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Response of QeC-ERAN to proposal for Urbact 2 
Background (general)

On 6 June QeC-ERAN in conjunction with the European Parliament Intergroup on Urban Policy and Housing held a meeting on the specific theme of “ Learning Methodologies for creating and exchanging good practice in Urban Regeneration”.

The meeting had contributions from the President, Jean-Marie Beaupuy and Vice –president(Jan Olbrecht) of the EP group as well as inputs from Jean-Loup Drubigny(Urbact); Matt Nicholls(Interact ) and  Hugues Feltesse (Peer Review Programme).The meeting was also attended by DGRegio and included representatives from the European Parliament and  Commission, Committee of the Regions and several EU wide networks/organisations working in the field of Urban Regeneration.

The recommendations draw on the input and discussion at the above meetings  with the Urbact Secretariat and the presentation provided at the Joint QeC-ERAN- EP Intergroup meeting.

Background (specific-QeC-ERAN)

QeC-ERAN was established in 1989 in order to represent the interests of cities/towns which face a number of multiple challenges whilst also offering new opportunities in terms of Urban regeneration. Such cities and towns share a number of key characteristics:

Dynamic demographic profiles relating to family structure, age, ethnicity

High levels of labour market exclusion and/or marginalisation for certain groups

Relatively high levels of poverty linked to social security dependency

Poor quality housing and strongly segmented housing market

Sectoral and spatial gentrification

Social and Cultural segmentation

Low levels of political participation

High potential for self enterprise

High level of ill health

High School drop out rates and children at risk

High proportion of "newcomers"  from visible ethnic minoritie

QeC-ERAN has a number of key objectives:

Developing programmes/projects which facilitate the exchange of experience and practise between such areas.

· Supporting initiatives based on greater participation of targeted groups

· Promoting joint up working and thinking between local authorities and other key agencies, and in particular local NGOs.

· Undertaking research and evaluation in order to impact on existing and future Urban regeneration policies/programmes

· Representing the views and needs of such localities within EU and EC groupings and networks

· Creating a network which constitutes an European think tank regarding the” people issues”  issues of   urban regeneration.
The members of QeC-ERAN and the organisation itself have played a significant role in the Urbact 1 as network and workshop leaders, and as partners in 12 of the networks /working groups established. The Director of QeC-ERAN is also an  “Urbact ratified expert” connected to two of the networks. These recommendations therefore draw on the experience of this active involvement.

Key Reflections and Recommendations for Urbact 2
· Broad agreement of the need for Urbact 2. However, thre is a need to ensure that Urbact 1 is properly assessed/ evaluated. Urbact 1 had  a key Objective of “transfer of learning”. It is unclear as to how effective the current arrangements in Urbact 1 have been in achieving such a transfer. Furthermore, there was a strong expression that the programme was having very patchy “local impact”.

· Recommendation: A  360° Of the Urbact 1 programme should be undertaken to assess real impact.
· Relatedly, there was concern expressed that far too often the participants in the Urbact programme were NOT the right people. There is a danger that discussion tends to be rather superficial and thus several products emerging from a number of networks have very little wider application. 

· Recommendation: There is a need to introduce criteria for participants in the programme complement. There is a need to ensure greater cross-sector involvement and also greater diversity in terms of age, gender and ethnicity
· The focus on “Thematic networks” will recreate one of the worst aspects of Urbact 1. Themes by their very nature tend to be broad. As a result in Urbact 1 there are a number of networks that have tended to “drift” in terms of content as the theme allows wide interpretation. Indeed in some networks the broad theme approach has resulted in wasted energy and resources in discussion about concepts and definitions.
· Recommendation: There is a need to have an approach that invites applications on a number of key themes in terms of the urban dimension BUT applicants should be required to identify the particular problematic(s) within the theme that the network or working group will be focussing upon.
· The lack of focus on “qualification” seems rather strange. In Urbact 1, there was a specific measure for programmes aimed at staff development. Only the Udiex-Alep project made use of this aspect of the programme. The Urbact Secretariat commissioned an audit of training needs in 2004 but nothing has emerged from this piece of work. One of the key realities emerging from the Udiex- Alep project is the need to build up capacity of key actors involved in urban regeneration. Such a focus requires a more “bottom-up” input into the Urbact 2 programme. There is a danger that this aspect in terms of real need will be missing from Urbact 2 as needs of key actors cannot be just pigeon-holed into specific “themes”.
· Recommendation: There is a need to retain flexibility for proposals that seek to provide a “cross-thematic” programme focusing on exchange of experience linked to a programme of capacity building/professional development. 
· The funding ceiling of €600,000 for ALL networks is unrealistic. Relatedly, the proposal refers to supporting up to 20 networks in each call. There is a danger that that the funding ceiling will create greater superficiality and furthermore it is impractical to propose the setting up in  Ubact 2  200% more  networks than in Urbact 1. It is clear that there is not sufficient capacity for partners and for the Secretariat to manage the current programme effectively. Money should not be increased for technical support.There has to be greater support directly for lead partners and partners. A bigger(financially)  centralised Secretariat will not be able to provide the additional support. This is not a criticism but just a reality as the support needs to be at the right level and not just centralised.
· Recommendation:  There should in every round TWO categories for applications: One for projects(Maximum 5 projects  per round) with a  budget of up to €1,200,000.The  Second category for those with the proposed €600,000 maximum.This would still create 20 new networks every round, thus ensuring an adequate spread of resource allocation.
· The role of the Urbact Secreatriat experts remains very unclear. What is the added-value provided by these experts? The role seems to be a mix of monitoring networks and providing advice to the Secretariat. However, lead partners are also responsible for providing regular monitoring reports and these have inputs from the thematic experts attached to each network. Furthermore, within the secretariat there are policy officers who also are involved in the monitoring of projects. There is clearly an overlap here which is a waste of resources.  The relationship of the secretariat experts with the thematic experts attached to each of the networks is also very unclear.Thematic experts were meant to have a broader role in the Urbact programme. However, in practice this has not materialised.
· Recommendation: In Urbact 2 there should be a regular bi-annual meeting of thematic experts in order to ensure that there is clarity of roles and also to ensure more effective added-value for the programme. 
· Relatedly, the programme of cross-cutting seminars and cross- cutting working groups has emerged without any effective dialogue with lead partners or experts connected to the networks. The quality of products that have emerged from the three cross-cutting seminars is not high. There is a concern that the cross-cutting working groups are also not generating any real added value, however, none of the groups has yet to report.
· Recommendation: In Urbact 2  cross –cutting work should be linked into the work of specific networks at the outset and not established as a separate entity.

· The envisaged role of EU wide networks in the programme is simply too passive and limited. The potential added value that such networks can bring into the quality of the programme is greatly understated.  The current proposal is simply to ensure that dissemination can take place through such networks. This is too limited a role. Furthermore,the proposal seems to suggest that the role of QeC-ERAN or Eurocities is the same as the Austrian-German Urban network of the France Urban 2 network. This is clearly not the case. We are EU wide and therefore have considerable more visibility and impact at EU level.
· Recommendation: There is a need in Urbact 2 for holding a regular Urban Forum involving ourselves and other EU wide networks in the planning. This is the way that DG Employment and Social Affairs undertakes the annual EU round table on Social Inclusion and Poverty.
Lionel Martijn

President QeC-ERAN
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