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Key messages

The Study on the urban dimension of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) in the 2007-2013 period
, has been undertaken by ECORYS on behalf of DG Regional Policy of the European Commission. The central objective of this assignment has been to analyse the way in which ERDF financing has been deployed to support urban development in five case study cities in the European Union in the context of the mainstreaming of the "urban dimension" of EU Cohesion Policy. The five cities were Karlovy Vary (CZ), Katowice (PL), Oviedo (ES), Ludwigshafen (DE) and Amsterdam (NL). The two overarching research questions for the study have been:

a) To what extent do the urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the case study cities reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis? and 

b) What lessons can we draw concerning the relevance and potential effectiveness of the ERDF as a funding instrument for urban development?

It should be stressed that the observations and conclusions presented here are based on findings from only five case study cities in Europe. As such, we cannot claim in any sense that they are based on a representative survey of ERDF spending in urban areas in the EU. However, as the case studies provide evidence from a range of national, regional and local administrative and socio-economic contexts, our findings may be hoped to have some general relevance for future discussions on the urban dimension of EU Cohesion Policy.

A. ERDF activities and the Urban Acquis in case study cities

· Overall, urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the five case study cities partially reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis. In this respect, varied patterns can be observed as cities put different weight to the individual principles. However, this does not lead to the conclusion that urban development activities are particularly aligned with the principles of the Urban Acquis in some of the case study cities and particularly misaligned in others as these differences tend to balance out. Different patterns largely appear to result from a combination of deliberate choices made at the city level and the influence of national and regional framework conditions. A detailed description of the extent to which the individual principles of the Urban Acquis are reflected in the urban development activities of the five case study cities is provided in the following bullets. 

· Although all case study cities have some form of strategic urban development plans in place, there is no consistent pattern in terms of the form, content and ambition of these plans. Differences in national traditions of strategic planning at city level and the formal division of competences for different fields of public policy within national multi-level governance systems largely explain this variation. Of the five cities, Amsterdam has the longest tradition of strategic planning at city level and the most developed package of planning documents. Both Karlovy Vary and Katowice have developed their first integrated development plans in recent years in anticipation of a requirement to have such strategies in place in order to receive ERDF support, while Oviedo is conspicuous by the absence of an integrated strategy. The limited formal competences of municipalities in Spain, and some extent the Czech Republic (in comparison to their Dutch counterparts, for example), appears to limit the scope for cities to develop fully integrated strategies at city level. 

· The picture concerning integration between strategic plans and ERDF is also mixed. In three of the case study cities (Ludwigshafen, Karlovy Vary and Katowice), ERDF funds have been used to support projects already identified on the basis of the cities' strategic development plan. In Oviedo, ERDF has been deployed through the framework of the national URBANA initiative, and ERDF interventions have largely been shaped to comply with the requirements of this instrument. Amsterdam, as part of the sub-delegation of responsibility within the West Netherlands programme, has adopted a more bottom-up approach with other actors in the city invited to submit projects and demonstrate how these fit with the wider strategic priorities of the city.

· The urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the five case study cities are overwhelmingly, but certainly not exclusively, focused on physical infrastructure. There is clear evidence of integration between physical, economic and social activities in Ludwigshafen and Oviedo, both of which are implementing area-based regeneration strategies composed of multiple sub-projects, and in Amsterdam, where individual ERDF projects involve a combination of hard and soft measures in several cases. In Oviedo, ERDF projects have been used to reinforce and directly complement existing ESF projects. Even in these three cities, however, the physical and economic pillars are more pronounced than was typical in URBAN II programmes. Katowice and Karlovy Vary focus ERDF resources almost exclusively on physical projects.

· At a strategic level, Amsterdam is the only city where outside stakeholders (including the City's two universities) are directly involved in steering the use of ERDF funds in the City. In Katowice, a number of ERDF projects are being led by organisations (the university, for example) other than the City, as they have applied for funding in their own right. Stakeholder involvement at project level is also most evident in Amsterdam and comparatively absent in both Karlovy Vary and Ludwigshafen. Oviedo and Katowice form the middle ground with a moderate level of stakeholder involvement at project level.

· In terms of concentration of funding, Oviedo, Ludwigshafen, Karlovy Vary and Katowice have adopted explicitly area-based approaches, although only in Oviedo (and to a lesser extent Ludwigshafen) has funding been concentrated in a deprived neighbourhood explicitly to address the internal cohesion issues within the city (in the URBAN tradition). In contrast, Amsterdam has used ERDF funding to complement existing (primarily national) funding sources, which has resulted in a more dispersed pattern of funding across the city. In this case, concentrations of funding at local or project level are achieved through the combination of ERDF and other funding sources.

· Co-financing to complement the ERDF investments underway or planned comes overwhelmingly from public authorities and almost exclusively from the City budget in the Czech, Polish and Spanish cases. In the Netherlands, co-financing comes mostly from the national urban development programmes and notably the Large Cities Policy. In Ludwigshafen co-financing is split between the City and the Land. Use of private funds in projects is limited and there are no examples of formalised Public Private Partnerships using ERDF funds or examples of the deployment of JESSICA in the case study cities. It is generally considered too early to assess the extent of private sector funding levered into the investment areas by ERDF.

· The main sources of policy learning identified in the case study cities have been the previous URBAN Community Initiative (which has informed the approaches in Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam) and individual urban development projects from other cities (in Oviedo and Karlovy Vary). No evidence was highlighted of URBACT influencing current use of ERDF, but a current INTERREG project in Katowice is reported to be influencing investment planning for a new riverside development.

· The case study cities are applying the monitoring systems and indicator sets specified in the Operational Programmes covering their territories. These indicators are generally un-related to the intervention logic of the projects being implemented (and urban development in general) and appear unlikely to provide a sound basis for evaluation of success.

B. Relevance and potential effectiveness of ERDF

· The main added value of the ERDF for urban development in the case study cities identified by stakeholders was the additional funding, which allowed projects to be supported that would otherwise not have been funded or would have taken longer to fund. It is clear that the framework of ERDF has led directly to both case study cities from the new Member States developing integrated development strategies, which were previously absent in both cases. Moreover, the national URBANA initiative in Spain has clearly created a framework for channelling ERDF funds for urban development that promotes the principles of the Urban Acquis. Katowice provides an example of an ERDF-supported INTERREG programme successfully supporting policy learning and exchange for the benefit of cities with limited experience of integrated urban development.

· More generally, however, the ERDF-supported urban development interventions which reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis most closely have resulted from a combination of existing local expertise and experience and / or a conducive regional or national policy framework. In Amsterdam, both these elements appear to be in place. In Ludwigshafen, the city has managed to implement a comparatively integrated strategy despite limited attention to the urban dimension at regional level (and an explicit decision not to use the flexibility offered by Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation). In Karlovy Vary, despite the progress made, a lack of local experience and a comparatively complex ERDF funding environment have worked against a more integrated, partnership-based approach.

· Overall, the focus of the ERDF on physical infrastructure and business support means that it is inherently more suitable for supporting the objective of strengthening cities as motors of regional development, rather than the objective of internal cohesion within urban areas. Even with the use of Article 8, the scale of more social actions that can be supported with the ERDF funding instrument remains limited. While the example of Oviedo illustrates that direct coordination with ESF is possible, this example was isolated among the case study cities. The wider question is thus one of aligning objectives with the funding instrument deployed.

1 Introduction and context

1.1 About this report

This is the final report for a Study on the urban dimension of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) in the 2007-2013 period
, undertaken by ECORYS on behalf of DG Regional Policy of the European Commission. The central objective of this assignment has been to analyse the way in which ERDF financing has been deployed to support urban development in five case study cities in the European Union in the context of the mainstreaming of the "urban dimension" of EU Cohesion Policy. The empirical research underpinning the analysis in this report was undertaken between January and March 2010 and draft versions of the synthesis report and the five city case study reports were discussed at a meeting of the project steering committee on 22 March 2010.

1.2 Context for the study

1.2.1 The Urban Acquis: an EU commitment 

The importance of supporting the sustainable development of Europe's cities and urban areas, as key centres of economic competitiveness, innovation and creativity, is well established in EU regional development policy. Launched in 1990, the Urban Pilot Projects (UPPs) set out to test innovative approaches to urban regeneration and marked the start of an explicit "urban dimension" to EU Cohesion Policy. From 1994 to 2006, a total of €1.63 billion was invested in deprived urban areas through two generations of the URBAN Community Initiative. URBAN I and II built on the lessons learned from the UPPs, supporting locally-based regeneration strategies in 188 areas
 across the EU 15, underpinned by a common commitment to local partnership and an integrated (cross-sectoral) approach to tackling urban development challenges.  

Taking into account the experience of the UPPs and URBAN, as well as national regeneration and urban development strategies, EU ministers agreed a political agenda in November 2004 aiming to strengthen urban development in a European context. A ministerial meeting on urban policy under the Dutch EU Presidency acknowledged that the experiences of different European countries over the past decade in relation to urban policy had generated a set of common principles that underpin successful policies – the so-called Urban Acquis
.


Box 1.1
Key principles of the Urban Acquis

1. SETTING PRIORITIES: The importance of long-term city-wide visions that go beyond individual projects, recognise the need to balance economic competitiveness, social cohesion and environmental quality and are embedded in the city-regional context.

2. INTEGRATION: The need for an integrated and cross-sectoral approach with horizontal coordination (across policy areas) and vertical coordination (between layers of government).

3. PARTNERSHIP AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT: The need to balance solid leadership and increased local responsibility through strong local and regional partnerships and citizen participation.

4. FUNDING: The importance of concentrating funds in selected target areas.

5. POLICY LEARNING: The importance of "capitalising" on knowledge through exchange of experience and knowledge, through networking and benchmarking exercises.

6. EVALUATION: The importance of monitoring and evaluation using appropriate indicators, in order to assess progress against established objectives.

In order to support the implementation of the key principles set out above, the Urban Acquis also stressed the need to "improve the regeneration skills of professionals, community partners and local government". This was one of the main issues addressed in the Bristol Accord agreed in December 2005 under the UK Presidency. This put forward the concept of "Sustainable Communities", with a strong focus on the importance of learning and exchange and the role of generic skills, such as leadership, negotiation, financial and project management.

Under the German Presidency in 2007, EU ministers agreed the Leipzig Charter on Sustainable European Cities
. The Charter recommends making greater use of integrated urban development policy approaches and emphasises the importance of systematic and structured exchange of experience and knowledge in the field of sustainable urban development. As such, it can in many ways be seen as a call to continue and strengthen the implementation of the key principles set out in the Urban Acquis (and previously tested through URBAN). 

1.2.2 Mainstreaming the "Urban Dimension"

While, as outlined above, the EU's formal political commitment to integrated urban development has evolved steadily over time, the main EU financial instrument for supporting urban development – the Structural Funds – underwent a fundamental reform in 2007. The Structural Funds regulations for the period 2007-2013 sought to simplify the previous system of Cohesion Policy funding by establishing three "objectives" funded by three financial instruments
, with the following configuration:

1. The "Convergence" objective aims to stimulate growth and employment in the EU's least developed regions (those with a GDP less than 75% of the Community average
). These regions can draw on resources from the ERDF, the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Cohesion Fund. Co-financing rates for eligible expenditure in these regions vary between 75% and 85%
.

2. The "Regional competitiveness and employment" (RCE) objective covers all the areas of the European Union not eligible for the "Convergence" objective. It aims to reinforce these regions’ competitiveness and attractiveness and promote employment and actions can be funded by both the ERDF and ESF. The standard co-financing rate for eligible expenditure in these regions is 50%, although higher rates apply in a limited number of regions
. 

3. The "European territorial cooperation" objective aims to reinforce cooperation at cross-border (INTERREG IVA), trans-national (INTERREG IVB) and interregional (INTERREG IVC) levels. It also supports networking between cities through the second URBACT programme. Financed by the ERDF, it is intended to act as a complement to the two other objectives. Co-financing rates follow the same rules as for the other priorities and thus depend on the programme and location of partners.

Part of the simplification process implied the end of the URBAN Community Initiative. Instead, the principles which underpinned URBAN were "mainstreamed" within the Structural Funds Regulations at EU level and, in turn, in individual ERDF programmes at regional and national level in the Member States
. 

Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation provides the legal basis for the continuation of support for integrated urban development – of the type promoted by URBAN - through the Structural Funds. This article sets out the scope of possible strategies for intervention in disadvantaged urban areas, including a wider set of "eligible operations" than in the general descriptions of scope in earlier articles
. Article 8 allows the proportion of ERDF funding allocated to ESF-type activities ("cross-financing") under urban development priority axes in individual Operational Programmes (OPs) to be increased from 10% to 15%
. This is intended to promote urban development activities involving integrated economic, social and environmental interventions. 

The Regulations for 2007-2013 mean that all urban areas in the EU have become potential beneficiaries of EU Cohesion Policy funding for the first time. However, at the same time, the new regulations provided no legal obligation for Member States to include an urban dimension in Operational Programmes. Whether or not an "urban dimension" is present in Operational Programmes and its form and prominence when it does exist thus varies between and within individual Member States.

A Commission Working Document finalised in 2008
 provided the first systematic overview of how the "urban dimension" had be translated into strategy in the 316 ERDF OPs for the period 2007-2013. However, such analysis at the level of OPs can only ever provide a general overview of strategy. Little detailed information was available on the way ERDF funds are actually being used to support urban development in Europe's cities.

1.3 Specific objectives of the study and research questions

In light of the perceived information deficit concerning implementation of the urban dimension on the ground, the European Commission launched this study in late 2009, setting out three main objectives for the work:

1. Firstly, to develop and test a suitable methodology for assessing the implementation of the urban dimension of Cohesion Policy in EU cities. This methodology is the one developed to undertake the research for this report.
2. Secondly, to identify, present and analyse examples of the practical implementation of the provisions supporting the urban dimension contained in ERDF Operational Programmes. These examples are provided by the findings of the five case studies, presented in the case study reports which form an annex to this report and synthesised in this main report.

3. Thirdly, to identify and present the main factors that affect positively or negatively the implementation of the urban dimension at city level. These factors are discussed in both the case study reports and analysed in more depth in Chapters 4 and 5 of this report.

The study was not asked to put forward explicit recommendations for the urban dimension of future Cohesion Policy, but rather contribute to the evidence base available for decision-makers.

In practical terms, the study has taken an explicitly "bottom-up" approach, starting from the standpoint of the five selected case study cities (see below). Our research team have visited the cities in question and examined a) how ERDF funds have been used to support urban development within the city and do the activities supported reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis and b) how those involved in implementation perceive the relevance and potential effectiveness of the ERDF as a funding instrument.

The set of key questions addressed by the study covers each of the main principles of the Urban Acquis, as well as explicitly evaluative questions related to the added value of ERDF for urban development and success factors and barriers that affect implementation. The main questions, which have been used to structure the study reports, are:

1. To what extent do the case study cities have integrated urban development plans in place? (See Section 2.1.2)

2. How are ERDF-funded actions integrated into these plans? (See Section 2.2)

3. What sorts of projects are being supported through ERDF in the case study cities, notably in terms of thematic focus and integration? (See Chapter 3)

4. Which factors explain the choice of projects to be funded and their design? (See Chapter 3)

5. Which actors are involved in the design and management of ERDF funded actions at city level? (See Chapter 3)

6. To what extent are partnership-based approaches and citizen participation being used at project level? (See Chapter 3)

7. What are the sources of co-funding for ERDF-supported projects and to what extent have projects generated leverage of further private funds? (See Chapter 3)

8. To what extent has policy learning informed the design and implementation of ERDF-supported projects? (See Chapter 3)

9. Which indicators are used to judge the performance and success of ERDF-supported actions within the case study cities and how effective are these likely to be? (See Chapter 3)

10. On the basis of stakeholder views and a more general assessment, what is the added value of ERDF-supported actions? (See Chapter 4)

11. What are the main (potential) success factors and what are the main difficulties and barriers which affect the relevance and likely effectiveness of ERDF-supported actions? (See Chapter 4).

1.4 Analytical framework and methodology

1.4.1 Analytical framework and assumptions

The analytical framework for this study is based on comparing a) the way ERDF is being used for urban development in the five case study cities with b) the principles of the Urban Acquis. The underlying assumption is that public interventions to support urban development are likely to be more effective if they incorporate the principles of the Urban Acquis in their design. This is not to say that there is a "one size fits all" model for urban development, nor that the principles of the Urban Acquis are the only factors to take into account in the design of urban renewal and development strategies. 

For example, although the Urban Acquis seeks to promote integrated, cross-sectoral interventions, this does not mean that single sector interventions (such as infrastructure renewal) are not important and justified in many cases. The most appropriate focus and design of urban development interventions will ultimately depend on the objectives the city is seeking to attain. In our research, we have sought rather to investigate whether ERDF investment decisions in the case study cities have been made in the knowledge of the principles that underpin the Urban Acquis and the extent to which actual interventions reflect these. Most aspects of the Acquis (including the importance of strategic planning or stakeholder involvement) are relevant for all types of intervention, irrespective of the objectives to be reached.

Our consideration of success factors and barriers has focused on the extent to which the design of the ERDF, local institutional and governance framework conditions and the capacity of relevant actors in the cities have affected cities' ability to implement urban development interventions that reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis. 

1.4.2 Approach to data collection

The information and evidence to address the research questions outlined above has been collected through a combination of document review and stakeholder interviews at three levels:

1. City level - document review and interviews on the ground in the five case study cities, obtained by the five case study researchers;

2. Intermediate level - review of programme documents and interviews with Managing Authorities and/or intermediary bodies responsible for programme implementation and representatives of the relevant national authority responsible for ERDF. This has also been undertaken by the country researchers as part of the case study task.

3. EU / trans-national level - review of comparative literature on the implementation of the urban dimension, relevant EU policy documents and input from country desk officers in DG REGIO. This work has been undertaken by the core team, based in Brussels.

1.4.3 Steps in the study

In line with the Specifications for the assignment, the study has involved the following six steps:

1. Selection of five case study cities in the EU

The Member States to be covered by the study were specified in the Terms of Reference of the study. The inclusion of different Member States automatically included variations in ERDF governance models and differing approaches to the "urban dimension" at national level. A balanced "package" of case study cities was proposed by ECORYS using the following main criteria:

1. The Structural Funds objective (Convergence or RCE) applicable in the region in which cities are located.

2. City population (with the aim of including both large and small cities).

3. The potential scale of ERDF funds available to the city for urban development, based on indications from the relevant Operational Programmes.

4. Whether or not the city had benefited from the URBAN Community Initiative.

5. The cities' characteristics (and development challenges), taking into account the typology of cities developed for the first State of European Cities report.

Following discussions in a kick-off meeting held on 14 January 2010, agreement was reached on the selection of case study cities, as follows:

· Czech Republic: Karlovy Vary (North West Cohesion Region);

· Poland: Katowice (Silesia);

· Spain: Oviedo (Asturias);

· Germany: Ludwigshafen (Land of Rheinland-Pfalz);

· The Netherlands: Amsterdam (West Nederland Cohesion Region).

2. Collection of information and stakeholder viewpoints 

Detailed research tools and guidance were prepared by the core team and the five country researchers completed field research in the five cities selected, based on a combination of document review and stakeholder interviews (at city level and with the relevant ERDF Managing Authority). 

3. Assessment for each case study city

The case study researchers assessed how the actions supported in the city relate to the principles for sound urban development established by the "Urban Acquis" and provided a broader analysis of the potential effectiveness of the ERDF-supported actions in five case study reports.
4. Synthesis of findings

The core study team analysed the findings from the individual case study reports and synthesised the key findings in relation to the research questions in a draft final report, submitted to the study steering committee.

5. Discussion of findings

The contents of the draft final report and case study reports were discussed with the study steering committee, which includes representatives of the geographical desks within DG REGIO.

6. Finalisation 

In light of the comments and feedback received, the case study reports and the draft final report were amended.

2 Framework conditions in the case study cities

2.1 Development and planning contexts in the cities

2.1.1 Cities facing different urban development challenges

In order to provide a snapshot of how ERDF funds are being used to support urban development in the EU, the "package" of five study cities was selected to include cities in different Member States, with a range of population sizes and with varied socio-economic conditions. Karlovy Vary and Katowice provide examples of, respectively, a comparatively small and a comparatively large city from the new Member States, both of them located in regions with comparatively low GDP per capita (in an EU perspective), important development needs and which are eligible for Convergence funding. As neither the Czech Republic, nor Poland participated in the URBAN Community Initiative and neither country has a well-established national urban development policy tradition, city authorities in Karlovy Vary and Katowice were expected from the outset to have limited previous experience with integrated urban development and models based on the Urban Acquis.

The Spanish case – Oviedo – provides an example of a wealthier, southern European city, but one that is still located in a Convergence ("Phasing out") region and thus able to benefit from higher levels of Cohesion policy co-funding than counterparts in many other regions of Spain or the rest of the EU-15. The region benefited extensively from Cohesion Policy funding in the last programming periods and the city of Gijón received funding under the URBAN II Community Initiative. In the current programming period, the Spanish government launched its own Urban Initiative (URBANA) to provide a framework for the use of ERDF funding for urban development. A total of €344.66 million has been committed to urban development activities in 46 cities in Spain, with co-funding coming from local government sources. All URBANA funding in Asturias has been concentrated in one area of Oviedo: adding to the interest in the city as a case study.

Both Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam are located in Regional Competitiveness and Employment (RCE) regions. Ludwigshafen faces a number of classic urban development challenges related to its industrial heritage, the legacy of 1950s planning decisions and its close proximity to the larger and more affluent city of Mannheim (located across the river Rhine in Baden-Württemberg). In contrast, Amsterdam is by far the largest and most affluent of the cities selected as case studies. Although the city authorities need to address a range of socio-economic challenges, the overall economic context is comparatively favourable and the per capita sums of ERDF funding available proportionally low. Amsterdam, along with The Hague, Rotterdam and Utrecht, provides an example of "sub-delegation" of management responsibility for the urban dimension of the regional ERDF programme to the city level. The West Netherlands programme is the only such example in the EU.


Table 2.1
Overview of the case study cities

	Case Study Cities
	Structural Funds Objective
	Population (core city)
	Regional GDP per capita 2007 (PPS)

	Key factors in selection as case study

	Karlovy Vary (CZ)
	Convergence
	53 708
(2008)
	15 400 (Severozápad)
	Small city characteristic of urban system and targeted as growth pole
High proportion of ERDF to urban development in North West

	Katowice (PL)
	Convergence
	308 724
(2009)
	14 400
(Śląsk / Silesia)
	Comparatively high proportion of ERDF to urban development in Silesian OP. Cities in Silesia face particular challenges related to industrial adjustment / demographic change

	Oviedo (ES)
	Convergence (Phasing Out)
	224 005
(2009)
	24 100 (Principado de Asturias)
	A comparatively high proportion of ERDF funding is allocation to the Priority Axis containing urban development in Asturias. ERDF funding for urban development in Asturias is focused in Oviedo as part of the national URBANA initiative.

	Ludwigshafen (DE)
	Regional Competitiveness and Employment
	163 467
(2008)
	26 500 (Rheinhessen-Pfalz)
	Comparatively low proportion of ERDF to urban development. Interesting case of twin cities forming part of the same conurbation, but covered by different OPs (Mannheim). Both cities received URBAN II funding for a joint development programme.

	Amsterdam (NL)
	Regional Competitiveness and Employment
	767 333
(2009)
	37 400
(Noord Holland)
	High proportion of ERDF to integrated urban development in West Nederland
Unique example in EU of sub-delegation of programme to city level


2.1.2 Differing approaches to strategic planning at city level

An important question for the study has been the extent to which ERDF-supported interventions in the case study cities are linked to a pre-existing Integrated Urban Development Plan (IUDP). The existence of such integrated strategies is a core principle of the Urban Acquis. IUDPs would typically be expected to be based on a comprehensive analysis of the initial urban development situation (the city’s “baseline”), identify the most important challenges and areas of intervention (in a thematic and geographical sense), develop an integrated response to these challenges and be guided by a long-term vision for the city. 

The "integration" within the IUDP concept implies that such plans feature both cross-sectoral coverage (encompassing physical, economic, social and environmental aspects of development) and an overview of the different funding sources, instruments and actors available to address the challenges identified. IUDPs would not generally be expected to detail specific projects, but rather indicate the main directions for public policy interventions to promote urban development and the most important actors to be involved. As such, IUDPs should ideally form a contextual reference point for all urban development actions in a city, whether these are supported with local, national or European funds. 

While all five case study cities have in place development strategies of some kind to help guide urban development investment, these strategies vary considerably in scope and content. Moreover, the cities operate in institutional environments with very different traditions of strategic urban planning. 

Of the five cities, Amsterdam has both the longest tradition of strategic planning at city level and the most developed package of strategy documents at multiple levels. The City has recently published a new draft integrated Structure Plan (Stuctuurvisie) covering the period up to 2020, with an outlook until 2040
. This is the new top-level strategy document, which replaces the previous one and provides an objective analysis of the spatial, economic, social and mobility-related challenges faced by the city. At a more operational level, urban development investment decisions need to take into account both the political strategy drawn up by new city administrations following elections
 and the city and regional economic strategies
, both of which have also recently been renewed. 

While the more “technocratic” strategies provide an over-arching framework for the long-term development of the city, shorter-term, operational decisions naturally reflect the political agenda of the governing coalition in the City Council, as set out in the Collegeprogramma
. This situation reflects the combination of both a long-established tradition of strategic planning in the Netherlands and a comparatively high degree of autonomy enjoyed by Dutch local authorities in controlling local investment decisions related to a range of socio-economic issues. 

In contrast to the situation in Amsterdam, the tradition of strategic urban planning at city level is less well-established in the other cities covered by this study. Both Katowice and Karlovy Vary have developed strategic urban development plans in recent years (2005 and 2007 respectively), partly in response to the requirement to have such plans in place in order to secure EU Cohesion Policy funding. Neither Poland nor the Czech Republic has an established history of integrated urban planning. However, the strategic document developed at city level by Katowice appears to provide a coherent, long-term strategy for the development of the city, taking a cross-sectoral approach and forming a clear basis for the (largely EU-funded) development activities examined later in this report. Moreover, the strategy for Katowice is clearly linked to wider initiatives to develop the metropolitan region around the city, thus making an explicit link to actions by neighbouring municipalities and the regional (Voivodeship) government level. 

It is also clear that Karlovy Vary has made considerable progress in terms of strategic planning in recent years. Whereas an overarching strategy was previously entirely absent, the Sustainable Development Strategy (SDS) finalised in 2007 provides both a systematic analysis of the baseline situation in the city and a broad set of priorities for future development in the next decade. Nevertheless, the strategy remains comparatively general and the link and coherence between the vision presented in the SDS and the urban development actions undertaken on the ground is less evident than in the case of Katowice. 

This situation is partly explained by the division of competences for different fields of public policy in the Czech institutional context. In particular, although Czech municipalities (such as the City of Karlovy Vary) are formally responsible for a wide range of local service provision and local land-use planning, certain key areas of relevance to economic development (notably business support, active labour market policies (ALMPs), secondary and post-secondary education and training and research and innovation) fall outside their responsibility. This makes it more difficult for cities to develop a truly integrated development plan, which can actually be coordinated and implemented at city level. Although this issue of the formal competence of local government to act is in principle of relevance in all Member States covered in this study, it was raised most prominently as a complicating factor for policy integration in the Czech case.

Another specificity of Karlovy Vary, in the context of this study, is the more restrictive use of the term “Integrated Urban Development Plan” (IUDP) in the Czech Republic. While this term is generally used to refer to overarching urban strategy documents in the context of the Urban Acquis, in the Czech Republic it is used exclusively in the context of the Structural Funds and refers to an application document linking a package of projects for ERDF funding under a single Operational Programme. Although such plans “integrate” ERDF funded projects under the OP in question and explain how this package of projects “sits” within the broader development strategy of the city, there is no requirement to explain the links to other development actions supported by other financing streams. This includes links to projects supported by other local, regional or national funding sources or those supported by other ERDF OPs or European Social Fund (ESF) programmes.

Unlike their counterparts in the first three cities, the main development strategies in Oviedo and Ludwigshafen both lack a clear long-term vision. The first main strategy developed by the City in Ludwigshafen was finalised only in 2006, following an ongoing consultation process, and focuses exclusively on renewal of the city centre
, rather than covering the city as a whole. Although reference is made to the broader development perspective of the city, the document has a primarily operational focus on the short to medium-term redevelopment of the city centre. The plan complements and, to some extent overlaps with, an "administrative agreement" between the Land Rheinland-Pfalz and the city that fixes objectives and secures funding for development activities up to 2016 (activities discussed later in this report). 

Oviedo is conspicuous by the total absence an integrated development plan. The only overarching planning document is the Plan General de Ordenación Urbana (PGOU), which concentrates solely on land-use planning within the city territory, as part of the city's obligations under national planning legislation. The plan contains no analysis of the development challenges faced by the city and no overarching development strategy. Urban development interventions currently being undertaken in the city have been guided by specific analytical studies commissioned for the purpose, rather than a formal strategy adopted by the city administration on political level.

With the context of the plans discussed, different approaches to preparing specific development projects can be identified. In Amsterdam, although, as noted, the strategic planning context is highly developed, the preparation and design of individual urban development projects is undertaken by a wide variety of actors within the city, either within the city council itself (across different departments) or outside it (by the borough administrations, third sector bodies, educational institutions etc). The projects prepared by these actors are then submitted to and, if successful, approved by different funding bodies (at City, Province or national level). The strategic plans in place in the city provide the contextual framework for all projects and all funding bodies place great importance on the coherence of individual projects with these overarching strategies and other actions underway. The Amsterdam example can thus be seen to allow a comparatively high degree of freedom to local actors to propose projects (effectively as "bottom-up" initiatives) within a relatively strict strategic planning context.

In the other cities, a more directive, "top-down" approach to project preparation appears to be the norm. In both Katowice and Karlovy Vary, project pipelines were prepared by the City authorities as annexes to the strategic development plans. Particularly in the case of Katowice, these indicative project pipelines took into account the findings of public consultations and project suggestions emanating from other actors in the city, but were ultimately coordinated by the cities themselves. In Ludwigshafen, as noted, the city centre regeneration strategy was more operational from the start and contained an indicative project pipeline as an integral part of the main document. In Oviedo, in the absence of a real strategic plan, urban development activities are developed in the form of individual projects or sets of project ideas, which can subsequently be operationalised with detailed project planning.

2.2 The context for deployment of ERDF for urban development

2.2.1 The "Urban Dimension" of EU Cohesion Policy

EU Cohesion Policy is characterised by a division of intervention fields between the two main funds: the ERDF and the ESF. In general terms, the ERDF is designed to provide financial support for investment aid to Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs), investment in physical infrastructure and other business support and local development funding measures to increase the “endogenous potential” of localities
. The ESF, meanwhile, focuses on the "adaptability" of workers, enterprises and entrepreneurs, access to employment, prevention of unemployment, social inclusion and enhancing human capital
. The ESF promotes actions in support of the overall economic development of the EU with a notable focus on supporting individuals to contribute more effectively to the workforce. It does not support actions aimed purely at providing social assistance to specific groups – something that falls clearly outside the competence of the European Union, as well as outside the overall objectives of the Structural Funds.

In simple terms, therefore, the ERDF is thus expected to focus on "hard" physical investment and business-oriented economic development measures, while the ESF supports the "human dimension" by supporting a range of "softer", more social activities. As already highlighted, there is scope for "cross-financing" by one fund of actions typically falling in the scope of the other within strict limits fixed at the level of priority axes within Operational Programmes. 

"Urban development" is an inherently broad concept, which, by definition, encompasses physical, economic, environmental and social interventions. Within the context of the EU Structural Funds, however, urban development activities, including the URBAN Community Initiative, have traditionally been supported by the ERDF, given their territorial focus. The Community Strategic Guidelines reflect this in the definition of three main types of action focused on urban areas, which can be considered as the "official" definition of the urban dimension of the ERDF (and Cohesion Policy as a whole).


Box 2.1
The urban dimension of the ERDF (from the Community Strategic Guidelines) 

1. Actions to promote cities as motors of regional development (including promotion of entrepreneurship, innovation and development of public and private service provision);

2. Actions to promote internal cohesion inside the urban areas, notably focusing on developing deprived or run-down neighbourhoods (including physical environment, brownfield sites, historical and cultural heritage);

3. Actions aiming to promote a balanced, polycentric development of the European Union (notably by improving links between urban areas and between urban and surrounding rural areas).

The first two aspects of the urban dimension presented in the Community Strategic Guidelines and highlighted above reflect the twin objectives of EU Cohesion Policy to promote the competitiveness of the EU overall, by supporting growth poles (notably cities) and, at the same time, to support regions or areas that are lagging behind to “catch up” and thus promote convergence in economic development (and well-being) on an EU scale. The second aspect of the urban dimension (promoting the internal cohesion of cities) is effectively the translation of the EU wide objective of “convergence” to the level of individual cities. Like Cohesion Policy overall, therefore, the “urban dimension” seeks to promote both competitiveness and convergence.

The broad-ranging definition of objectives and actions contained in the Community Strategic Guidelines means that virtually all ERDF-supported projects with activities taking place within the boundaries of a given city can a priori be viewed as part of the "urban dimension". As such, this study has taken into account all ERDF-supported actions within the boundaries of the case study cities, rather than restricting the focus exclusively to projects supported under specific “urban” Priority Axes of relevant within Operational Programmes.

Taking into account the objectives of the “urban dimension” and the scope of interventions allowed under the ERDF, we developed a basic three-category typology of possible ERDF-supported urban development actions, which we might expect to observe in the case study cities:

1. Single sector, physical / infrastructure actions – actions focused on physical infrastructure (eg redeveloping the public space in particular streets or neighbourhoods, renewing city water treatment works etc.). In light of ERDF intervention fields, such actions can be co-funded exclusively with ERDF resources.

2. Mixed actions – actions that go beyond just infrastructure investment (eg development of business support services / incubators with both an infrastructure (buildings) and service provision element). Such actions could be co-funded primarily from ERDF resources, but may require coordination with existing service providers and agencies and/or funding from other sources for some of the “soft” elements. Some ESF-style actions (for example, active labour market activities within a building renovated with ERDF funds) could be funded with ERDF funds under the cross-financing rules mentioned above.

3. Neighbourhood-based, multi-sectoral actions involving partnership ("URBAN-type" actions) – actions focused on regeneration of disadvantaged / run-down neighbourhoods, involving a combination of physical, economic and social actions. Such actions involve a specific geographical focus and concentration of resources, as well as a coordinated cross-sectoral approach and partnership working. Under cross-financing rules and with the application of the additional flexibility allowed by Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation, such actions could conceivably be co-funded primarily with ERDF. There would, however, need to be coordination with other “soft” measures financed by other sources in order to implement a fully integrated development strategy 

These three categories have been used in the case study research as part of the “mapping” and classification of ERDF-supported actions in the case study cities. On first sight, actions conforming to the third type may appear to correspond most closely to the principles of the Urban Acquis, as they involve a) an integrated approach, b) the greatest degree of partnership and stakeholder engagement and c) a concentration of funding. The last point, however, raises a number of questions concerning the definition of “concentration” and the link between the Urban Acquis and the URBAN Community Initiative. 

The URBAN Community Initiative very clearly involved the concentration of funding in specific neighbourhoods or small cities with socio-economic problems in order to reach a comparatively high level of investment per inhabitant within a comparatively small geographical area and thus maximise the socio-economic impact achieved. It is, however, also clear that, by focusing on socially disadvantaged neighbourhoods, URBAN a) sought in the first instance to promote internal cohesion (or “convergence”) within cities (while competitiveness objectives played a more secondary role) and b) involved a specific type of (often neighbourhood-based) geographical concentration of funds. As we have seen, however, the urban dimension in the 2007-2013 period explicitly encompasses actions to promote cities as “motors of regional development” as well as actions to promote internal cohesion. Moreover, and it is clear that relevant actions that promote the competitiveness and the role of cities as economic motors may not always be neighbourhood-based or require a specific geographical concentration of funds. Rather, a concentration of funds on specific, well-designed projects integrated into a wider strategy may be desirable. 

The key point emerging from the above reflections is that urban development projects do not necessarily have to conform to the project types supported under the URBAN Community Initiative (in terms of cohesion focus and concentration of funds at neighbourhood level) in order to conform to the principles of the Urban Acquis. On the other hand, the more general principles of coherence with a strategic plan, coordination with other relevant sectoral actions and the development of appropriate partnerships and stakeholder engagement appear indispensable for guiding effective urban development policies in line with the European Acquis. These considerations inform our subsequent interpretation of the way case study cities have deployed ERDF funds for urban development. 

2.2.2 Different ERDF contexts for case study cities

Before turning directly to the ERDF-supported urban development projects in the case study cities, we first need to examine briefly the ERDF-related institutional contexts in which the cities operate. As explained in the introduction, this study did not set out to explore the institutional design of ERDF funding regimes in the different Member States covered or the detailed design of individual ERDF Operational Programmes. Rather, we focused on the perspective of the individual cities and examine the “ERDF context” in so far as this conditions and influences what the cities can and cannot do in terms of ERDF-supported urban development activities.

As summarised in the table below, the ERDF contexts in which the case study cities operate vary considerably. Whereas investment projects (within the core of the “urban dimension” or otherwise) in Amsterdam, Ludwigshafen and Oviedo can be, and are, supported from only one ERDF OP, the situation in Karlovy Vary and Katowice is more complex.


Table 2.2
The ERDF “contexts” for case study cities

	City
	Cohesion Policy Objective
	MAIN SOURCE of ERDF funding for urban development 
	Use of Article 8 for supporting ESF-style actions
	OTHER ERDF OPs with urban development component 


	Other ERDF OPs with actions on the city territory

	Karlovy Vary (CZ)
	Convergence
	Regional OP (ROP) for North West: Priority 1

(MA: “Regional Council” for North West) 
	Article 8 not used at regional or national level. ESF-style actions limited to 10% total.
	(National) Integrated OP (IOP) (MA: Ministry of Regional Development)

(National) Environment OP (MA: Ministry of Environment)
	OP Transport (National)

OP “Enterprise and Innovations” (National)

OP “Industry and Entrepreneurship” (National)

	Katowice (PL)
	Convergence
	Regional OP (ROP) for Silesia: Priority 6

(MA: Marshal's Office)
	Article 8 not used at regional level. ESF-style actions limited to 10% total.
	OP “Infrastructure & Environment” (National) 

OP “Innovative Economy” (National)
	

	Oviedo (ES)
	Phasing Out
	Regional OP (ROP) for Asturias: Priority 5 

(MA: Ministerio de Economìa y Hacienda)
	Article 8 not used at regional level ESF-style actions limited to 10% total.
	None
	OP "'Knowledge-based Economy'" (Multi-regional)

OP "Research, Development and Innovation (Multi-regional)

	Ludwigshafen (DE)
	Regional Competitiveness & Employment
	OP for the Land of Rhineland Palatinate: Priority 3 (MA: Ministry of Economics Rheinland-Pfalz)

	Article 8 not used at regional level ESF-style actions limited to 10% total.
	None
	None

	Amsterdam (NL)
	Regional Competitiveness & Employment
	Regional OP for West Netherlands: Priority 3 (1) (MA: City of Rotterdam & Province of Flevoland)
	Article 8 applied in West Netherlands programme, but implementation rules complicate use.
	None
	None


Of the five Member States covered by this study, the Czech Republic arguably has the most complex structure for organising ERDF funding for urban development. Although the Regional Operational Programme (ROP) for the North West region has the most explicit focus on urban development of all the ERDF OPs covering the city territory, the national Integrated Operational Programme (IOP) has a Priority Axis focused specifically on renovation of Panelák
-style housing, while the national Environmental OP supports local projects with an environmental focus, which are led by city authorities and may reasonably be considered as urban regeneration
. Although there is a National Coordination Authority (NCA) within the Ministry of Regional Development, the dispersal of formal responsibility for OPs between different actors has led to a situation where different ERDF OPs have different implementation rules. From a city perspective, this situation complicates the task of integrating different ERDF projects within the city, both with each other and with the wider development strategy. In practice, projects supported under the Regional OP in Karlovy Vary operate entirely independently from the housing projects supported by the IOP. In contrast, a project supported by the Environment OP is integrated with a larger set of projects supported by the ROP in a single regeneration zone.

In the Polish case, although the City of Katowice is eligible to apply (and does apply) for funding under the national ERDF programmes for "infrastructure and environment" and the "innovative economy" (both managed by the Ministry of Regional Development in Warsaw), a majority of funding for urban development is directed through the ROP for Silesia. Although two national multi-regional programmes in the field of innovation cover the territory of Asturias, the ERDF-supported urban development activities in Oviedo are all supported by the Regional OP in the context of the national framework provided by URBANA. Similarly, there is only one ERDF OP of relevance for urban development in Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam. 

In terms of the scope of the urban development activities that can be supported, it is notable that only the West Netherlands programme makes explicit reference to Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation, in line with the National Strategic Reference Framework guidelines for the Netherlands. The ERDF Operational Programmes covering the other four case study cities do not draw on this possibility to extend the range of activities that can be funded, or the related increase in the proportion of “ESF-style” actions that can be supported with ERDF resources. As such, a maximum of 15% of funds within the urban priority axis of the West Netherlands programme can in principle be used for ESF-style actions. The equivalent percentage in the other cases is 10%, which implicitly limits the degree to which integrated economic / physical and social activities can be supported.

The governance structures in place for the different ERDF programmes and the role of the case study cities in these also varies considerably. Amsterdam provides a particularly interesting example in this respect, as the West Netherlands ERDF programme is the only ERDF programme in the EU to have devolved responsibility for implementation of the urban dimension to the city level. Responsibility for implementing the Priority 3 (urban development) of the OP Kansen voor West, has been “sub-delegated” to the four largest cities in the region (the G4), including Amsterdam. As such, the City of Amsterdam has been allocated a financial envelope out of the overall OP budget for Priority 3, with project selection and oversight undertaken by a steering committee at city level. This steering committee also has a role in economic projects (Priority 1) within the city boundaries. The City of Amsterdam, the other three G4 cities and the four Provinces of West Netherlands (representing smaller cities and rural areas), were collectively responsible for drafting the Operational Programme and were thus able to ensure a high level of coherence between the programme and existing development strategies.

Responsibility for ERDF project selection and approval in the other four case study cities rests with the relevant Managing Authority – at regional level in Karlovy Vary, Katowice and Ludwigshafen and, formally, at national level in the case of Oviedo
. Although the ERDF-supported urban development activities in Oviedo are funded from the regional OP for Asturias, the project selection process was overseen by the national government (Ministry of Economy), which ran a centralised Call for Proposals for funding under the URBANA initiative. This centralised mechanism, explicitly modelled on the URBAN Community Initiative has been used for selecting all projects within the urban dimension of the ERDF in Spain in cities with over 50 000 inhabitants. The City of Oviedo appears to have had little direct say in the design of URBANA, which was designed and overseen by central government. 

Both the Cities of Karlovy Vary and Katowice were consulted during the drafting of the Regional OPs covering their regions. Both cities appear to have had some success in influencing the design of the Regional Operational Programmes in their regions. In particular, The City of Katowice was able to ensure that one of the main flagship projects planned to boost the regeneration of the city centre (an International Congress Centre) was explicitly included as a “priority project” in the OP. In the case of Karlovy Vary, the city’s mayor is involved (as Chairman) in the Regional Council, which acts as Managing Authority for the ROP, and has thus undoubtedly been able to create direct links between the city and Operational Programme governance structures.

The case of Ludwigshafen is complex. The Ministry of Economics of Rheinland-Pfalz is formally the Managing Authority responsible and was the government department that coordinated the drafting of the regional ERDF programme. However, the Rheinland-Pfalz Ministry of the Interior and Sports, which has general responsibility for urban development policy in the Land and runs its own urban development programmes, acts as an intermediary body for the implementation of the urban dimension of ERDF. This division of responsibility appears to have resulted in the comparative neglect of the urban dimension at the OP level, since neither the intermediary body nor cities in Rheinland-Pfalz had any real influence on the drafting the OP (including the section covering the urban dimension). Despite this, the City of Ludwigshafen has been able to negotiate a package of funding with the Ministry of the Interior, combining both ERDF and Land-level funding, as we discuss in the next chapter.

2.2.3 Developing ERDF interventions at city level

The different institutional and governance arrangements for the urban dimension of the ERDF highlighted in the previous sub-section have had a significant influence on the process through which the case study cities have developed and implemented ERDF-funded urban development actions. In particular, as already discussed above, the study looked into whether the case study cities were able to influence the design of the relevant Operational Programme to accommodate or reflect their existing development strategy (and even individual projects planned) or whether, in contrast, they had simply “reacted” to calls for project proposals launched by a higher administrative level.

Taking into account the institutional arrangements discussed above, three main patterns emerge in this respect:

· Cities with an existing list of development projects (reflecting their strategic plan), for which funding has been applied (and, in many cases, already secured) from the regional ERDF programme. This is the case for Ludwigshafen, Karlovy Vary and Katowice. In Ludwigshafen, ERDF funding for a number of projects from the “Strategy for the Inner City” has been agreed in an institutional agreement between the City and the Land (including co-funding from the Land). In Karlovy Vary a set of projects within a single development zone, already identified in an annex to the Sustainable Development Strategy, has been approved for funding by the ROP MA. In Katowice, the City is submitting applications for funding for a list of specific projects linked to the city centre redevelopment, as and when the ERDF Managing Authority launches the relevant calls. Although the city managed to have one of “its” major projects (the Congress Centre) listed in the regional OP, it still had to submit a formal application to secure funding (the application is currently pending).

· Development and bundling of new projects to form a multi-sector urban development scheme. The city of Oviedo has developed its ERDF-funded projects largely as a reaction to the URBANA call for proposals launched by the Spanish Ministry of Economy. A strategic choice was made a regional level to concentrate URBANA funds in Oviedo, meaning that the city was, to some extent, “guaranteed” the funding. However, the strict requirements of the URBANA call for proposals effectively forced the city to design its interventions to comply with the rules in question (in terms of thematic integration, partnership and funding). 

· Selection of “local” projects within a strict planning framework. Amsterdam has continued a tradition of supporting local projects put forward by partnerships of local (borough) government, third sector organisations and the private sector in the context of its own part of the West Netherlands ERDF programme. As such, the City department responsible for the implementation of ERDF has not designed projects itself. Rather, it supports project development by other actors and oversees the project selection process (projects are formally approved by the College of Mayor and Aldermen). As such, the institutional environment leaves considerable scope for different actors to put forward projects. However, such projects must demonstrate clearly how they are linked to the city’s strategic plans and other interventions in order to be selected. Responsibility for demonstrating coherence and integration is thus placed with project promoters to a large extent.

The next chapter examines the ERDF-supported projects in the case study cities in more detail.

3 Implementation of ERDF on the ground

3.1 Themes addressed and evidence of the integrated approaches

3.1.1 The integrated approach and ERDF funding

The analysis of the deployment of ERDF at project level involved, as a first step, “mapping” the ERDF-supported projects within the case study cities in order to obtain an overview of the scale and focus on the interventions supported. The second step involved more detailed examination of how the ERDF-supported projects relate to the cities’ strategic development strategies, to one another and to other projects, interventions or ongoing initiatives supported by other funding sources, including the European Social Fund.

In line with the principles of the Urban Acquis, we might expect to observe the following features in a well-designed package of urban development investment projects:

1. Investment projects are clearly related to the objectives of a strategic development strategy for the City (see previous chapter), itself based on a sound diagnosis of the main development needs of the city.

2. Individual projects complement each other, form a coherent whole in response to the development objectives of the city and are, wherever it makes sense, coordinated within one another.

3. Investments in physical infrastructure (“hard measures”) are adequately coordinated with relevant “soft measures”, such as service provision, training or active labour market measures, and interventions focused in the economic, social or environmental sphere are adequately coordinated with relevant interventions and accompanying measures in the other “spheres” (for example, business support projects might be coordinated with training projects to improve the employability of disadvantaged groups).

4. In order to achieve the integration highlighted above, actors from different organisations and departments work in partnership, while citizens and end users of project outputs contribute to project design and implementation to increase local “ownership” of project activities and increase the likelihood that these are effective.

These four elements can be viewed as core elements of the “integrated approach”, which is promoted by the Urban Acquis and which lay at the heart of the URBAN Community Initiative. Clearly, as discussed in the previous chapter, the definition of ERDF intervention fields is such that the focus of total ERDF spending on urban development in a given region or city will always be on physical infrastructure and business support measures, rather than on “softer”, people-focused measures of the type promoted under the ESF.

However, as also highlighted earlier, the cross-financing rules, particularly the wider range of activities allowed when Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation is applied, do in theory allow support to be granted for more “social” actions within the scope of ERDF Operational Programmes. Indeed, as we go on to discuss, such social actions have been supported with ERDF funds in some case study cities. Nevertheless, in order to implement a broad integrated development strategy with a range of activities in the social dimension cities and other project applicants will typically have to link ERDF projects to activities funded from other sources. The key to implementing highly integrated urban development schemes in the context of the current generation of ERDF programmes thus seems likely to lie in combining ERDF support with inputs from other sources.

3.1.2 Projects supported in case study cities

The ERDF-supported projects in case study cities were analysed according to their main thematic or sector focus and the degree to which they were linked to other actions. For the second aspect, we used the basic typology presented in Section 2.2.1. Table 3.1 presents and overview of the main thematic and sector focus of the ERDF projects supported in the case study cities, along with a summary assessment of their degree of integration / coordination with other initiatives and, in particular, with more "socially-focused" activities, including those focused on disadvantaged groups in society.


Table 3.1
Types of ERDF project supported in the case study cities.

	City
	Total ERDF contribution committed  
	Main thematic and sector focus of ERDF projects
	Level of integration across economic, social and environmental sectors

	Karlovy Vary (CZ)
	€22 million

(Total cost: €25.9 million)
	5 IUDP projects (ROP funded) in a single development "zone" outside the city centre. 3 projects involve building physical sports infrastructure and another regenerates surrounding green space and riverside paths

1 project to build “Health and Safety Centre”

A separate IUDP supports renovation of substandard housing stock (Paneláky) in another neighbourhood (IOP funded)
	Main IUDP projects are overwhelmingly focused on physical infrastructure. Main investment concentrated in a single development zone, but not clearly integrated with each other or other projects.

No link between IOP and ROP projects

	Katowice (PL)
	€10.1 million (14 projects to date)

+ another €74.9 million (6 projects under appraisal)

(Total cost: €140.8 million)
	14 projects complete or underway with varied range of themes, including school infrastructure (2), culture infrastructure (2), and 4 "information campaigns" aimed at improving the perception of the city linked to future investments. 6 further projects have been submitted for appraisal, including 2 major investment projects: the International Congress Centre (€39 million ERDF - ROP) and the National Symphony Orchestra Hall (€32 million ERDF – National Infrastructure OP). 14 further projects are planned at the time of writing.
	Projects form part of a coherent development strategy for the city, with a particular focus on culture and education. 
Interventions are targeted on the city centre.

All development projects (ERDF or otherwise) handled through central "Department of Development"
The two flagship projects have been proceeded by 4 related information campaigns financed by ERDF

	Oviedo (ES)
	€ 11.3 million 

(only €360 000 spent to date)

(Total cost: €16.2 million)
	20 "sub-projects" have committed funding, structured into 6 themes, of which most in: 

1) Economic development & entrepreneurship (4)

2) Social integration & equal opportunities (5)

3) Urban environment and quality of life (5)

4) Information society / ICT (4)

3 of the 5 "social" projects provide physical accommodation for socially focused organisations. 2 are "service oriented": 1 a community "time bank", the other on employability

ICT and economic projects focused on advice and practical support for local businesses

Projects are all at a very early stage of implementation.
	All investment is targeted in the development zone of "Oviedo Norte", as part of the national URBANA initiative.

The approach is explicitly integrated at strategic level, in line with URBANA requirements, with interlinked thematic projects and a clear "social dimension" built into the strategy.

Projects in the social dimension are explicitly designed to reinforce existing ESF projects in the intervention area. 

The early stage in implementation makes it hard to assess integration on the ground.

	Ludwigshafen (DE)
	€ 4.75 million (TOTAL: €9.5 million)
	21 projects by ERDF in the context of a wider regeneration strategy for the city centre. A clear focus (13 projects) on ERDF for regeneration of public space of physical infrastructure, of which the largest in terms of ERDF support involves renovation of the public library.

5 "socially-focused" projects are also ERDF supported: including integration for minority ethnic women, support for young parents, citizen participation and training and a competence centre for senior citizens (building on URBAN II).


	ERDF projects are clearly part of a coherent integrated strategy for the city centre, with ERDF funding allocated to 21 of a total of 37 projects included in a single strategy.

As the city centre is a densely populated area, the balance between improving the physical environment, promoting entrepreneurship (mainly non-ERDF) and social measures for different target groups appears balanced.

	Amsterdam (NL)
	€18.19 million

(Total cost: €47.9 million)
	11 projects to date in 4 main thematic fields of investment:

1) Business support measures and funds

2) Energy saving actions

3) Renovation of city centre built environment (some projects linked to social elements)

4) Projects with a cultural heritage focus (historic building renovation / museum)
	Two projects involved regeneration of the Red Light District involve combination of physical investments and support measures for specific groups

Other city centre regeneration are primarily physical.

Energy and business support measures have clear economic / environmental focus


Source: Case study reports

It is clear from the research that a majority of ERDF-funded projects in the case study cities are focused on provision of physical infrastructure and fall either in the first or second categories of the project typology. Many projects that involve renovation of public space of existing public buildings can be viewed a "type 1", single sector infrastructure projects. "Type 2", "mixed" projects in which ERDF funding is used to provide buildings for new or improved (public) services can also be observed in some form in all case study cities. Examples of the latter type of project include the sports facilities and "Health and Safety Centre" being developed in Karlovy Vary, development of accommodation for a business incubator in Oviedo and city centre regeneration with economic support activities in Amsterdam.

ERDF support is also being used in Oviedo, Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam for a range of "softer” measures focused on either business support and entrepreneurship (such as the entrepreneurship fund in Amsterdam) or ICT development (notably projects to develop ICT use among business and residents in Oviedo). Although such projects are focused primarily on economic development objectives, they clearly target individuals and economic actors, meaning they engage directly with society and economic actors and have an intrinsically more "social" dimension.

In Oviedo and Ludwigshafen and, to a lesser extent, Amsterdam, there is clear evidence of more explicitly “social” projects being supported with ERDF funds. Thus, in both the Spanish and German case, ERDF support has been targeted to a specific development zone, with a range of coordinated interventions in the economic, environmental and social spheres. In both cases, more explicitly "social" projects (such as a labour market "insertion" project and an immigrant support project in Oviedo and the initiatives aimed at senior citizens and minority ethnic women in Ludwigshafen). In Amsterdam, the physical regeneration of buildings in the city centre (Damrak and the Red Light District) is directly linked to initiatives to support for local entrepreneurs and citizens, although the ERDF funding is more explicitly concentrated on the physical regeneration aspects of the projects concerned.

In terms of integration between physical, economic and social measures, the cases of Oviedo and Ludwigshafen thus appear to come closest to the URBAN tradition, with a clear spatial concentration of funding and the coordination of actions in different sectors through a single strategy. In Oviedo, this is even more pronounced as some of the social “sub-projects” within the URBANA programme activities are explicitly designed to complement and reinforce existing ESF projects in the same neighbourhood (notably projects involving the public employment service). Overall however, the focus on social interventions is less pronounced than was typically the case in URBAN programmes. 

 While the different actions are certainly coordinated in both cases, both the Spanish and the German strategies actually involve a range of parallel actions on different issues, in the hope and expectation that the combined effects of the different actions will collectively have a positive effect on the neighbourhood being regenerated and the wider economic development of the city. It is clear that not all projects or “sub-projects” are linked directly in a single "intervention logic" and the exact nature of the synergies between the different projects is not always easy to establish at this stage of project implementation. 

The pattern of investment in Amsterdam is relatively dispersed across the city, reflecting the more complementary role of ERDF funding in the city. Individual projects do exhibit cross-sectoral integration and all ERDF-support projects will have had to demonstrate their contribution to Amsterdam’s development strategy and their coherence with other initiatives. While projects in Katowice and Karlovy Vary are exclusively infrastructure-focused, even if links to future "socially-oriented" service provision can be seen. Katowice is clearly interesting as the only case where very substantial, flagship projects are proposed (the investments in Karlovy Vary also have something of this character, but are far smaller). The scale of these projects is such that they are expected to have a far wider indirect impact on the economy and image of the city and directly respond to the objective of the urban dimension of ERDF to promote cities are motors of regional economic growth. The use of ERDF for information campaigns (city marketing) in advance of the flagship projects appears to be coherent with a wider strategy and represents a rather innovative use of ERDF funds.

3.1.3 Factors explaining the use of ERDF

The patterns of ERDF investment observed in the case study cities reflect differences in both local development priorities and the institutional structures in which the cities operate. For example, the focus on strategic infrastructure projects in the city centre in Katowice and the accompanying city marketing initiatives are part of a concerted strategy to improve both the reality and the perception of a city that suffers from a legacy of poor urban design and infrastructure and the effects of large-scale de-industrialisation. The availability of large-scale ERDF funding for infrastructure projects in Poland (and the Silesian ROP and national Infrastructure and Environment OP in particular), combined with a pro-active and coordinated approach by the City's Department of Development largely explain the investment decisions we see. While it is likely that the comparatively limited experience of the City with integration between economic and social interventions partly explains the lack of a more "integrated approach" on the ground, the focus on infrastructure as a basis for future regeneration is consistent with the problem analysis in the City's development strategy and the objective of the ERDF in terms of urban competitiveness.

The approach adopted in Oviedo Norte and the similarities with the URBAN method reflect the decision of the Spanish government to channel ERDF funds for urban development in larger cities through a national mechanism (URBANA) largely modelled on URBAN. The experience of URBAN at local, regional and national level appears to have had a particularly important influence in the Spanish urban policy context and awareness of the principles of the "integrated approach" seems to be well established. Despite the experience with URBAN in neighbouring Gijón (which actually appears to have had little influence on the City), it is less clear whether the City of Oviedo would have adopted an integrated model of development without the incentive and framework of URBANA. This said, the coordination between the URBANA project and ESF projects in the same development area goes beyond the explicit requirements of URBANA, which testifies to a commitment to the approach at city level.

In contrast, the (comparatively) integrated approach to the redevelopment of the city centre in Ludwigshafen appears to have been put in place without a very directive national or regional urban development policy. Although the renewal strategy to which ERDF funding is contributing is supported by the Land of Rheinland-Pfalz and reflects direct agreements between the City and the Land, it appears that actors at the city level have been instrumental in promoting and developing the approach adopted. Indeed, interviewees argued they would have included more social actions, had this been possible within the framework provided by ERDF and Land-level funding scheme. 

The relatively dispersed pattern of ERDF investment observed in Amsterdam seems mainly to result from a comparatively "bottom-up" approach to project development in the city and the fact that ERDF is very clearly only a complementary funding source for urban development investment. The sub-delegation of management responsibility has allowed the City Council to run its own ongoing project development and selection process. The boroughs (stadsdelen), in partnership with third sector organisations, are key target groups for this process and are able, in principle, to submit relevant projects they have designed. In contrast to other cities analysed, there is no direct "top-down" project development from a central department in City Hall. Rather, the overall city strategy (itself approved by the City Council) provides a framework in which all projects must be clearly situated in order to be selected. As the total ERDF allocation to Amsterdam for the 2007-2013 is around €58 million
 and the national Large Cities Policy (GSB) contributed over €239 million to the City in the sole year of 2008, it is perhaps not surprising that ERDF is not being used for strategic projects in the same way as in some other case study examples.

Finally, the City of Karlovy Vary appears to have seized on the opportunity to re-develop an area of the city that had previously been blighted by an over-running road building project and simultaneously improve the city's sports and emergency services infrastructure. The focus of the investments is broadly coherent with a stated need to "catch-up" in terms of infrastructure development and to improve facilities for the many tourists and visitors seeking medical treatment in the town's spa facilities, as well as future sporting events. Although the investments in sports facilities appear rather ambitious for a city of just over 50,000 inhabitants, it is clear that Karlovy Vary lagged behind other regional capitals in the Czech Republic and the City’s national and international reputation seems likely to assist it in attracting revenue-generating sporting events to use the new facilities in the future. The question of sustainability is naturally difficult to assess in detail in the context of a study such as this.

3.2 ERDF governance: partnership and stakeholder engagement

3.2.1 Strategic governance at city level

The City Councils in all five case study cities are key players in the implementation of ERDF activities in the territories covered by their cities. As we have already highlighted, Amsterdam City Council holds a unique position among the five cities in this respect, as it formally manages its share of the urban development dimension of the West Netherlands ERDF programme itself. Conversely it is the City Council that has adopted the least directive approach to project development by encouraging project applications by the boroughs and other actors in the city. This latter approach certainly reflects the particular institutional and governance context in a large city such as Amsterdam, with a separate administrative level below the municipality. In the Netherlands, sub-city administrative units exist only in Amsterdam and Rotterdam, so the approach cannot be considered representative for the Dutch context more generally.

In all the other cities, the municipality is the main beneficiary of ERDF funds in the field of urban development, even if other levels of government and other bodies, such as universities, are leading ERDF projects in several cases. Katowice provides an interesting case in this context, as the University of Silesia is leading a major ERDF-funded project in the city, without direct involvement from the city. Ludwigshafen outsourced the implementation of the economic development component of its package of ERDF projects, as well as large physical regeneration projects to the publicly owned economic development agency (WEG). 

3.2.2 Cooperation and stakeholder engagement at project level

The extent to which partnership-based approaches and citizen participation are being used at the project level varies considerably between case study cities. Broad participation and open calls for project proposals are key principles for the implementation of ERDF projects in Amsterdam and there is evidence of wide-ranging participating by local actors and residents in project design and implementation. In other cities, as noted above, direct control of projects lies in most cases with the municipality and partners are limited. Moreover, there is comparatively little evidence of direct stakeholder and citizen involvement in projects in all case study cities except Amsterdam. Although all cities appear to have undertaken at least some consultation with residents and stakeholders, there are strikingly few examples of citizen involvement going beyond this.

In Karlovy Vary, City official consulted for the study argued that as the ERDF-supported investments focus on municipal services (sports and emergency services) and the City has formal (and financial responsibility) for the projects, it is the right and obligation of the municipality to retain the lead role. In Ludwigshafen, the city administration – together with the local economic development agency – is also a very dominant player at the project level and stakeholder involvement remains limited. Representatives of the City claim that there is a lack of civil society organisations with sufficient organisational capacity and human resources to become deeply involved in the implementation of urban development projects.

Katowice and Oviedo form the middle group in terms of cooperation and stakeholder engagement at the project level. In both cities, local agencies and bodies, such as the Chamber of Commerce or, in Oviedo, the Neighbourhood Council for the northern area of the city are clearly involved in a range of projects, even if the city administration is still strongly involved in all of them. Other stakeholders involved at project level include social service providers, NGOs and formally-established or informal neighbourhood and tenants/owners associations. 

3.3 Co-financing and financial instruments

The case studies examined the sources of co-financing, evidence of public investment generating a leverage effect for investment by private sector actors and whether any innovative financing models, such Public Private Partnership (PPP) had been used. Case study researchers also verified whether the joint European Investment Bank and European Commission financial instrument JESSICA had been used in the case study cities
. Table 3.2 presents an overview of the pattern of co-financing for ERDF investments in the case study cities. 


Table 3.2
Co-financing arrangements in the case study cities

	City
	Pattern of co-financing for ERDF investments in the city

	Karlovy Vary (CZ)
	85% ERDF for the IUDP under the ROP, with remaining 15% from the City. For the IUDP under the IOP, 85% ERDF and 15% co-financing as follows: 60% from tenants associations and 40% City of Karlovy Vary. 

	Katowice (PL)
	Up to 85% ERDF, co-financing almost exclusively comes from the City's budget

	Oviedo (ES)
	70% ERDF and 30% municipal funding. The municipal funding comes primarily from revenue generated by fees for planning permission and other authorisations.

	Ludwigshafen (DE)
	50% ERDF, 30% urban regeneration programme of Rheinland-Pfalz and 20% Ludwigshafen's own funds.  

	Amsterdam (NL)
	40% ERDF, 54% public (primarily from the Large Cities Policy / GSB) and 6% private funding (much "private" funding is from publicly subsidised organisations, such as the Housing Corporations)


Source: Case study reports

As illustrated by the table above, the vast majority of co-financing for the ERDF projects in the cities examined comes from public funds. In Karlovy Vary, Katowice and Oviedo, which are subject to the lowest co-financing requirements, the co-financing comes exclusively from the Cities' own budgets. In both Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam, the City has been able to rely on funding from an urban development programme managed by a higher level of government: respectively, the urban development programme of Rheinland-Pfalz and the Dutch Large Cities Policy (GSB). While Ludwigshafen contributes 20% of co-funding from its own budget, Amsterdam can rely almost exclusively on the national funding framework (GSB and other national programmes), with additional funding obtained from private sector organisations. The evidence from the Amsterdam case study highlights that a majority of this private funding comes from research institutes and the Housing Corporations and only a small percentage comes from mainstream private businesses.

None of the case study cities has made use of more complex Public Private Partnership funding models (the experience in Amsterdam simply involves private sector project partners contributing to project costs) and none of the cities has had access to JESSICA. JESSICA has not been deployed in any of the regions in which case study cities are located. Stakeholders interviewed either knew little about the details of JESSICA or felt the added value of using loans was not clear, in light of the perceived administrative burden of the scheme
. In more general terms, it is too early in the implementation of ERDF actions to draw clear conclusions about the leverage effect generated by ERDF funding in encouraging private sector investment in the zones covered.

The coordination between ERDF and ESF has operated in different ways in each case study city. In Oviedo, ERDF-funded activities are being used to reinforce existing ESF initiatives in the URBANA intervention zone (Oviedo Norte). In Amsterdam, although awareness of the possibilities for cross-financing of more "social" projects by ERDF is high, the City has adopted a strict interpretation of the types of action it will support through ERDF, leading to some project applications being rejected on the grounds they have too many ESF-style actions. In the Netherlands, in contrast to the ERDF, the ESF is implemented in a highly centralised way, meaning that direct coordination of investments is more difficult and, as a consequence, demand for more local funding for ESF-style actions is high. In Ludwigshafen, there is no overlap between the areas that receive money from the ERDF and the areas where ESF financing is being used, i.e. social projects are only eligible for ERDF funding if they are not eligible for ESF funding.

The economic downturn has had some impact on the case study cities ability to attract funds for co-financing and potential leverage effects. In Karlovy Vary, the financial crisis has decreased the City's budget by an estimated €4 million (100 million CZK), which although not expected to have a direct effect on the city’s ability to provide co-financing for the projects already planned or being implemented, may affect future investments. In Ludwigshafen, two small projects foreseen for ERDF financing have been put on hold since they required 20% co-financing by the city which could not be made available during the current budget year. The effect on the economic downturn in Amsterdam is reported to have been minimal in comparison. The impact seen in the city has mainly been a rise in the number of funding applications rather than a reduction in co-financing. ERDF funding is reported to have enabled several projects to go ahead, which might not have, given the current economic climate.

3.4 Evidence of “policy learning”

Given the importance attached by the EU to policy learning between Member States, regions and localities, we sought to investigate whether the strategies and projects for urban development in the case study cities have been influenced by learning from elsewhere. Those consulted were asked about policy learning in the past – potentially funded through past EU Cohesion Policy instruments – and learning in the current programming period. The evidence from the case studies shows comparatively limited evidence of direct policy learning, as strategies and individual projects have largely been influenced by the previous experience of the relevant actors in the cities in question. However, there are examples of inspiration being drawn from specific past programmes or even from projects implemented in other cities. 

In Ludwigshafen, the City's participation in URBAN II has shaped and influenced their current approach to urban development and networks established during that period – notably the German Urban Network
 - continue to be valuable for the exchange of practice. Ludwigshafen also has close contact with other cities in the region to monitor how they address common urban development challenges. In contrast, interviewees in Oviedo reported little knowledge of the experience of Gijón in implementing an URBAN II programme, which is perhaps surprising given the geographical proximity of the cities. However, it should be noted that the planned Spanish Urban Network has not yet started its activities. There are specific examples of projects being modelled on examples from other cities in both Karlovy Vary (a Health and Safety Centre modelled on an example from Aachen, visited by local politicians as part of project supported by the ERDF Technical Assistance OP) and Oviedo (the "Time Bank" project, which follows a design previously implemented in Barcelona).

Much of the policy learning in Amsterdam derives from the important role played by the Programme Steering Committee, which brings together representatives of the four large cities in the western Netherlands (the G4) as well as representatives of the provinces and central government. These meetings have enabled the cities to share experiences and assist each other with specific ERDF-related implementation issues. Katowice actively participates in different forms of policy learning and exchange of experience with other towns and cities. For example, the city is involved in a number of international cooperation projects such as the Eurocities network (funded from the municipal budget) and the Visegrád Group
 and has cooperated with Ostrava and Kosice in their bid for European Capital of Culture status.

Participation in Territorial Cooperation Programmes such as INTERREG and URBACT has been mixed. In the case of Amsterdam and Oviedo the significance of INTERREG and URBACT is unclear and those interviewed made no references to these initiatives. Even in Karlovy Vary, where the city's transport authority has been involved in a project financed by URBACT II, there appears to be a general lack of knowledge and awareness about the URBACT initiative at the level of Structural Funds implementation authorities within the region.  

URBACT has played a more prominent role in Katowice's regeneration projects. One example of this is a project carried out by the municipality in collaboration with two universities and a private ICT company to develop a manual on ICT tools for public transport management. Ludwigshafen participated in an INTERREG IIIB project in the previous programming period (Europolis), involving a network of 14 medium-sized cities in North West Europe exchanging experience and developing good practice approaches towards sustainable urban development. However, it is unclear whether this has had a direct effect on urban development practice in Ludwigshafen. In contrast, stakeholders in Katowice already report positive effects from the current INTERREG-funded ‘REURIS’ project 
, which has sought to develop guidelines and examples of good practice in the field of riverside area regeneration. The research component of the project has already been completed and the municipality of Katowice is now beginning to prepare a regeneration scheme for an area on the banks of the river Slepiotka, based on the project findings.

3.5 Monitoring and evaluation 

All case study cities are following the monitoring and evaluation procedures set out in the Operational Programmes from which their ERDF funding for urban development has been secured. As such, all cities plan to collect data in relation to the output and results indicators specified in the OPs (either generally or for specific priority axes). These indicators from the OPs are very varied and have not been specified on the basis of coherent intervention logics for urban development actions. As such, many of the indicators are clearly inappropriate for monitoring the success or otherwise of urban development actions. This pattern is illustrated in Table 3.3, which summarises the main indicators drawn from the Operational Programmes (the classification into output and result indicators also maintains the definition from the OP).


Table 3.3
Output and result indicators for urban development in ERDF programmes in case study cities

	City
	Output indicators
	Results indicator

	Karlovy Vary
	· Increase/decrease of number of inhabitants in supported cities – migration; 

· Number of projects focusing on sustainable development and cities and increasing the attractiveness of cities; 

· Number of companies/organisations established or sustained in revitalised areas of the city.
	· Number of participating partners;

· Area of regenerated/revitalised territory in towns;

· Area of regenerated/revitalised buildings on municipal territory (education, social services and health).

	Katowice
	· Number of users of infrastructure 

· Number of international events  
	

	Oviedo
	· Hotel capacity / per 1000 inhabitants;

· Density of population in municipality with more than 10, 000 inhabitants.
	

	Ludwigshafen
	· New sites for industry and commerce;

· Of which on brown field and redevelopment sites;

· Number of tourism projects supported;

· Number of projects aimed at the reclamation and revitalisation of brown field sites in inner-cities and adjacent areas;

· Number of projects for sustainable urban development and increasing the attractiveness of inner cities;

· Number of projects supported promoting resource- and energy efficiency and renewable energy;

· Number of efficiency checks carried out as part of the resource- and energy efficiency projects;

· Total length of reactivated and rehabilitated railway lines.
	· Number of newly established businesses;

· Proportion of site still being used after 5 years;

· Newly created jobs until 2013;

· Number of additional visitors to the supported tourism projects;

· Size of the reclaimed and revitalised brown field sites;

· Size of the created green and recreation sites;

· Amount of additional investment for increasing the attractiveness of inner cities;

· Amount of additional private investments triggered by supported projects;

· Renewable energy capacity installed; 

· Amount of additional investment triggered by efficiency checks;

· Annual resource and energy savings as a result of the projects supported;

· Number of municipalities re-connected to regional rail transport until 2015;

· Annual capacity utilisation of the re-activated regional rail services;

· Direct job creation by re-activation of regional rail transport;

· Jobs created as a result of improved transport connections.

	Amsterdam
	· Number of projects focused on entrepreneurship and the urban and neighbourhood economy;

· Number of projects focused on participation, liveability and social activation;

· M2 modernised business location;

· Number of renovated or new urban facilities.
	· Total number of jobs;

· Supplementary indicator priority 3 urban dimension;

· Number of projects focusing on environment. 


Source: Case study reports

Oviedo and Katowice have adopted their own sets of indictors in addition to the OP level indictors (not shown in the list above), while in Karlovy Vary and Amsterdam, no additional indictors or formal monitoring on a city level are used to measure progress with and the effects of ERDF-supported development actions. 

The OP level indicators used in Oviedo and Amsterdam are seen as generally appropriate for assessing the success of integrated urban development projects. However, in Amsterdam the Priority 3 indictors are regarded as being overly focused on employment, given the more general economic develop focus of ERDF activities in the city. Stakeholders consulted for this study acknowledge that it is very difficult to define result (let alone impact) indicators on which the comparatively small ERDF projects are likely to have a direct causal effect. This is made even more difficult by the dispersal of funding in comparison to the approach under UBRAN II, when indicators for a specific neighbourhood could be measured. In Ludwigshafen, the indictors appear to be focused on creation of infrastructure, and there are doubts over the suitability of these indictors for other types of project, as only a minority of these can be applied to urban development project in a meaningful way.  

4 Added value, success factors and barriers

4.1 Assessing added value

The stakeholders at city level interviewed during the case study research were asked to provide their assessment of the "added value" of ERDF funding for attaining the urban development goals in their city. Unsurprisingly, the most widespread direct response to this question was that the additional financial resources provided by the ERDF made it possible either to undertake investment projects which would otherwise not have been possible at all or to "speed up" planned investments which would otherwise have taken more time to implement. 

The scale and perceived importance of the "financial added value" of ERDF varies between case study cities. Where investments underway and programmed are substantial, with a high proportion of ERDF co-funding, as in Katowice, Karlovy Vary and Oviedo, relevant stakeholders unambiguously stressed the boost provided by the ERDF cash injection. Similarly, in Ludwigshafen, where the level of co-financing is lower and a substantial flow of funds for urban development is available for the regional (Land) level, those interviewed argued that the availability of ERDF had sped up the redevelopment process in the town centre considerably. Interviewees in Amsterdam, while welcoming the additional funds, were least emphatic about the financial added value of ERDF. This is perhaps understandable given the scale of other funding sources for urban development – notably the Grotestedenbeleid - in the Dutch context. 

If the evidence of ERDF affecting whether and when investments are implemented in case study cities is rather clear-cut, it is more difficult to say if the inherent design of the ERDF has directly influenced how projects have been designed and implemented. The examples of comparatively integrated, cross-sectoral strategies in Oviedo and Ludwigshafen and individual integrated projects in Amsterdam appear to have been developed as a result of local, regional or national factors and Structural Funds actions in the previous programming period, rather than the design of the current generation of ERDF. Thus, the experience of URBAN II in Ludwigshafen, the impetus and framework provided by the national URBANA programme in Oviedo (itself inspired by URBAN) and an established tradition of cross-sectoral projects in Amsterdam appear to have been determinant in explaining the approaches adopted. 

In both Amsterdam and Ludwigshafen, some of those interviewed argued that more "integrated" approaches (essentially projects with a greater "social" dimension) would have been supported if the rules for ERDF funding regarding intervention fields (specified in the OPs) did not work against this. In both cases the local ERDF management bodies (respectively, the Intermediary Body in Rheinland-Pfalz and the City of Amsterdam itself) are reticent to support activities that would more generally fall into the scope of ESF with ERDF funds. In the German case, a restrictive approach in this respect has been adopted from the start: Rheinland-Pflalz is one of only two German Länder (the other being Saarland) that did not make use of the greater flexibility offered by Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation in its regional ERDF programme. 

In contrast, the West Netherlands programme did use Article 8, but the local implementation rules restrict what is possible in practice. In particular, the definition of which types of ESF-style actions can be supported by ERDF funds is considered by local managers to be unclear, which leads to a cautious (restrictive) approach to its interpretation in order to avoid later difficulties with financial control. Furthermore, Amsterdam is currently seeking to refocus its ERDF activities more explicitly on economic development objectives (the “competitiveness” objective of the urban dimension), rather than internal cohesion objectives. It seems likely that this will further limit the range of more “social” actions supported, as such interventions are considered less relevant and less effective for promoting overall economic development at city-wide level.

In the Polish and Czech cases, the requirement for cities to prepare strategic development plans has been viewed as a clearly positive influence of the ERDF. In Karlovy Vary and, to a lesser extent, Katowice, there was no established tradition of strategic urban planning at city level, so the arrival of the urban dimension of ERDF and the accompanying requirement for strategic plans led to a change in this respect. Moreover, in the case of Katowice, the process of developing and implementing the ERDF regional Operational Programme for Silesia is reported to have encouraged cities (including Katowice) to cooperate more closely in terms of setting common development priorities and agreeing on the most important priorities for development at sub-regional level. This can be viewed as a generally positive impact on governance at the level of the metropolitan region. 

In contrast, as we note below, the inherent focus of ERDF on more physical actions, as well as the absence of Article 8 rules in both the Czech and Polish contexts, has encouraged local Managing Authorities and applicants in the cities to focus almost exclusively on infrastructure development. In light of the overall condition of the physical infrastructure in the two cities and the role of infrastructure development in fostering economic competitiveness, this focus is not necessarily inappropriate. However, whereas URBAN left a lasting legacy in terms of methodological approaches in Spain (URBANA), Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam, it seems far less likely that the current generation of ERDF funding programmes will produce a comparable impact on institutional approaches to urban development. 

4.2 Success factors and barriers

The main success factors and barriers which have conditioned the way the "urban dimension" has been implemented in the case study cities have been analysed by the case study researchers in the individual case study reports. Clearly, some of these factors are of a purely local nature or are Member State-specific. However, it is possible to identify some general patterns, which are of wider relevance. The case studies highlight a number of common factors which appear to have influenced the ability of cities to implement strategies which conform to key aspects of the Urban Acquis using ERDF funds:

1. A conducive national / regional institutional and policy framework. 

The URBANA initiative in Spain, the supportive urban development programme in Rheinland-Pfalz and the Large Cities Policy in the Netherlands, have supported Oviedo, Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam to implement comparatively integrated strategies. These national or regional policy frameworks all have in common that they a) promote an integrated approach to urban development involving partnership between actors and b) are coordinated directly with ERDF funding at regional or national level. Thus, in Ludwigshafen, for example, the coordination of funding streams at regional level meant that there was no need for the city to deal with two sets of projects (EU-funded and non-EU funded) but that it could focus on one multi-annual package of urban development investments. In the Netherlands, the GSB, with its established tradition of promoting integrated development and partnership, guarantees a considerable share of co-financing for ERDF projects in Amsterdam. In contrast, the City of Karlovy Vary, in a Member State with far less experience of integrated urban development, had to contend with the existence of different ERDF funding streams (different Operational Programmes), with different procedures and requirements, and which placed far less emphasis on cross-sectoral integration. This appears to have complicated the task of developing an integrated, cross-sectoral strategy for use of ERDF funds at city level.

2. Previous experience in the field of integrated urban development. 

The presence of experienced and committed individuals at city level to drive forward the process of integrated urban development has proved instrumental in several case study cities. In Ludwigshafen, the previous experience with URBAN II (and the continued presence of URBAN II managers) is reported to have assisted the City in developing its current approach. Existing capacity in Amsterdam is also highlighted as an important factor. In Katowice and Karlovy Vary, one of the most positive reported impacts of the arrival of ERDF funding in institutional terms has been the increase in internal capacity in the City administration (essentially the employment of more and better qualified urban development managers). Although the comparative lack of experience of integrated urban development, as well as the comparatively unsupportive national / regional environment mentioned above, may have hindered the development of more integrated strategies in these cities to date, the experience gained and increased capacity represents and opportunity for the future. The internal organisation of the urban development strategy in Katowice, with an integrated Department of Development is seen as a an example of good practice for developing an integrated regeneration strategy among Polish municipalities. 

3. Effective partnership at strategic level

In line with the principles of the Urban Acquis, the involvement of relevant stakeholders in the strategic planning of interventions appears to be a factor in successful strategy development and implementation. In Amsterdam, the sub-delegation of responsibility for project selection to a Steering Committee at city level is reported to have allowed the programme to react to local needs, while the multi-disciplinary nature of this Committee, with representatives from outside the City Council, has allowed a wider range of views to be taken on board. Although the broad strategy and more bottom-up approach adopted by Amsterdam has produced a more dispersed set of ERDF projects, the strong urban planning framework (in which all projects must situate themselves) helps to ensure the overall coherence of activities. Moreover, the use of ERDF as a complementary source of funding, alongside mainstream national and local sources appears to be a rational and potentially effective manner to deploy the comparatively limited funds available, even if the overall visibility of the EU funding is limited.

4. Effective exchange of practice

The Dutch case also provides and example of policy exchange between cities implementing ERDF. The participation of the G4 cities on a common Steering Committee for the West Netherlands OP (Kansen voor West) has allowed those implementing ERDF actions to discuss implementation problems and find common solutions. Although the sub-delegation of funds places the four large Dutch cities in West Netherlands in a unique position, the experience is still relevant for other Member States, where networking between cities to discuss implementation of ERDF for urban development could be further encouraged. Such activities are planned in Spain, where a network of URBANA cities will be launched.

A number of factors identified in the case studies appear to affect the ability of cities to implement integrated approaches more negatively:

5. Fragmentation of institutional responsibility 

In the German case, the formal Managing Authority for the regional OP is the Ministry of Economics of Rheinland-Pfalz, which is not directly responsible for urban development in the Land. This is reported to have led to an OP with a weak urban dimension. The oversight of the urban dimension was then allocated to the Ministry of the Interior and Sports (as an Intermediary Body), which places far greater emphasis on the importance of urban development and the integrated approach. As such, the Land-level actors were not aligned in their standpoints. As already mentioned, the institutional structure in the Czech Republic, where responsibility for OPs with a significant "urban dimension" is split between different Managing Authorities, has not favoured integration at city level.

6. The definition of intervention fields within the ERDF Regulation and OPs

As already alluded to, the inherent focus of the ERDF on infrastructure and business support combined with an apparent reluctance to exploit the opportunities offered by Article 8 (at OP or implementation level) has not worked in favour of clearly integrated approaches to urban development on the ground. The definition of the "softer" activities that can be supported by the ERDF remains subject to discussion in several Managing Authorities covered by the study. This is the case in West Netherlands and Rheinland-Pfalz, where the situation appears to have led to a restrictive interpretation of the types of actions that are allowed (largely to avoid duplication of the ESF). In addition, the rules regarding state aid make it difficult to involve private sector partners, although this would formally be encouraged by the Urban Acquis.

5 Conclusions

Taking into account the findings from the case studies examined in the previous sections, it is possible to draw some general conclusions in response to the two overarching research questions for the study highlighted in the introduction:

a) To what extent do the urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the case study cities reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis? and 

b) What lessons can we draw concerning the relevance and potential effectiveness of the ERDF as a funding instrument for urban development?

It should be stressed that the observations and conclusions presented here are based on findings from only five case study cities in Europe. As such, we cannot claim in any sense that they are based on a representative survey of ERDF spending in urban areas in the EU. However, as the case studies provide evidence from a range of national, regional and local administrative and socio-economic contexts, our findings may be hoped to have some general relevance for future discussions on the urban dimension of EU Cohesion Policy.

A. ERDF activities and the Urban Acquis in case study cities

· Overall, urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the five case study cities partially reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis. In this respect, varied patterns can be observed as cities put different weight to the individual principles. However, this does not lead to the conclusion that urban development activities are particularly aligned with the principles of the Urban Acquis in some of the case study cities and particularly misaligned in others as these differences tend to balance out. Different patterns largely appear to result from a combination of deliberate choices made at the city level and the influence of national and regional framework conditions. A detailed description of the extent to which the individual principles of the Urban Acquis are reflected in the urban development activities of the five case study cities is provided in the following bullets. 

· Although all case study cities have some form of strategic urban development plans in place, there is no consistent pattern in terms of the form, content and ambition of these plans. Differences in national traditions of strategic planning at city level and the formal division of competences for different fields of public policy within national multi-level governance systems largely explain this variation. Of the five cities, Amsterdam has the longest tradition of strategic planning at city level and the most developed package of planning documents. Both Karlovy Vary and Katowice have developed their first integrated development plans in recent years in anticipation of a requirement to have such strategies in place in order to receive ERDF support, while Oviedo is conspicuous by the absence of an integrated strategy. The limited formal competences of municipalities in Spain, and some extent the Czech Republic (in comparison to their Dutch counterparts, for example), appears to limit the scope for cities to develop fully integrated strategies at city level. 

· The picture concerning integration between strategic plans and ERDF is also mixed. In three of the case study cities (Ludwigshafen, Karlovy Vary and Katowice), ERDF funds have been used to support projects already identified on the basis of the cities' strategic development plan. In Oviedo, ERDF has been deployed through the framework of the national URBANA initiative, and ERDF interventions have largely been shaped to comply with the requirements of this instrument. Amsterdam, as part of the sub-delegation of responsibility within the West Netherlands programme, has adopted a more bottom-up approach with other actors in the city invited to submit projects and demonstrate how these fit with the wider strategic priorities of the city.

· The urban development activities supported with ERDF funds in the five case study cities are overwhelmingly, but certainly not exclusively, focused on physical infrastructure. There is clear evidence of integration between physical, economic and social activities in Ludwigshafen and Oviedo, both of which are implementing area-based regeneration strategies composed of multiple sub-projects, and in Amsterdam, where individual ERDF projects involve a combination of hard and soft measures in several cases. In Oviedo, ERDF projects have been used to reinforce and directly complement existing ESF projects. Even in these three cities, however, the physical and economic pillars are more pronounced than was typical in URBAN II programmes. Katowice and Karlovy Vary focus ERDF resources almost exclusively on physical projects.

· At a strategic level, Amsterdam is the only city where outside stakeholders (including the City's two universities) are directly involved in steering the use of ERDF funds in the City. In Katowice, a number of ERDF projects are being led by organisations (the university, for example) other than the City, as they have applied for funding in their own right. Stakeholder involvement at project level is also most evident in Amsterdam and comparatively absent in both Karlovy Vary and Ludwigshafen. Oviedo and Katowice form the middle ground with a moderate level of stakeholder involvement at project level.

· In terms of concentration of funding, Oviedo, Ludwigshafen, Karlovy Vary and Katowice have adopted explicitly area-based approaches, although only in Oviedo (and to a lesser extent Ludwigshafen) has funding been concentrated in a deprived neighbourhood explicitly to address the internal cohesion issues within the city (in the URBAN tradition). In contrast, Amsterdam has used ERDF funding to complement existing (primarily national) funding sources, which has resulted in a more dispersed pattern of funding across the city. In this case, concentrations of funding at local or project level are achieved through the combination of ERDF and other funding sources.

· Co-financing to complement the ERDF investments underway or planned comes overwhelmingly from public authorities and almost exclusively from the City budget in the Czech, Polish and Spanish cases. In the Netherlands, co-financing comes mostly from the national urban development programmes and notably the Large Cities Policy. In Ludwigshafen co-financing is split between the City and the Land. Use of private funds in projects is limited and there are no examples of formalised Public Private Partnerships using ERDF funds or examples of the deployment of JESSICA in the case study cities. It is generally considered too early to assess the extent of private sector funding levered into the investment areas by ERDF.

· The main sources of policy learning identified in the case study cities have been the previous URBAN Community Initiative (which has informed the approaches in Ludwigshafen and Amsterdam) and individual urban development projects from other cities (in Oviedo and Karlovy Vary). No evidence was highlighted of URBACT influencing current use of ERDF, but a current INTERREG project in Katowice is reported to be influencing investment planning for a new riverside development.

· The case study cities are applying the monitoring systems and indicator sets specified in the Operational Programmes covering their territories. These indicators are generally un-related to the intervention logic of the projects being implemented (and urban development in general) and appear unlikely to provide a sound basis for evaluation of success.

While it is naturally difficult to provide an objective assessment of the extent to which the ERDF funded urban development actions in the case study cities correspond to the principles of the Urban Acquis, we have attempted to provide an overview in Table 5.1 below.  

Table 5.1
ERDF-supported urban development activities in the case study cities in relation to the Urban Acquis
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	Cities
	Alignment development strategy
	Cross-sectoral integration
	Partnership & stakeholder engagement 
	Focused funding
	Policy learning
	Monitoring & evaluation

	Karlovy Vary (CZ)
	+-
	+-
	- 
	+-
	+ -
	- 

	Katowice (PL)
	+-
	+-
	- 
	+
	+
	- 

	Oviedo (ES)
	- 
	+
	+-
	+
	+ -
	- 

	Ludwigshafen (DE)
	+-
	+
	+-
	+
	+ -
	- 

	Amsterdam (NL)
	+
	+
	+-
	+ -
	+ -
	- 


+ Implementation appears to correspond closely to Urban Acquis principles
+- Some aspects of implementation correspond to Urban Acquis principles

-  Implementation not in line with Urban Acquis principles

B. Relevance and potential effectiveness of ERDF

· The main added value of the ERDF for urban development in the case study cities identified by stakeholders was the additional funding, which allowed projects to be supported that would otherwise not have been funded or would have taken longer to fund. It is clear that the framework of ERDF has led directly to both case study cities from the new Member States developing integrated development strategies, which were previously absent in both cases. Moreover, the national URBANA initiative in Spain has clearly created a framework for channelling ERDF funds for urban development that promotes the principles of the Urban Acquis. Katowice provides an example of an ERDF-supported INTERREG programme successfully supporting policy learning and exchange for the benefit of cities with limited experience of integrated urban development.

· More generally, however, the ERDF-supported urban development interventions which reflect the principles of the Urban Acquis most closely have resulted from a combination of existing local expertise and experience and / or a conducive regional or national policy framework. In Amsterdam, both these elements appear to be in place. In Ludwigshafen, the city has managed to implement a comparatively integrated strategy despite limited attention to the urban dimension at regional level (and an explicit decision not to use the flexibility offered by Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation). In Karlovy Vary, despite the progress made, a lack of local experience and a comparatively complex ERDF funding environment have worked against a more integrated, partnership-based approach.

· Overall, the focus of the ERDF on physical infrastructure and business support means that it is inherently more suitable for supporting the objective of strengthening cities as motors of regional development, rather than the objective of internal cohesion within urban areas. Even with the use of Article 8, the scale of more social actions that can be supported with the ERDF funding instrument remains limited. While the example of Oviedo illustrates that direct coordination with ESF is possible, this example was isolated among the case study cities. The wider question is thus one of aligning objectives with the funding instrument deployed.
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� 	Contract No 2009.CE.16.0.AT.110


� 	Contract No 2009.CE.16.0.AT.110


� 	118 in URBAN I and 70 in URBAN II


� 	See Annex II of the "Bristol Accord: Conclusions of Ministerial Informal on Sustainable Communities in Europe", UK Presidency, 6–7 December 2005 � HYPERLINK "http://www.eib.org/attachments/jessica_bristol_accord_sustainable_communities.pdf" �http://www.eib.org/attachments/jessica_bristol_accord_sustainable_communities.pdf�


� 	Adapted from CEC (2009) Promoting sustainable urban development in Europe: achievements and opportunities, p.53


� 	May 2007. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.eu2007.de/en/News/download_docs/Mai/0524-AN/075DokumentLeipzigCharta.pdf" ��http://www.eu2007.de/en/News/download_docs/Mai/0524-AN/075DokumentLeipzigCharta.pdf�


� 	European Regional Development Fund (ERDF); European Social Fund (ESF) and Cohesion Fund.


� 	Member States are eligible for Cohesion Fund resources if their national gross national income (GNI) is below 90 % of the Community average.


� 	75% in EU-15 (except ES, EL and PT), 80% in ES and 85% in EU-12, EL and PT. 


� 	85% in the 3 capital regions of CZ, SK and HU and 80% in "phasing-in" regions in ES.


� 	Recital 9 of the ERDF Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006: "Sustainable urban development should be reinforced by fully integrating measures in that field into the operational programmes co-financed by the ERDF, paying particular attention to local development and employment initiatives and their potential for innovation".


� 	Article 8 of the ERDF Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006: "…the ERDF may, where appropriate, support the development of participative, integrated and sustainable strategies to tackle the high concentration of economic, environmental and social problems affecting urban areas. These strategies shall promote sustainable urban development through activities such as: strengthening economic growth, the rehabilitation of the physical environment, brownfield redevelopment, the preservation and development of natural and cultural heritage, the promotion of entrepreneurship, local employment and community development, and the provision of services to the population taking account of changing demographic structures".


� 	When activities are implemented through a specific priority axis within an Operational Programme, the maximum level of ERDF funding of measures falling within the scope of the ESF Regulation may be raised from 10% to 15%.


� 	European Commission (2008) Fostering the urban dimension: analysis of the Operational Programmes co-financed by the European Regional Development Fund (2007-2013), Working Document, November 2008


� 	Regional Gross Domestic Product (PPS per inhabitant), by NUTS 2 regions in 2007. Source: Eurostat


� 	Ontwerp Structuurvisie Amsterdam 2040: Economisch Sterk en Duurzaam (Draft Structural Plan for Amsterdam 2040: Economically strong and sustainable), February 2010 (Draft).


� 	The so-called Collegeprogramma (Programme of the College of Mayor and Aldermen), currently dating from 2006.


� 	Global Business Gateway, Economische agenda Metropoolregio Amsterdam 2010-2014’, (December 2009) and De Amsterdamse Metropool stevig in de top 5, agenda op de economische aanjagers (draft version)


� 	At the time of writing, a new Collegeprogramma for Amsterdam is under preparation, following the most recent council elections in March 2010.


� 	"Development concept for the inner city"


� 	Regulation 1080/2006, Article 2


� 	Regulation 1081/2006, Article 3


� 	Council Decision of 6 October 2006 on Community strategic guidelines on cohesion (2006/702/EC), ANNEX, Section 2.1


� 	Ministry of the Interior and Sports acts as Intermediary Body for the urban dimension


� 	Panelák (colloquial) / Panelový dům (formal) is the term for blocks of high-rise panel buildings in the Czech Republic constructed of pre-fabricated, pre-stressed concrete (mainly between 1960 and 1990).


� 	In addition, projects linked to transport infrastructure in the local area (roads and the city’s airport) are funded from the national Transport OP, while a technology park within the city boundaries is receiving support from the OP for “Enterprise and Innovations”. These latter projects are both led by the regional (kraj) authority.


� 	The Ministry of Economy in Madrid is the Managing Authority, while the Autonomous Community of Asturias is the Intermediary Body.


� 	 Including economic interventions in the wider Amsterdam Region, under Priority 1 of the OP Kansen voor West.


� 	Joint European Support for Sustainable Investment in City Areas. JESSICA is a financial engineering mechanism allowing Managing Authorities to use a proportion of ERDF allocations to invest in Urban Development Funds (UDF) to accelerate investment in urban areas.


� 	Interviewees in Amsterdam expressed the clearest doubts about the added value of JESSICA, although it should be noted that JESSICA has not yet been deployed in practice in the Netherlands. 


� 	See � HYPERLINK "http://www.deutscher-verband2.org/cms/index.php?id=6" ��http://www.deutscher-verband2.org/cms/index.php?id=6� 


� 	The Visegrád Group is an alliance of four Central European states – the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia – seeking to promote cooperation and integration. � HYPERLINK "http://www.visegradgroup.eu" ��http://www.visegradgroup.eu� 


� 	� HYPERLINK "http://www.reuris.gig.eu/en/home.html" ��http://www.reuris.gig.eu/en/home.html� 





9
Error! Reference source not found.
2
The urban dimension of the ERDF in the 2007-2013 period


