

2.4 Interdepartmental Social City Strategy
In 2013 the Social City programme’s interdepartmental strategy was implemented. It provides funding specifically to programmes of other departments to encourage that they concentrate their work in socially deprived areas.

The objectives of this interdepartmental strategy are the following:

· Combine and consolidate the available funding from other departments’ programmes

· Improve the links and coordination between different departments' know-how 

· Improve access, for stakeholders in affected neighbourhoods, to information provided by the relevant federal ministries

=≥ The interdepartmental strategy represents the start of on-going cooperation, on the part of relevant federal ministries, on behalf of neighbourhoods with special social-integration requirements.

2.5 Typology of “Social city” areas

In 2017: 891 areas in a total of 513 municipalities

78% of the programme dedicated to large and medium-size cities and 22% for small cities and rural communities. Municipalities are responsible to identify socially deprived areas in their community and apply for grants at the Lander level. The Lander then pick a certain amount of applicants. Area definitions are based on socio-spatial analysis aimed at identifying problem areas and potential in/of individual neighbourhoods. A defined funding area is thus both the focus of, and the starting point for, integrated approaches in neighbourhood development. Individual projects, and projects taking place outside of so-defined funding areas, such as projects limited to renovation of a single building, are not funded.

2.6 Thematic fields 

The thematic fields covered by the Social city programme are the following: 

· Housing, and living environments

· Social activities and social infrastructure

· Coexistence of different social and ethnic groups

· Schools and education

· Local economies

· Health promotion

· The environment and transportation

· Local cultural life

· Sports and recreation

· Image enhancement and public relations

2.7 Participative approach

Measures, and efforts to get local residents involved, are coordinated by the local neighbourhood management structures. Management offices for neighbourhoods are key-actors for networking with other stakeholders (representatives of local NGOs, training and education institutions, housing companies and local businesses) and involve the local residents. Local residents must be engaged in the preparation of the integrated concept. This is written in the Verwaltungsvereinbarung. In most federal States, the instrument of “Verfugungsfonds” allows local residents to personally invest in smaller scale projects in their neighbourhood. 

A « Verfügungsfonds » is a deposit in which local residents/businesses/stakeholders can make a down payment. The collected amount can then be used to finance smaller scale projects such as neighbourhood festivities. Usually there is a council consisting of local actors that decide which projects should be sponsored. The « Verfügungsfonds » is an instrument that allows local residents to financially support activities in their neighbourhood and to get involved in the development of their neighbourhood.

2.8 Evaluation

The Social City programme is a "learning" programme. Evaluations play an important role in improving the programme, adapting it to actual requirements and confirming the value of its strategic and thematic approaches. 

· At the national level: 2 interim evaluations and 3 national surveys have been carried out

· At the land level: 2 evaluations have been carried out

· At the local level: such evaluations have also been conducted in many areas
urban policy IN POLAND

Introduction

Urban Policy in Poland is relatively recent. As an independent policy, it was introduced in 2015, with the “National Urban Policy” (NUP). It is the key document at the national level shaping the vision and directions of urban development in Poland. Therefore, it is a reference point for public administration on how to support and strengthen sustainable urban development.
The urban policy objectives are the following:

· To support and strengthen a sustainable urban development

· To strengthen the capacity of cities and urban areas to create sustainable development 

· To create and stimulate the job growth 

· To improve the quality of life for inhabitants of urban areas
The national administrative system of Poland provides a specific framework for the implementation of the urban policy, but existing administrations at the regional and municipal levels also have a relative freedom in shaping urban action.

1. The national urban Polish policy framework: a part of the development management system

Issues related to urban development in Poland are part of the country development management system based on the Act on the principles of development policy from 6 December 2006 (Journal of Laws 2006 no. 227 item 1658).
The main strategic framework for implementing the development policy is provided by the Strategy for Responsible Development 2020 (SRD) with the perspective of 2030. The SRD defines the main directions and development priorities, including those concerning sustainable urban development. Nine integrated, thematic strategies and four supra-regional strategies are under the umbrella of the SRD. Among those strategies: 

=> the National Strategy for Regional Development (NSRD) concerns urban development. National Spatial Development Concept 2030 (NSDC) is also part of the Polish development management system. This is the most important governmental strategy for spatial development of the country.

=> the National Urban Policy 2023 (NUP) defined in 2015 derives from the NSRD and the NSDC. It sets general aims and directions for urban development; it is a kind of guidebook for public administrations, showing how ministries should acknowledge urban development issues. The Strategy for Responsible Development (SRD) in 2017 adds to the National Urban Policy specifications concerning urban intervention from the national level and numerous strategic projects dedicated to the cities.

2. Focus on the Strategy for Responsible Development and its strategic projects on urban development

2.1 Objectives

The urban dimension of the SRD aims at creating conditions for the sustainable development of urban centres, working out mechanisms of cooperation, strengthening their capacities to create new jobs and improving the quality of life of their residents.
2.2 Intervention areas

The SRD addresses all cities, but it specifically targets:

· Medium-sized cities: those cities often have poor socio-economic results and a significant outflow of people, especially young ones. The SRD recognizes 122 medium-sized cities that will be the beneficiaries of the state’s special intervention. 

· “Marginalized areas”: they are areas where the accumulation of social and economic problems occurs. These are mainly rural areas and smaller towns, which are characterized by a high rate of employment in agriculture, lack of jobs in other sectors and a limited access to services for inhabitants.

SRD focuses also on problems common to all cities, regardless of size, e.g. problems related to revitalization (1/5 of the cities area, inhabited by 2.4 million people, is experiencing degradation processes and requires revitalization), air pollution or uncontrolled urban sprawl.

SRD has also strategic projects, dedicated to the particular objectives that are implemented at the national level.
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2.3 Focus on strategic projects supporting this Strategy for Responsible Development at the national level

2.3.1 Support program for self-governments in programming revitalization 
Within the SRD strategic project on revitalization, numerous initiatives are implemented and aim at supporting and promoting revitalization in Polish cities. They are part of a “revitalization package”. 

· Subsidy competition for cities

One of them is financial support (subsidy competitions) for municipalities in preparing and updating their revitalization programs. This activity is currently implemented in cooperation with the Marshal's Offices. This part will be more described in the 3.5 part of this document. 

· Model Revitalization project 

Moreover, the Ministry of Investment and Economic Development implements the project called Model Revitalization. This initiative supports selected cities in the process of developing revitalization programs and model revitalization activities. In the second stage of the competition, 20 cities were selected which now are implementing the previously developed programs. The character of the project imposes on selected cities the obligation to develop models revitalization solutions, paths to solve problems in 9 thematic areas, and then dissemination of the outcomes and promotion of good practices.

· Pilot projects

Additionally, three cities, mentioned in the Partnership Agreement: Bytom, Łódź and Wałbrzych, receive support in revitalization under the Pilot Revitalization project.

	Subsidy competition for cities
	Model Revitalization project
	Pilot projects
	National Knowledge Center on Revitalization

	over 

1 100 projects
	20 projects (cities)
	3 projects (cities)
	15 000 page views

	66,7 mln PLN of subsidy
	47,3 mln PLN subsidy
	14,5 mln PLN subsidy
	50 publications


The achievements and results of undertaken initiatives are disseminated through the National Knowledge Centre on Revitalization, a portal about the new approach to revitalization.
2.3.2 Partnership City Initiative (PCI)
The idea behind the PCI is to support from the national level, thematic networks of cities, where cities themselves identify their most pertinent challenges and work on solutions and recommendations for improvement. The aim is to improve development conditions and support integrated and sustainable development of Polish cities. So far, three networks have been launched: air quality, urban mobility and revitalization, with 34 cities involved. The final result of each network will be the Improvement Plan, which is a document containing a set of recommendations for conducting national policies.

2.3.3 Program for medium-sized cities

The Program aims at supporting medium-sized cities in developing innovative enterprise projects, increasing investment attractiveness for potential investors, improving the quality of human capital, stimulating local economic, social and housing initiatives, and supporting self-government development investments under principles ruling the national programs and the capital instruments of the Polish Development Fund. The Program uses already available and also new financial sources, notably national operational programs funds through dedicated competitions. 

3. Focus on the revitalization programme at the regional level

3.1 The concept of revitalization

This concept has been defined by the Revitalization Act (October 2015) as a comprehensive process of recovering from crisis situations of degraded areas, through integrated activities for the local community, space and economy, and territorially concentrated. According to the provisions of the Partnership Agreement, revitalization activities are to include communities living in peripheral and degraded areas thanks to the comprehensive revitalization of degraded areas, perceived in the social, economic and spatial dimensions.

There isn’t one common set of indicators that municipalities (gminas) have to use in their statistical analyses to delimitate a degraded area. However, both the Guidelines on Revitalization and the Revitalization Act, contain a list of negative phenomena in social, economic, environmental, spatial-functional and technical areas that constitute the basis for diagnosing a crisis state and defining a revitalization area. Thus, municipalities usually used comparable indicators to diagnose a degraded area (for example in the social sphere the list of phenomena comprises: unemployment, poverty, crime, low level of education or social capital, low level of participation in public and cultural life).

3.2 Legal framework  
In Poland there are 16 voivodships (Regions). The voivodships are decentralised regional authorities with a self-government office called the Marshal’s office. The voivodship government, within the scope of its competences, supports revitalization processes planned and implemented by the municipal and rural municipalities of the voivodship. The processes of revitalization in municipalities are implemented on the basis of revitalization programs adopted by the local government.

Poland is currently under a transition period in which revitalization programs can be adopted and implemented on the basis of two legal acts: 

· The Revitalization Act

· The Municipal Government Act

The transitional period will last until December 31, 2023. After this date, all revitalization programs will be prepared on the basis of the Revitalization Act. 

3.3 Financing notably based on European funds

The Regional Operational Programs 2014-2020 are the main financial source for revitalization at the regional level. If a municipality wants to finance revitalization activities from the EU funds, the revitalization program in which the projects/activities have been included must be compliant with the Guidelines on revitalization in operational programs for 2014-2020. Revitalization activities were not compulsory in ROPs. Nevertheless, in the ROP for Lodzkie, for example, it was quite an important part of the programme, as the revitalization needs were, and still are, substantial.
The Guidelines also imposed an obligation for the Managing Authorities of the regional operational programs (Marshal’s offices) to check the compliance of the revitalization programs with the Guidelines. Meeting these requirements allows cities and rural municipalities applying under the investment priority concerning strictly revitalization, but also obtaining preferences when applying for EU funds from other investment priorities.
3.4. Regional authorities role 
Coordinating the system of EU funding for revitalization projects, the regional authorities give direction and impulse for effective revitalization processes in municipalities. They check through a strong checking process the compliance with the guidelines on revitalization
, which enables municipalities to apply for the EU funds. They also supported municipalities in preparing revitalisation programs offering individual support, regional expertise or thematic conferences.
It was the Region’s decision to determine the amount of the allocation for revitalization activities within the Regional Operational Programme. However, the decision resulted from the necessity of complying with the regulatory framework set both at the EU and national levels.
3.5. A regional competition combining European and national funds

Regional authorities can carry out a grant competition in cooperation with the Ministry of Investment and Economic Development.

This grant was designed to support municipalities to prepare or update their revitalization programs targeting degraded areas according to the new rules and principles set in the Guidelines and the Act on Revitalization. As the concept of revitalization has changed some additional assistance for municipalities was necessary. That is why a grant from the TA OP was allocated to the regions to help those municipalities that wanted to prepare their revitalization programs according to the new rules and then to apply for financial resources under regional operational programs (referred to in 3.3).    
According to the rules of the competition, municipalities could get a grant up to 90% of eligible costs for preparing or updating their revitalization programs according to new requirements (85% of the granted sum came from the Cohesion Fund under the Operational Program Technical Assistance 2014-2020 and 15% from the state budget). This competition is a part of SRD strategic projects. 

The Ministry of Investment and Economic Development distributed the allocation of the grant between the regions, according to its own algorithm.
	Focus on the Lodzkie Region budget

The grant for the Lodzkie Region amounted to 2,07 million PLN (0,48 million euros), which allowed to support 26 municipalities (gminas). Eligible costs amounted to 90% of the cost of preparing a revitalization programme.


The main aims of the grant competition are the following:

· Support municipalities in launching processes aimed at revitalization of degraded areas through assistance in the process of developing or updating revitalization programs as basic documents for conducting these processes

· Popularize understanding of revitalization as a process of comprehensive, interdisciplinary transformations aimed at bringing degraded areas out of crisis situations

· Strengthen the municipalities' capacity to create mechanisms of social participation 
urban POLICY in spain

Introduction

In Spain, the three levels of government (national, regional and local) are involved in the design and implementation of urban policies and urban regeneration. 

In terms of urban regeneration, although Spain doesn’t have a “National Guidance Framework” directly devoted to Area-Based Urban Regeneration, the Central Government keeps some ruling and financing competences. The Ministry of Public Works is responsible for the definition and funding of the area-based urban regeneration “ARIs Programme” within the “State Plan for Housing” which has been running from 1983 to the present; while the Ministry of Finance, responsible for Cohesion Policy at the national level, has coordinated the EU URBAN Programmes in Spain since the early 90s, and is currently leading the EDUSI Initiative 2014-2020. The two programmes are completely independent, in scope, definition, calls, etc. Then, a city can benefit from both programmes. 

Other administrative levels have also launched their own urban Regeneration Programmes, with their own funding. At the regional level, one example is the Llei de Barris and the Programa Millora de Barris, which ran in Cataluña from to 2004 to 2010, and, at the local level, the Madrid Plan MADRE. For example, in Madrid, there is a map of APIRUS (areas of preferential support for urban regeneration), selected according to material deprivation conditions and bad conditions in buildings. The persons living in the buildings included in the map can ask for a grant/subsidy for several actions to be carried in their building: repair and conservation works, installation of elevators, energy efficiency improvement, etc. Although there is a definition of areas, it is a “building based “programme: actions are carried building by building, not on a comprehensive “area based” programme for the whole neighbourhood. It is only a hard programme, funding “hard” refurbishment measures.

1. European funds for urban development in Spain: URBAN, “Iniciativa Urbana” and “EDUSI” Programmes.

1.1. European URBAN Programmes: for a new vision of urban development

The Urban Pilot Programme was launched in 1990 by the European Commission (EC) and aimed to support innovation in urban regeneration and planning within the framework of the broader EU policy for promoting economic and social cohesion. In Spain, 4 Urban Pilot Projects (1990-1993) were selected. Then, the EC launched the URBAN Programme. In Spain, the two rounds of URBAN worked as a transformation driver of urban regeneration in the country, introducing an innovative approach that was able to transform the national and local policy discourse in this regard.

1.2. “Urban Mainstreaming” in Europe vs. “Iniciativa Urbana” in Spain: 2007-2013

In Spain, the urban dimension was integrated in the National Operational Programme 2007-2013, under the name of “Iniciativa Urbana” (Urban Initiative). Within the framework of “Iniciativa Urbana” 2007-2013 Programme, there were two open calls for projects:

· Call for cities with more than 50.000 inhabitants: 46 projects were selected with a total amount of funding of 344,6 millions of €. 

· Call for cities between 20.000 and 50.000: 203 projects were selected with 677 millions of €.

The area projects proposed by the cities should be in line with the following aspects:

· The area should be proposed by the municipality and should be clearly defined and constitute a unified area, highlighting its deprivation or disadvantaged conditions from the environmental, social and economic points of view

· The proposed projects should be comprehensive and address social, economic and environmental issues, the 3 dimensions of sustainable urban development

· The proposals have to be based upon a process of social and civic participation in the determination of the objectives and the strategy design and management

· The project should follow European guidelines and EU policies on urban regeneration and have an innovative character

1.3. Integrated Sustainable Urban Development Strategies (2014-2020)/EDUSI Strategy

· Budget

The total amount for the whole 2014-2020 programme is around 1 billion €, the annual average for 6 years is around 167 million € a year.  

During the 2014-2020 period, it was compulsory to allocate a minimum of 5 % of the European Regional Development Fund at national level to finance integrated actions for sustainable urban development. In Spain, this has been developed through EDUSI: (Estrategias de Desarrollo Urbano Sostenible Integrado)/Integrated Sustainable Urban Development Strategies (ISUDS).

· Governance
The novelty of the period 2014-2020 is notably given by the strengthening of the role of municipalities and urban authorities that will carry out the selection of operations within the framework of their respective EDUSI Strategies.

The national authorities select the cities, according to a public transparent set of criteria. Nevertheless, there is a maximum amount for each region, which is defined in the National Operational Programme

Once the city strategy (EDUSI) is selected at the national level, the city will select the area of the intervention (nevertheless the EDUSI strategy already had to identify possible areas for intervention, and -on a second stage, once the EDUSI has been selected- to justify the selection of the area).

· Elements of an EDUSI Strategy

The Central Government prepared a Guidance document for EDUSI that cities should follow to prepare their strategy, which includes the following elements:

· Identification of the main urban challenges and the existing assets, resources and the potentialities of the urban area

· Integrated analysis to identify the causes of these problems and the issues that the EDUSI Strategy must face. Different areas of analysis were proposed: built environment, environment and climate change, energy, economy, demography, social challenges, territorial context, multilevel governance and institutional framework, urban planning instruments, risk analysis.

· Diagnosis and SWOT matrix analysis allowing to point out the weaknesses and threats, as well as the strengths and opportunities of the city. Based on this SWOT analysis, definition of a series of Strategic Objectives that should allow to quantify the expected results through a series of indicators. 

· Delimitation of the scope/area of actions. Definition of the target population and delimitation of the urban area in which the actions aimed at achieving the established objectives must be carried out, justifying it on the basis of the different social, economic and environmental indicators. 

· Preparation of an Implementation Plan based on the documents mentioned above, defining a series of action axes in the different thematic objectives/specific objective.

· Other relevant issues to include in EDUSI Strategies: Citizen and civil society participation; Administrative capacity and Horizontal principles and transversal objectives (gender, sustainable development; accessibility; demographic change, mitigation and adaptation to climate change). 

 After the selection of the EDUSI Strategies, those municipalities selected can identify the specific actions of the Implementation Plan that would be subject to ERDF funding in the period 2014-2020 within the possibilities offered by the Operational Program for Sustainable Growth (POCS). The Implementation Plan must necessarily include:
· The description of the Action Axes to be carried out by specific Objective.

· Description, for each Action Axis, of the criteria and procedures for the selection specific actions.

· A chronogram, including the indicative temporal planning of the different Action Axes.

· Total indicative budget of the Implementation Plan, detailed by Action Axes and specific objectives.

· The productivity indicators for the Action Axes.

The EDUSI strategy it is a flexible framework that can be adapted to the different circumstances of each city, to their strategic or sectorial plans, etc.). As cities define their own implementation Plans, the model is very flexible. Interventions are defined by each city in its EDUSI.

· Results of the Open Calls

There have been 3 open calls for EDUSI Strategies, with 3 ranges of funding according to the size of the municipality or urban area:
· For cities with more than 100,000 inhabitants: 15 million euros of maximum ERDF funding

· For cities between 50,000 and 100,000 inhabitants: 10 million euros of maximum ERDF funding

· For cities between 20,000 and 50,000 inhabitants: 5 million euros of maximum ERDF funding

The selection process is based on a list of several indicators (social infrastructures, public services, education…). There is an extensive list available: http://www.fomento.gob.es/NR/rdonlyres/4C5F7D8B-4D97-4260-B400-E635B12376F8/133955/CatalogoIndicadoresProductividad_20142020.pdf
2. “ARIs Programme” within the “State Plan for Housing”

In Spain, Housing Plans are the main instrument of sectorial housing planning used by the government to intervene in the housing market. Every State Plan for Housing includes funding for different Programmes, like the promotion of new subsidized housing, support for public acquisition of land, support for renting, etc. Regarding Urban Regeneration, all Plans include the ARIs Programme (Areas for Integrated Urban Regeneration). ARIs Programme is a typical “hard” area-based urban regeneration programme, only funding physical actions either in buildings (housing upgrading or refurbishment, provision of elevators, energy efficiency upgrading, etc.) or in public spaces. 

2.1 Intervention areas

The initiative for the inclusion of an area in the ARI Programme always comes from the local authorities, which have to submit this proposal for the approval and support of the regional administration. The regions make the selection of the cities. The regions present their selection to the Ministry and sign an agreement to co-fund the urban regeneration programmes in the areas selected and included in the agreement. There is no indicators defined for the selection process, the regions themselves do the selection. 
The Urban Vulnerability Observatory (developed by the Ministry of Public Works), is a solid tool for the identification of deprived neighbourhoods at the national level, based on several indicators, allowing the comparison of each neighbourhood with the average values at national, regional or local levels. 

2.2 Budget and financing

The total budget available for the ARIs Programme (2013-2017) was 226.000.000 € and for the Building-by Building rehabilitation it was 171.000.000 €. Normally, there is a 1/3-1/3-1/3 scheme between the three levels (national, regional, local). 

2.3 Thematic fields covered by the ARIs Programme

During the 80s and the early 90s, urban regeneration programmes in Spain generally only focused on the “physical approach”, meaning that investment was mainly dedicated to the physical upgrading of buildings. In 2010, during the Spanish Presidency of the EU, the Toledo Declaration stressed the importance of Integrated Urban Regeneration. Its spirit was included in the next State Plans for Housing, which asked for an “Integrated Action Plan” as an ex-ante condition for an area to become beneficiary of the ARIs Programme funding. From 2009 to 2017, urban regeneration areas applying for ARIs Programme funding have to submit an “Area Report” including the following documents:

· A “comprehensive diagnosis” of the social, economic and environmental situation 

· An “Integrated Action Plan” including a description of the eligible measures, and means for their implementation and management, as well as the programming and phasing. 

Although the State Plans for Housing only provides funding for “physical” actions, it is compulsory to include in the “Integrated Action Plan” other actions regarding social, economic and environmental issues. Although these actions cannot receive direct funding from the State Plan for Housing, the “Integrated Action Plan” has to specify how they are going to be funded and implemented, detailing the funding resources available from other public or private institutions involved and their commitment for its implementation, development and monitoring. Some interesting elements of the integrated approach through this “Integrated Action Plan” of the 2009-2016 periods have been removed during the current 2018-2021 one.

2.4 Governance and Institutional management 

The Ministry of Public Works is responsible for defining the Programme, within the framework of the national Housing Plan. Autonomous Communities are responsible for adapting the Programme to their context, for the selection of the areas, implementation (management of funding) and for reporting to the Ministry. Local authorities make the proposal of the areas (ARIs) that should be included in the Programme and are responsible for their development. 

2.5 Public Participation 

Currently, there is no public participation in the selection of the areas to be funded. Regarding the identification of actions in the areas subject to regeneration, the two last ARIs Programme within the State Plans for Housing 2009-2012 and 2013-2016 included the idea of citizens’ participation in the definition of the Integrated Action Plan for each urban regeneration area included in the ARIs Programme, asking for a compulsory report of the public participation in its design, but this has been removed from the ARIs Programme within the current State Plan for Housing 2018-2021.

2.6. Evaluation of ARIs Programme

There is no evaluation of the whole Programme. 

Regarding each particular area-based project, the “Integrated Action Plan” of each area should also contain a set of monitoring indicators in order to verify the impact of the proposed actions and a report attesting citizens’ participation in its design.

� In this document, when referring to policies, we use the expression „priority areas” instead of „deprived neighbourhoods”, to avoid the danger of stigmatizing such areas.


� For overview on how Cohesion Policy 2014-2020 supports integrated and sustainable urban development strategies, see the ongoing work of the Commission`s Joint Research Centre: � HYPERLINK "https://urban.jrc.ec.europa.eu/strat-board/" �https://urban.jrc.ec.europa.eu/strat-board/�


� Arnstein, Sherry R.(1969) 'A Ladder Of Citizen Participation', Journal of the American Planning Association, 35: 4, 216 — 224  


� See for this well developed URBACT tool: � HYPERLINK "https://urbact.eu/urbact-local-groups" �https://urbact.eu/urbact-local-groups�


� The Bip/Zip grant requires that at least two non-profit organisations must team up presenting a proposal for a priority area, preferably with at least one of the organisations being local. The grant can be below 25.000 euros to support smaller initiatives, such as neighbourhood fairs, or between 25.000 and 50.000 euros, requiring that the organisations can ensure an economic sustainability for at least two years after the end of the supporting grant. 


� Common Provision Regulation (29th May 2018) Recital 24
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