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MID-TERM ASSESSMENT OF THE COMMUNITY FRAMEWORK FOR 
COOPERATION TO PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE URBAN DEVBLOPMENT 

 
1. Introduction 
 
1.1 This Report  
 
This document is the final report of the Mid-Term Assessment of the Community 
Framework for Cooperation to promote Urban Sustainable Development. The work 
has been undertaken by the Institute for European Environmental Policy (IEEP) and 
its partners, Ecologic (based in Berlin), IEP (Prague), in close cooperation with our 
expert adviser, Yvonne Rydin who is Director of the Centre for Environmental Policy 
and Governance at the London School of Economics.  
 
IEEP is the lead organisation and has therefore been responsible for the overall 
project management, report production and the majority of the work. Ecologic and 
IEP undertook evaluations of a number of projects and contributed to other selected 
spects of the work, while Yvonne Rydin was consulted at key stages of the project.  a

 
1.2 The Cooperation Framework 

refer to the instrument set up by Decision 1411/2001 
s the Cooperation Framework. 

ded under one of 
ree Parts, for which in indicative level of funding is suggested, ie: 

 
 (40% of total funding); 

ort 

hat was 
roposed by the European Commission in September 2004 and is currently the subject 

nisters. 

 
The Community Framework for Cooperation to promote Urban Sustainable 
Development was set up by Decision 1411/2001/EC (see Annex III.A for a summary 
of the Decision). The instrument is generally referred to by a number of alternative 
names, including the Cooperation Framework, the urban legal base and the 
Sustainable Cities Fund, some of which reflect its origins (see Section 2.1). For the 
purposes of this report, we will 
a
 
Under the Cooperation Framework, projects and activities can be fun
th

A. Exchanges of information
B. Cooperation (40%); and 
C. Accompanying measures (20%). 

 
Under Parts A and B, the Cooperation framework funds projects led by networks of 
ocal authorities/municipalities, whereas under Part C it funds activities of the sl

defined in the Annex to the Decision. The Decision covers the years 2001 to 2004. 
 
The Cooperation Framework has not been subsequently renewed. Instead, it is one of 
the funding streams that is to be merged into the LIFE+ funding mechanism t
p
of deliberations within the European Parliament and the Council of Mi
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1.3 The Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework 
 
As stated above, this document is the final report of the mid-term assessment of the 
Cooper o
undertaken by March 2003, however it was delayed owing to an insufficient number 
of proje s ment is being 
underta n
 

• Improving the operation of the ongoing projects, including those funded 

roving the Commission’s management of these projects. 
• The development of future European funding streams for projects 

 
As  had three 
dist t
 

• Part 1: As s  of the 
Coo r 01 to 2003. 

• Part 2: Ass i
• Part 3: Ass i

authori
. 

− The sustainable development of urban areas. 
oting Local Agenda 21. 

− Strengthening and improving the integration of sustainable 

he methodology was presented to, and approved by, the Steering Committee1 on 14 
Oct e the basic 
fram criteria against which the mid-term 
asse m tions that needed to be answered and 
too o Cooperation Framework was to 
be assessed, r
 

• Relevance to the evolving needs and problems of local authorities. 

− Utility in supporting local authorities. 

                                                

ati n Framework. This assessment was originally scheduled to have been 

ct  having been funded by that time. Instead, the mid-term assess
ke  at this stage in order to contribute to: 

under the 2004 call. 
• Imp

promoting urban sustainable development. 

set out in the Commission’s terms of reference for this project, the work 
inc  parts:  

se sing the nine projects funded under Parts 
pe ation Framework in response to the calls in 20

A and B

ess ng the activities funded under Part C in 2001 to 2003. 
ess ng the Cooperation Framework as an instrument to assist local 

ties in: 
− Implementing environmental legislation at local level

− Prom

development principles in urban areas. 
 
The discussions of the following sections generally follow this framework. 
 
1.4 Methodology 
 
T

ob r 2004. The Commission’s terms of reference (ToR) set out 
ework for the methodology, including the 
ss ent was to be undertaken, specific ques

ls t  be used. The four criteria against which the 
we e as follows: 

• Effectiveness in achieving its objectives. 
• Efficiency of the projects and activities. 
• Community Added Value, which consists of: 

 
1 The Steering Committee was set up by DG Environment and consisted of representatives from the 
Urban and financial services units from within DG Environment, as well as representatives from DG 
REGIO and DG Budget. 
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− Viability of the impacts of the projects and activities after funding. 
 
The questions are replicated in Annex I.A, where they are mapped against the 
methodological tools that were used in the course of the assessment. These tools are 
discussed in the appropriate section of the methodology, as set out below.  

dditionally, it is important to note at this stage that less attention was paid to Part 2 

work. This would have 
ken a significant amount of time and was not practical within the budget and time 

e at the EU level in this respect.     

an environment as the baseline, of course, 
f the needs of local authorities. Given that 

asse
adequate baseline to use.  
 
1.4 ed Research 

he desk-based research had three strands: 

 
A
of the work – the evaluation of the activities funded under Part C of the Cooperation 
Framework – than the other two parts, at the suggestion of the Commission’s desk 
officer and the Steering Committee. 

 
1.4.1 Setting the Evaluation Framework.  
 
In order to assess whether projects and activities met the ‘evolving needs’ of local 
authorities, it was necessary to clarify this term by effectively defining the baseline. 
After careful consideration, it was decided that we would take the necessary baseline 
as the Commission’s evolving policy on urban sustainable development, in particular 
the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, on the assumption that this should 
be taking account of local authorities’ evolving needs. 
 
In the event, this was the most pragmatic approach that we felt that we could take. 
The identification of the ‘real’ baseline would have required a review of the differing 
needs of local authorities in the different Member States and an identification of how 
these had changed in the course of the operation of the Frame
ta
period within which the project was to run, and would not have been an efficient use 
of resources. A further point worth noting is that the EU has limited competence over 
the measures that can contribute to local authorities’ implementation of urban 
sustainable development. Hence, we are assessing the relevance of the Cooperation 
Framework, its projects and activities to the evolving needs of local authorities in the 
context of what can be don

 
Taking the Commission’s policy on the urb
ssumes that this is an adequate reflection oa

the Commission has been consulting stakeholders in the course of the development of 
the strategy, we felt that it was safe to assume, at least for the purposes of this 

ssment, that the evolving Community policy on the urban environment was an 

.2 Desk-bas
 
T
 
• Review of relevant policy documents, eg relevant Commission’s policy 

documents (see Annex II.A), the Decision setting out the Cooperation Framework 
and its calls. 
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• Review of ‘other’ relevant EU activities, policies and funding mechanisms to 
and overlap with those of the Cooperation 

Framework. 

ources (see Section 1.4.3), the assessment in relation to Part 2 was solely 
ased on project-related documentation. This reflects the lower priority placed on this 

 
1.4.3  
 
Apar rom essment 

the a as to identify the main stakeholder 

as fol

ation of those belonging to the first category was straightforward. 
xperts were identified from lists of experts involved in Commission working groups 

ed on the basis of those 
ot included on lists of members supplied by the networks leading the projects. In the 

event,  as they contacted their members 
directly), so these eans. One such means 
was contacting tho  pplied to present their experience at 
the AALBORG +10 conference, which was one of the projects funded under the 
Cooper o r more details). The advice of the 
Commission’s pro t out, as 
appropriate. 

 
The new informa n of methods (a diagrammatic 
summa o

• Basic questionnaires were distributed to: 

assess the complementarity to 

• Review of project/activity documentation. 
 
Desk-based research was undertaken for each part of the work. However, whereas the 
assessment in relation to Parts 1 and 3 was complemented with information obtained 
from other s
b
part of the work by the Steering Committee (see above).  

Obtaining New Information

t f  the desk-based research described in Section 1.4.2, the ass
required the gathering of a range of new information, particularly for Parts 1 and 3 of 

ssessment. The first step in this process w
groups from whom we hoped to obtain all this new information. These were identified 

lows: 
 
• Those involved in projects funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation 

Framework, ie: 
• Coordinators; 
• Project partners; and  
• Network members of the networks that are leading these projects. 

• External experts in order to obtain an objective perspective on the Cooperation 
Framework and its projects and activities. 

• Local authorities not involved in any of the projects in order to obtain a more 
objective local authority viewpoint. 

 
The identific
E
and other projects and initiatives relating to the urban environment. The original 
intention was that ‘other local authorities’ would be identifi
n

the lists were not supplied by the networks (
local authorities were identified via other m
se local authorities that had a

ati n Framework in 2003 (see Section 2.2 fo
jec  officer and the Steering Committee was sought, through

tio  was obtained using a number 
ry f the methodology is given in the Figure, below): 
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− Project partners and network members;  
− Project coordinators; and  
− Experts. 

• Fuller interviews were undertaken with: 
− Project partners and network members (as appropriate); 
− Project coordinators (as appropriate); 
− Experts; and 
− ‘Non-member’ local authorities. 

• Visits to coordinators or project meetings (as appropriate). 
 
 
 

ental Policy, Eco

 Report  



 Assessment of the Cooperation Framework  Final Report  

ean Environmental Policy, Ecologic and IEP, Prague 6 

Expert 
Interviews

Members 
Questionnaire and 

follow up interviews

Interviews 
with other 

Local 
Authorities 

view: 
Commission 
er sources eg 
 

Site Visits 
further 

discussions with 
project 

coordinators 

ary of Method

O
rf

Part 
asse

Part 
at

Coo

vera
Pe orm

ll Conclusions of the 
ance of the Cooperation 

Framework 

- Presentation of 9 Project 
ments to be presented as 

Project Fiches  

 Presentation of summary 
x looking at all Activities 

art 3 – Evaluate the 
eration Framework as an 
strument to assist LA 

le of the Commission 

1 

Litera
ation fr
ation fro

web searches and press

aires 

ure 2.1

Mid-term

Institute for Europ

 
 

tu re
- Inform om e 
- Inform m h

re 
 th
 ot

Project 
Coordinators 

questionn
ss

2 –
m ri

P
p

in

Ro

Fig : Summ ology 



Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework  Final Report  

The questionnaires and interviews were developed on the basis of the set of questions 
set out in the ToR (see Annex I.A). An example of the type of questions asked can be 
seen in Annex I.B.  
 
1.4.4 Analysis and Presentation of Results 
 
The analysis was based on the information obtained by the above methods. A key 
feature of the analysis was a fiche, which was set up for each project, into which 
information gathered on each of the projects funded under Parts A and B were 
inserted. The purpose of this was to ensure that we obtained consistent and 
comprehensive information about each project to facilitate the assessment. 
 
In order to analyse the information, the relevant information was inserted into a 
preadsheet, which contained a separate row for each of the projects, whiles  the 

o In month 3, an interim report was presented to the Steering Committee, which 

t each stage, the comments received were taken on board and the reports were 

alidate the 
lus ations of the mid-term assessment. These were 
equ sult of the workshop. Details of the agenda of the 

columns contained the relevant questions in the ToR that we were to address in order 
to assess against a particular criteria. The relevant information was then summarised 
into the relevant box on the spreadsheet. The analysis for Part 2, which was less 
extensive than that of Part 1, was based on the table that is contained in Annex IV.A. 
For Part 3, the analysis required the pulling together of the analysis for Parts 1 and 2, 
as well as an analysis of the responses to particular questions that related solely to 
Part 3, ie questions that were of a more general nature. In this case, a row was 
dedicated to each additional question, while, again, the columns contained the 
relevant questions from the ToR (see example in Annex I.A).  

 
Progress on the project was reported to the Steering Committee at a number of 
different stages: 
 

was discussed at a meeting in month 6. 
o In month 7, a draft preliminary report was sent to the Steering Committee. 
o In month 9, a draft final report was sent to the Steering Committee.  

 
A
developed, accordingly. 
 
1.4.5 Workshop 
 
The final stage of the assessment was a workshop to which selected stakeholders were 
invited. The objective of the workshop was to explore the future funding of projects to 
promote urban sustainable development once the Cooperation Framework has been 
ntegrated into the LIFE+ mechanism, as well as to explore and vi

conc ions and recommend
ubs ently updated as a res

workshop and the participants can be found in Annex I.C.  
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1.5 Methodological Limitations 
 
It was more difficult than originally anticipated to obtain much of the new 
information needed to undertake the mid-term assessment of the Cooperation 

ramework. In relation to the projects themselves, it was sometimes difficult to obtain 

those that we 
ad received from the coordinators. Where appropriate these responses were followed 

embership of the networks, we received 
esponses from a relatively small proportion of the actual network membership.  

 
In relat een recommended to talk. 
Howev
Cooper
to say ws on the more high profile 
project
In all w
who co
Cooper
viewpo e the workshop was useful and we were able 

 explore and validate our conclusions and recommendations, the fact its participants 
 from the Cooperation Framework – even though a 

ider selection of stakeholders were invited – raises similar issues about the 

 as the Cooperation Framework, which does not have a very high 
rof

of lo
higher 
necessa
Commu
such iss

F
a response from the coordinator. To some extent, this was due to the fact that they are 
busy people who wanted to respond fully to the questionnaire and thus took time to 
achieve. However, we did not receive a final questionnaire from the coordinator of 
one of the projects (MIRIAD 21). The network members and project partners were 
contacted by the respective project coordinators, which added an extra link in the 
communication chain in terms of chasing the former. Our original intention had been 
to circulate the questionnaires ourselves, but the networks preferred to do this 
themselves. In the end, we received around 70 responses in addition to 
h
up subsequently by telephone or face-to-face interviews. It is important to note that 
the responses should not be taken as being necessarily fully representative. This is 
because the responses were voluntary, and therefore an element of self-selection was 
unavoidable, and that, compared to the m
r

ion to experts, we contacted those to whom we had b
er, many of these did not feel that they had an adequate knowledge of the 
ation Framework and/or its projects. Some, who did not feel they had anything 
about the Framework itself, did offer their vie
s (eg CAMPAIGN and AALBORG +10, see Section 2.2 for details of these). 
e spoke to around 40 people. As a result of the difficulty in identifying people 
nsidered themselves, to be sufficiently knowledgeable to talk about the 

ation Framework, we have not been able to obtain as many objective 
ints as we would have liked. Whil

to
were primarily those who benefit
w
objectively of the views put forward.  

 
In what follows, therefore, we have tried to be as explicit as we can in identifying the 
type of source from which the information came. We have also tried to be as objective 
as we can and to present a fair and balanced view, while recognising the limitations of 
the information at our disposal. 
 
The difficulties that we have faced raise issues about the best way of evaluating an 
nstrument, suchi

p ile through being targeted at a particular type of applicant, in this case networks 
cal authorities. The fact that some of the projects funded by the Framework had a 

profile than the Framework itself, underlines this problem. This does not 
rily mean that it the instrument is not relevant, effective, efficient or provide 
nity-added value – or indeed that it is – just that it was not as easy to assess 
ues, as it would have been with a more widely-known mechanism. 
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1.6 
 
In the f
authorit
urban s
even w
succinc
dependi
Additio
sustainable development in any one urban area may require the active involvement of 

ore than one tier of government. 

etworks’ in the report refer to the 

As mentioned in Section 1.4.3, a number of different stakeholders were approached 
for information in the course of this project. In the remainder of the report, we have 
tried to be consistent in the terminology when we have referred to these. The 
meanings of the terms used are as follows: 
 

• Coordinator or project coordinator – such references refer to the people who 
coordinated the nine projects funded under Part A and B of the Cooperation 
Framework in 2001 to 2003. In other words, these people worked at the 
coordinating network and NOT in a local authority. 

• Local authority network member or network member – such references refer 
to the views of people who work at local authorities that are involved in the 
projects funded by the Cooperation Framework. 

• Expert or external experts – such references refer to the views of external 
experts, ie people who have a view on the Commission’s approach to urban 
policy, generally, and/or the Cooperation Framework and its projects and 
activities, in particular. These people are, therefore, neither employed by a 
network nor by a local authority. 

 
1.7 Structure of this report 
 
The next chapter (Chapter 2) contains some more detailed background information on 
the policy context, including the origins of the Cooperation Framework and 
subsequent policy developments, in order to provide a context for some of the 
findings of the assessment. It also gives an overview of the projects and activities 
funded by the Cooperation Framework, as these are referred to regularly in the text 
that follows. The following four chapters (Chapters 3 to 6) assess in turn the 

Note on terminology 

ollowing report, we use the term ‘local authority’ to mean ‘the authority/ 
ies or municipality/municipalities in the most appropriate position to deliver 
ustainable development’. As a result of the differing practices between, and 
ithin, EU Member States, it is not possible to define this term any more 
tly. In other words, very different types of authority might be involved 
ng on the differing institutional structures in the various Member States. 
nally, it is important to underline that in some instances, delivering urban 

m
 
t is also worth noting that most references to ‘nI

networks that are eligible for funding under the Cooperation Framework, ie 
established ‘networks of local authorities organised in at least four Member States’ 
(see Annex III.A). It is recognised that other networks could exist, eg those set up for 
a specific project or purpose, but these are not relevant to the Cooperation 
Framework. However, the subject of other networks is referred to in the context of 
other funding mechanisms (see Section 6.3) and the future funding of projects aimed 
at promoting urban sustainable development (see Sections 7.1 and 7.2). 
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Cooperation Framework against one of the four criteria that were set out in the ToR 
(see Section 1.4). Each of these four chapters is divided into three sections, which 
address, in turn: 
 

o The projects funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation Framework (ie 
Part 1 of the work). In this section, the views of the correspondents, ie the 
project coordinators, network members and experts, on the projects in relation 
to the criterion being addressed by that chapter are summarised. This is 
followed, where appropriate, by a review of any relevant documentation. 

o The activities funded under Part C of the Cooperation Framework (ie Part 2 
of the work). This section reviews the activities with reference to their 
documentation.  

o The Cooperation Framework, itself, which draws on the assessment of the 
projects and activities, but takes a broader view of the instrument as a whole 
(ie Part 3 of the work). This section starts by reviewing correspondents’ 
views on the Cooperation Framework itself, in relation to the criterion being 
assessed in that chapter, which is followed, where appropriate, by a review of 
any other relevant documentation. This section concludes with an assessment 
of the Cooperation Framework, its activities and projects, against that 
criterion. 

 
The review and assessment is supported, where appropriate, by references to 
Annexes, which contain supporting information.  
 
Chapter 7 addresses issues relating to the funding of this type of project in the future 
once funding for projects led by urban sustainability networks is integrated into the 
LIFE+ programme. Again this chapter is split into the views of the correspondents 
(7.1 and 7.2), followed by the assessment of these views. Chapter 8 contains a 
summary of the work and findings, together with a consolidated set of conclusions 
drawn from the final Sections of Chapters 3 to 7, followed by a discussion of issues 
that have arisen in the course of the work. Chapter 9 presents the recommendations of 
the mid-term assessment of the Cooperation Framework.  
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2. Background 
 
2.1 The Development of the Cooperation Framework 
 
Decision 1411/2001 established the Cooperation Framework to provide financial and 
technical support to networks of local authorities organised in at least four Member 
States. The objective of the framework was to encourage the conception, exchange 
and implementation of good practice in relation to:  
 

• the implementation at local level of EU environmental legislation; 
• sustainable urban development; and 
• local Agenda 21.  

 
he thinking in terms of priorities in the Cooperation Framework Decision reflT ect 

espite the EU’s relatively limited competence in relation of some urban issues, there 
n 

ommunication ‘Towards an Urban Agenda in the European Union’ 

on on ‘sustainable urban development in the European 
nion: a framework for action’ (COM(1998)605) built on the 1997 Communication. 

sets out the legal basis for the Cooperation Framework. The European Parliament 

aims and objectives of the broader EU policy context contemporary to the Decision 
and also the broader needs the Cooperation Framework was set up to meet. 
 
2.1.1 The Policy Context 
 
The Decision cites specific policy dossiers and resolutions, which are used to justify 
the legal and policy base for its priorities and the existence of such a measure. This 
base includes measures as wide ranging as the EU Treaty, the Fifth Environmental 
Action Programme, Committee of the Regions Opinions and European Parliament 
Resolutions. The policy documents cited reflect broader environmental and 
sustainable development priorities as well as the specific priorities of urban 
sustainable development and building partnerships and awareness among local 
authorities. The specific policy documents cited are outlined in Annex II.A Table II.1.  

 
D
are a number of Commission publications addressing the subject. The Commissio
C
(COM(1997)197) was a key policy development in terms of urban sustainable 
development; setting the context for the majority of later measures. This 
Communication sets out the framework for EU action in the area of urban 
sustainability. Certain actions and aims specified in the dossier fit well with the aims 
of the Cooperation Framework and the activities outlined under the Decision. For 
example the suggestion that the Commission should intensify its efforts in relation to 
the exchange of experiences between cities, with the objective of collecting and 
compiling all relevant experience in urban regeneration and sustainable urban 
development. 

 
The Commission Communicati
U
This dossier more explicitly highlights the need for ‘awareness raising and capacity 
building measures’, in the context of good urban governance. The Communication 
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subsequently welcomed this Communication’s support for urban networking and 
cooperation. 
 
2.1.2 The Broader Context 
 
Networks are considered to be important tools for the implementation of EU urban 
objectives, due to the historic reluctance of Member States to accept European 
legislative measures in this area of limited EU competence. The development of an 
effective network, theoretically advances the implementation of policy objectives by: 
assisting with awareness raising; enabling the sharing of knowledge, information and 

est practice; resulting in common problem framing; enabling groups to find new 
 

dividuals involved to improve their performance. However, these benefits only 

re without a proper legal base. Funding ceased as a 
onsequence, causing problems for the Sustainable Cities and Towns Campaign and 

had been undertaking work in this field for the Commission’s urban 
nvironment unit. For this work to continue it was vital that a legal base for such 

f 

2, the sixth Environmental 
 the EU’s 

ting an integrated horizontal 
 urban 

environment’ should be developed. It is states that this strategy should take into 
                                                

b
ways to access and use resources; and enabling mutual monitoring encouraging
in
result as a consequence of a well functioning network. This requires: good 
communication; trust and respect between network members; that the transactions 
costs of being involved in the network down are kept down; and ensuring that account 
is taken of the different local contexts when sharing knowledge, best practice, etc.  

 
The Commission has been funding activities undertaken by networks in relation to 
urban policy for many years, and did so before the Cooperation Framework Decision. 
However, in 1997 the Court of Auditors ruled that several budget lines being used to 
fund local initiatives, conferences and other policy support activities (including the 
Expert Group on the Urban Environment and the European Sustainable Cities and 
Towns Campaign) we
c
networks working on urban sustainable development such as Eurocities, CEMR and 
ICLEI - who 
e
activity be developed in order to allow funding. This need led to the highlighting o
the importance of networking in the 1998 Commission Communication. This in turn 
led to the development of Decision 1411/2001 on the Cooperation Framework. It is as 
a result of this development process that the Cooperation Framework is often referred 
to as the ‘legal base’. 

 
2.2 Policy Developments since the Adoption of the Cooperation Framework 
 
Subsequent to the adoption of Decision 1411/2001, major developments have taken 
place in terms of environmental policy. These, in turn, have resulted in the urban 
sustainable development debate moving forward. In 200
Action Programme (6EAP) was adopted2. This important measure, updated
objectives in terms of the environment. More specifically one of the programme’s 
aims was to ‘encourage sustainable urban development’. Sitting within the priority of 
environment, health and quality of life, it was highlighted that in order to meet this 
urban development aim ‘a thematic strategy promo
approach across Community policies and improving the quality of

 
02 2 Decision 1600/20
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account progress made in implementing the existing cooperation framework, 
reviewing it where necessary.  
 
The Thematic Strategy on the urban environment is one of seven such policy dossiers 
currently being developed by the European Commission. The strategies are expected 
to lead the development of integrated environmental policies in key areas in the 

ming  2004 

ission has set up working groups to develop thinking on key 
men mental 

ed by the Cooperation Framework (2001-03)  

 that 

rt 

ox 2.1 – Summarising the projects funded under parts A and B of the Cooperation 

co  years, and are key mechanisms for the implementation of the 6EAP. In
the Commission released its Communication ‘Towards a Thematic Strategy on the 
urban environment’3. This ideas paper is the first step towards the development of the 
full strategy. The development process involves extensive consultation with 
stakeholders; the Comm
ele ts of the policy. The final strategy is intended to improve the environ
performance and quality of EU urban areas and to secure a healthy living environment 
for Europe’s urban citizens, reinforcing the environmental contribution to sustainable 
urban development.  

 
2.3 Projects and Activities fund
 
In order to make the Cooperation Framework funds available, calls for proposals have 
been issued on a yearly basis from 2001 to 2004. These calls outline the types of 
projects the Commission would like to fund, including the subject matter to be 
covered and the methods of working. They also outline the funds available in
year. Annex III.B contains a more detailed review of the calls, the funding available 
and their priority themes.   
 
In total nine projects were approved, up until the end of 2003, under Parts A and B of 
the framework (see Section 1.2 for details of the parts). Box 2.1 contains a sho
summary of the nine projects (a fuller description is given in Annex III.C). In addition 
various reports and support, including support for the Urban Thematic Strategy 
working groups, have been completed under part C (see Annex IV.A for details of 
these part C activities). 
 
B
Framework  
 
• CAMPAIGN (Year: 2001, Total Budget: €1,364,398; EU grant: €1,262,398) 
Led by Eurocities with ten of the major European networks as partners. The objective 
was to provide support to actors and towns to implement local Agenda 21, facilitation 
of information exchange, networking and awareness rising. Activities included 
newsletters, meetings, web sites and presentations.  
• RESOURCITIES (Year: 2001, Total Budget: €459,240; EU grant: €359,240) 
Led by Association of Cities and Regions for Recycling. The objective was to raise 
awareness of local and regional authorities, and through them, of the general public, 
on the relations between current ways of life and the consumption of natural resources 
beyond the growing urban waste production. Activities included touring exhibitions, 
web sites, events, guidance and awards for good practice. 
• PHASE (Year: 2002, Total Budget: €512,255; EU grant: €480,298) 
                                                 
3 COM(2004)60 
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Led by the World Health Organisation. The objective was to integrate health and 
social aspects into sustainable development in European cities and towns and to 
mobilise networks of healthy cities. Activities included meetings, the development of 
a Health Impact Assessment toolkit and resource pack. 
• DISPLAY (Year: 2002, Total Budget: €438,379; EU grant: €394,541) 
Led by Energie Cités. The objective was to launch and co-ordinate a Campaign 
directed at European cities to stimulate them to display the CO2 emissions and energy 
consumption performance in public buildings. Activities included the creation of a 
display label of CO2 emissions/energy consumption and to improve the information 
system of European municipalities so they could be used for the assessment of 
energy/climate policy. 
• MIRIAD 21 (Year: 2002, Total Budget: €795,700; EU grant: €692,259) 
Led by Association Les Eco Maires. The objective was to use sustainable 
development as a platform to prevent major industrial risks. Activities included web 

awareness raising, campaigns, meetings sites, and the development of urban 
management systems. 
• SIPTRAM (Year: 2002, Total Budget: €602,676; EU grant: €497,134) 
Led by the International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI). The 
objective was to promote competitive tendering in public urban transport as a chance, 
rather than a threat or an obligation, to improve environmental and social standards. 
Activities included the production of a Good Practice Guide, creation of networks and 
signing of commitment documents.  
• EMAS (Year: 2002, Total Budget: €590,058; EU grant: €535,768) 
Led by the Union of the Baltic Cities (UBC). The objective of the project was to 
encourage municipalities across Europe, especially in the new Member States, to use 
and develop EMAS. The activities included a step-by-step guide to EMAS, peer 
reviews by friendly visits conducted by other cities, newsletters and workshops. 
• AALBORG +10 (Year: 2003, Total Budget: €1,037,274; EU grant: €450,270) 
Led by the Council of European Municipalities and Regions (CEMR). The objective 

 to encourage cities and towns to start local, sustainable actions and to assess the 
erience gained since the Aalborg charter. The activities included the organisation 
he Aalborg +10 conference and the preparation of new Aalborg +10 commitments. 

QUICKSTART (Year: 2003, Total Budget: €

was
exp
of t
• 459,875; EU grant: €390,296) 
Led by Klima-Bündnis (Climate Alliance of European Cities with Indigenous 
Rainforest People). The objective was to offer a methodology for local authorities to 

k out an immediate climate policy action programme in a very short time. 
ivities included the development of the QUICKSTART methodology, training 
grammes and the involvement of pilot cities. 

wor
Act
pro
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3. Relevance of the Cooperation Framework 
 
As mentioned, above, this chapter, and each of the following three chapters, assesses 
the Cooperation Framework against one of the four criteria – in this case relevance – 
set out in the terms of reference. The first two sections of this chapter review, 
respectively, the evidence needed to assess the relevance of the projects funded under 
Parts A and B of the Cooperation Framework (Section 3.1), and the evidence to assess 

e relevance of the activities funded under Part C (Section 3.2). Section 3.3 reviews 

ddresses the views of the correspondents on the relevance of the 
rojects funded under the Cooperation Framework (Section 3.1.1), and reviews other 

th
evidence on the relevance of the Cooperation Framework, as a whole, which again 
includes the views of our correspondents and a review of other documentation, as 
appropriate. The final section (3.4) is the assessment of the relevance of the 
Cooperation Framework and its projects and activities.  

 
3.1 Review of the Information relating to the Assessment of the Relevance of 

the Projects funded under Parts A and B 
 
This section a
p
material necessary to assess the relevance of the projects, as required by the ToR 
(Section 3.1.2). 
 
3.1.1 Correspondents’ Views on the Relevance of the Projects 
 
Box 3.1 – Involvement of Network members/Project partners to Ensure Relevance 
 
There were a number of examples of mechanisms within projects that ensured a 
project’s relevance, for example: 
 
° The conference that was held as part of the AALBORG +10 project involved 

plenaries and debates on the Commitments, which were to be one of the major 
outputs of the conference. It was argued that this ensured that this output, in 
particular, would be relevant to the needs, not just of the partners, but also of all 
the local authorities that were in these sessions. 

 
° It was argued the relevance of the QUICKSTART project, which aims to build 

capacity in smaller local authorities to enable them to actively engage in low-cost 
climate promotion, was evident as it had been developed by the Klima-Bündnis 
network on the basis of feedback from its members. 

 
° It was argued that the peer review process, which was an integral part of the 

EMAS project, made sure that the project’s outputs were relevant to those local 
authorities involved. 

 
° It was argued that the existence of a steering committee, which involved a number 

of project partners, contributed to ensuring that CAMPAIGN was relevant to the 
needs of its members.  

 
Not surprisingly, all the project coordinators involved in the various projects 
considered them to be relevant to the needs of local and regional authorities. The 
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active involvement of local authority network members had been a particularly 
innovative means of ensuring the relevance of the outputs of the various projects to 
the evolving needs of local authorities (see Box 3.1 for some examples). In addition, 

e majority of network members felt that the projects were relevant, as half of those 
that expressed an opinion were considering taking some of the project’s findings on 
board  
project. A further 20% found the results interesting, but were not considering 

anging e 12% had 
 
As perhaps can be expected, all of the coor espond

spectiv vant addressing e objectives 
Framework, ie assessing with the implementa on of LA21,
implementation of other environmen g lo
exchanging best practice. In particular the AALBORG +10 project from which the 
Aal ed, covers ide y themes as those contained 
within the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment. Accordingly the 
AALBORG +10 project was seen as being able to provide th
practical experience on how to develop further the Thematic St
Env

 
ow  minority of network members raise

rele  from the projects, eg SIPT
CA  responses that some of thes
were the result of a lack of communication leading to 
Add veral ore money and investment in 
urb t was needed r the projects to fulfil their 
potential and enhance the relevance in terms of the impression they make on local 
authorities (see Section 6.1 in relation to
 
3.1. ormation necessary for the Assessment of the Projects’ 

ce 
 
The  desk-based research to ass
the relevance of the projects funded under Parts A and B 
Framework. Specifically, this related to the extent to which 
exp ere relevant to the ‘evolv
auth 1.4.1, the baseline (ie the ‘ev

hi r their relevance was the Co
oli lation to the urban environment (see Section 2.1). 

 
Having assessed the project objectives and the calls our conclusio
wer ant to the calls under unded

 
The fact that five projects were funded in 2002, compared to two in 2001 and 2003, 
not surprisingly means that the Commission committed significantly more money to 
fund ther two years (see Table 3.1 for the full figures). 
The ution to the nine projects was around €562,500, 
although this is distorted by one particularly large contribution to CAMPAIGN in 

th

, while 18% were changing practices as a result of their involvement in the

ch  their approach, whil reservations.  

dinators who r ed believed that their 
of the Cooperation 
 assisting with the 
cal awareness and 

re e projects were rele th
ti

tal policy, raisin

borg Commitments emerg ntical ke

e Commission with 
rategy on the Urban 

d concerns about the 
RAM, PHASE and 
e concerns, at least, 
unreal expectations. 

ironment. 

H ever, as noted above, a
vance of some of the outputs
MPAIGN. It appeared from the

itionally, there was a feeling in se cases that m
 in order foan sustainable developmen

 AALBORG +10). 

2 Review of other Inf
Relevan

 terms of reference required some ess certain aspects of 
of the Cooperation 

the projects and the 
ed needs’ of local 
olved needs’) against 
mmission’s evolving 

n is that the projects 
 (see Box 3.2). 

enditure allocated to these w
orities. As discussed in Section 
ch the projects were assessed fo
cy in re

w
p

e generally relev  which they were f

 projects in 2002 than in the o
 Commission’s average contrib
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2001. The average contribution excluding the one to CAMPAIGN was around 
€475,000 and these were generally in the range of €350,000 to €550,000, with the 
other exception to this being MIRIAD21. The contribution of Commission funding 
compared to the overall budget varies between 78% and 94% for eight of the projects, 
averaging over 88% – the exception being AALBORG+10 for which the Commission 
only contributed 43% of the total budget.  
 

Box 3.2: The Relevance of the Projects and the Calls to Decision 1411/2001 

Year Details f the C ct Conclusions  o all Proje s Funded 

CAMPAIGN 
 
 

Relates closely to e 
De

ESOU CITIES 

Both re t to th
facilitate chan
and prom d co
actors rned wi
develop and L

PHASE 

MIRIAD 21 

Call for three t : 
 
– EU
- LA

 environmental po
21; and 

li ; 

 
In addition, priority  of: 
- Ov rcoming barri

MIRIAD
consider to 

while a projects re
sustaina developmen
to the rity theme

2001  th
cision 

R R

levan e call as they 
d ex ge of information 

ote operation between 
conce th sustainable 
ment A 21. 

DISPLAY 

SIPTRAM 

2002 

 ypes of project

cy

- urban sustainable development. 

 themes
e ers to 

- Sustainable local economies, inc 
ec
o

- 
sustainable urban management 

 and DISPLAY can be 
ed relate to EU 

environmental policy and LA21, 
ll 5 late to urban 
ble t. In relation 
prio s SIPTRAM 

could address the two transport 
themes, EMAS the urban management 
theme and PHASE and DISPLAY the 

rk theme. 

sustainable urban transport 

d oupling transport and economic 
gr wth. 

Overcoming barriers to 

gaps in the policy framewo

- Gaps in the policy framework 
EMAS Peer Review 

Call for three types of project: 
 
– EU environmental policy;

QUICKSTART was co
relate to the EU Environm

2003
 

- LA21; and QUICKSTART 

nsidered to 
ental policy 

priority and AALBORG +10 to LA21. 
They both are considered relevant to 

opment. In 
ICKSTART 
 the theme 

mpacts of 

 - urban sustainable development 
 
In addition, priority themes 
included: 

urban sustainable devel
relation to themes QU
could be said to address
relating to evaluating the i
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- Implementing sustainable 

 could be 
ther themes 

cope and 
 to fund a 
d the 1994 

 
- Tackling barriers to sustainable 
urban transport 
- Sustainable local economies, inc 
decoupling transport from economic 
growth 
- Tackling barriers to sustainable 
management of towns and cities. 
- Implementing sustainable urban 
design measures. AALBORG +10 

tools. AALBORG +10
argued to address all the o
given its broad nature and s
particularly the intention
project that took forwar
Aalborg conference.   

construction measures. 
- Evaluating the impact of methods 
and tools 
 
In addition, projects that foster and 
improve the implementation of the 
Aalborg charter 

The larger contribution to CAMPAIGN was arguably justified, as the project had a 
very broad scope, and was also probably related to the fact that the funding of 

AMPAIGN was part of the rationale behind the creation of the Framework in the 

similar clude (in light of the analysis relating to the relevance of the 
rojects to the calls) that expenditure was distributed proportionately between the 

  Contributions 

C
first place (see Section 2.1). As the funding for the remainder of the projects was of a 

 level, we con
p
priorities. 
 

Table 3.1: Anticipated project expenditure  

Year  Total budget EU % from EU* Project’s avera
Own 

Commission’s 
ge 

contribution
2001 CAMPAIGN € 1,364,398 92.5% € 1,262,398 € 102,000 n/a 
2001 RESOURCITIES € 459,240 78.2% € 359,240 € 100,000 n/a 
2002 PHASE € 512,255 93.8% € 480,298 € 31,957 n/a 
2002 DISPLAY € 438,379 90.0% € 394,541 € 43,838 n/a 
2002 MIRIAD21 € 795,700 87.0% € 692,259 € 103,441 n/a 
2002 SIPTRAM € 602,676 82.5% € 497,134 € 105,542 n/a 
2002 EMAS € 590,058 90.8% € 535,768 € 54,290 n/a 
2003 AALBORG +10 € 1,037,274 43.4% € 450,270 € 587,004 n/a 
2003 QUICKSTART € 459,875 84.9% € 390,296 € 69,579 n/a 
  
2001 All projects € 1,823,638 88.9% € 1,621,638 € 202,000 € 810,819
2002 All projects € 2,939,068 88.5% € 2,600,000 € 339,068 € 520,000
2003 All projects € 1,497,149 56.1% € 840,566 € 656,583 € 420,283

*Funding awarded to projects 
 
3.2 Review of Information relating to the Assessment of the relevance of the 

Activities funded under Part C 
 
This section reviews the relevance of the activities funded under Part C of the 
ramework. As with the assessment of these activities in relation to other criteria, this f

was based solely on project-related documentation, rather than information obtained 
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from correspondents. The activities assessed are listed in the first column of the table 
contained in Annex IV.A. 
 
There is a clear distinction between the type, and number, of Part C activities funded 
in the first two years compared to those funded in 2003 (see Annex IV.A). In 2001 
and 2002, only five activities were funded, whereas ten were funded in 2003. Of the 
activities funded in 2001 and 2002, two funded the reimbursement of expenses 
incurred by experts in attending relevant meetings and conferences, ie the 2003 

arcelona Conference on Sustainable Urban Development (Activity 1 in the table in 

three r n of information. Two of these were linked to the 
evelopment of the European Common Indicators project, to which explicit reference 

more broadly, specifically at the Johannesburg World Summit on 
ustainable Development.  

 Cooperation Framework 
as first agreed, the thematic strategy had not yet been initiated, whereas by 2003, it 

.3 Review of Information relating to the Relevance of the Cooperation 

B
Annex IV.A) and a meeting involving the Eurocities network (Activity 4). The other 

elated to the disseminatio
d
was made in the relevant part of the Annex of Decision 1411/2001, so were clearly 
relevant to Cooperation Framework. The relevance to the Cooperation Framework of 
the final activity is less clear as it was disseminating European experience with Local 
Agenda 21 
S

 
In 2003, of the ten activities that received funding, nine were linked directly to the 
Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, eg to support its working groups or 
stakeholder platforms. The other contract – a small research project undertaken by 
Fedenature – was originally from 2002, but was held over to 2003 for administrative 
reasons. Given the imprecise nature of the eligible activities as set out in the Annex to 
the decision, the activity could be considered to be relevant as it is relates to the 
monitoring and evaluation of peri-urban natural spaces. The expenditure on Part C has 
increased significantly: doubling between 2001 and 2002 to €110,000 and then rising 
to over €400,000 in 2003 (see Table 3.2).  
 
The increasing focus on activities that support the Thematic Strategy on the Urban 
Environment reflects the development of policy. When the
w
had become a focus for the development of policy relating to the urban environment 
at the EU level. Hence, the type of activities funded has adapted to the new focus of 
urban policy, which suggests that the emergence of the thematic strategy provided a 
focus for the Part C activities that had not previously been present. Clearly, this also 
explains the growth in funding of Part C activities. 
 
3

Framework  
 
This section reviews evidence on the relevance of the Cooperation Framework, as a 
whole, with reference to the views of our correspondents (Section 3.3.1) and other 
documentation, as required by the ToR (Section 3.3.2). 
 
3.3.1 Correspondents’ Views on the Relevance of the Cooperation Framework 
 
At least two thirds of the project coordinators who expressed a preference felt that the 
Cooperation Framework was relevant for exchanging good practice, improving urban 
sustainable development, implementing Local Agenda 21 and improving the 
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implementation of environmental policy, more generally. There was a general 
consensus amongst all the project coordinators taking part in the projects that the 

ooperation Framework allowed cities to work jointly, exchange views and 
and 

information to implement sustainable development and Local Agenda 21 on the 
n on, 9

opinion believed that the C Framework was relevan ressing the
n  The of networks to improve urban sustainable development an
Local Agenda 21 was also reinforced from discussions held with the experts.  
 

onally, some coordin ined that, ny loc ies were a
ying to find solutions to similar problems, the type of project funded under the 

3.2 Review of other Information relating to the Assessment of the Cooperation 

the Decision to the evolving policy 
amework.  

As mig
Commu
1411/2

van

2001 c
Annex

that pr
develo
feature

C
experiences and also helped provide local authorities with practical tools 

grou d. In additi 5% of the local authority network members that expressed an 
ooperation t to add ir 

eeds.  relevance d 

Additi ators underl  as ma al authorit ll 
tr
Cooperation Framework – ie ones that encourage the exchange of experience and the 
dissemination of good practice – are just what local authorities need at this time. 
Consequently, they were supportive of the continuation of a dedicated stream to fund 
urban sustainability projects. 
 
When expert views were sought on the Cooperation Framework, a majority were 
unaware of the mechanism, although they were familiar with some of the projects 
funded under it. Indeed, in attempts to carry out interviews with experts, a large 
number declined as a result of not knowing about the Framework. In view of the 
limited awareness of the Framework, it is not possible to generalise that the majority 
thought that the projects were either relevant or irrelevant. One expert was 
particularly convinced of CAMPAIGN’s and AALBORG +10’s relevance. Indeed, 
this expert believed that, in the possible absence of any concrete legislation arising 
from the thematic strategy, these two projects were of paramount importance for local 
authorities in helping them to achieve the aims of the strategy. 

 
3.

Framework’s Relevance 
 
In Section 3.1.2, the relevance of the projects funded under Parts A and B of the 
Cooperation Framework was assessed against the calls and the Decision. In this 
section, we assess the relevance of the calls and 
fr
 

ht be expected there are considerable links between the development of 
nity policy in relation to urban sustainable development and Decision 

001 (see Section 2.1). The calls for 2001 to 2003 appear to be generally 
rele t to both the original Decision and to the evolving policy framework, 
particularly the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment (see Annex III.B). The 

all is the least prescriptive, in that it does little more than refer back to the 
 of Decision 1411/2001. The calls for 2002 and 2003 both quote the three 

objectives of the Cooperation Framework itself, as well as the types of project to be 
funded, as defined under Part A and Part B of the Framework. The 2002 call states 

ojects should support current policy work, in particular that relating to the 
pment of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment; while the strategy 
s even more strongly in the 2003 call. The 2002 and 2003 calls also contain 
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categor
link to 

In addi
clearly
within 
policie RESOURCITIES is relevant to the local level implementation 

combat
 
The evolution of the funding under the first three calls – ie 2001 to 2003 – has been 
characterised by a steady increase in the funds being allocated to Part C activities, 
while the funds allocated to Part A and B projects peaked in 2002, when five projects 
were funded (see Table 3.2). In spite of the significant increase in funds allocated for 
Part C activities, the amount of funds allocated, annually, to such activities has never 
come close to approaching the 20% indicative level that was proposed in the Annex to 
the Decision. With respect to the projects funded under Parts A and B, in both 2001 
and 2003, when only two were funded, the proportion of the funds that covered such 
projects fell short of the 80% indicative level set out in the Annex to the Decision. In 
2002, when five projects were approved, the Commission committed funds that 
exceeded the budget in the call that year.  However, the level of exceedance did not 
exceed the shortfall in 2002, so there was no need to take money from other funding 
streams to cover this. 
 

Table 3.2: Analysis of budget allocated by projects and activities per year against call  

ies of project that will be funded. These are very broad, and, at a generic level, 
the generalised categories of the Thematic Strategy.  

 
tion to the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, some of the projects 
 contribute to other Thematic Strategies that are currently being developed 
the context of the 6th Environmental Action Programme, and environmental 
s. For example 

of EU waste policies, while DISPLAY and QUICKSTART relate to local efforts to 
 climate change. 

  Parts A and B Part C 
Year Call budget budget allocated % of call budget budget allocated % of call budget 

2001 € 2,500,000 € 1,621,638 64.9% € 55,000 2.2%
2002 € 2,300,000 € 2,600,000 113.0% € 109,950 4.8%
2003 € 3,200,000 € 840,566 26.3% € 410,758 12.8%

2001-3 € 5,062,204 63.3% € 575,708 7.2%
 
Overall, the Decision set aside €14 million to fund projects and activities under the 
Cooperation Framework. If this were split evenly between the four years, €10.5 
million would have been spent by the end of 2003. In the event, as Table 3.2 shows, 
just over half of this total (53%) was spent in 2001 to 2003.  
 
In 2003, the allocated funding was going to have been higher with more than the two 
projects being funded. However, as a consequence of concerns raised by the ENVAC 
advisory committee funding was limited. Concerns focused on the belief that some 
organisations were receiving financial support from different sources in DG 
Environment and other Commission services, and that it was difficult to distinguish 
how these different packages were spent. There was therefore, considered to be a risk 
of funding organisations’ general running costs and some organisations becoming 
wholly dependent on Commission money. In addition, CAMPAIGN failed to receive 
funding in 2003, as it was deemed that the request for an extension would mean 
funding an ongoing project. AALBORG+10 and QUICKSTART had to enter into 
negotiations with the Commission in order to obtain funding. As a consequence the 
release of funds to both projects was significantly delayed. 
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3.4 The Assessment of the Relevance of the Cooperation Framework 

ess direct 
relevance to the original Decision that set up the Cooperation 

an identify the evolving needs of local 

he evolving policy framework 
(see above), then clearly these also meet the ‘evolving needs’ of local 

authorities participating and the project coordinators, to be a good 
means of enabling towns and cities to work jointly and to exchange views 

 
Our assessment of the relevance of the Cooperation Framework and its projects and 
activities is based on both our desk-based research and the views of our 
correspondents. From the research, we conclude: 
 
1) The Cooperation Framework’s calls, and the projects and activities that 

have been funded, appear to be relevant to the evolving policy 
framework, in the form of the Thematic Strategy, but are of l

Framework.  
2) There is evidence that the calls have become more refined and better 

focused on the developing policy framework through an evolutionary 
process over time suggesting that an effective learning process is 
underway. 

3) The projects and activities are relevant to the ‘evolving needs’ of local 
authorities. In the assessment, rather th
authorities, we took these to be represented by the evolving policy framework, 
particularly the Thematic Strategy. Given that we found that the Decision, its 
calls, projects and activities were relevant to t

authorities given the effective definition of the latter. 
4) The focus on networks has been relevant in that these are perceived, by 

local 

and experiences in relation to the implementation of urban sustainable 
development. 

5) The focus on projects that encourage the exchange of experience and the 
dissemination of good practice is relevant, as towns and cities are all 
attempting to overcome similar problems in implementing urban 
sustainable development.  
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4 Effectiveness of the Cooperation Framework 

ntly influenced by the politics in which that decision is made. Hence, 
rms of changing behaviour – of the projects 

amework would be difficult even given a larger 
udget for this work. The following, therefore, is based on the information that it was 

.1 Review of the Information relating to the Assessment of the Effectiveness 

 
This chapter assesses the Cooperation Framework against the second criterion – 
effectiveness – as set out in the terms of reference. The first two sections of this 
chapter review, respectively, the evidence needed to assess the effectiveness of the 
projects funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation Framework (Section 4.1), and 
the evidence to assess the effectiveness of the activities funded under Part C (Section 
4.2). Section 4.3 reviews the views of the correspondents on the effectiveness of the 
Cooperation Framework, as a whole. The final section (4.4) is the assessment of the 
effectiveness of the Cooperation Framework and its projects and activities. 

 
It is worth underlying at this point that the identification of a causal link between a 
report, or a project, and a policy decision is very difficult to identify. Indeed, most 
decisions would be based on the assessment of a wide range of information, which is 
hen subsequet

the assessment of the effectiveness – in te
unded under the Cooperation Frf

b
possible to gather in the course of the project.  
  
4

of the Projects funded under Parts A and B  
 
This section summarises the views of our correspondents in relation to the 
effectiveness of the projects funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation 
Framework. 
 
Many project coordinators felt that it was too early to assess the specific impacts of 
their respective projects, which in turn makes identifying their effectiveness difficult. 
This has been highlighted as an issue by the coordinators of AALBORG +10, 
SIPTRAM, QUICKSTART and DISPLAY. Most of the projects – ie PHASE, 
DISPLAY, MIRIAD21, SIPTRAM and QUICKSTART – were not yet finished, 
hence these have not even finished producing the outputs, required under their 
respective contracts. Even for those which have finished, the nature of the projects – 
ie that they focus on awareness raising and the exchange of information and 
experience, rather than producing concrete outcomes – means that identifying an 
impact, and therefore the effectiveness of the projects is difficulty. Hence, no 
coordinator was able to identify, in the short-term at least, any direct environmental 
improvements resulting from the projects. However, in the longer-term, around half 
underlined that clearly the projects have the potential to have a positive environmental 
impact. 

 
Another complication is that the funding often applies to only one part of the process, 
which would lead to discernable change. This further limits the ability to attribute 
actions and impacts directly to projects and was felt in a couple of cases to have 
limited the effectiveness of the projects. For example, in DISPLAY funding was 
provided for the development and trialing of the concept but not for the wider uptake 
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of the display boards, making the impacts of this project hard to identify. Once further 
work is forthcoming, resulting in more practical trials and efforts on the ground, it 
will be possible to more accurately identify the effects of this project. 

ges at a higher/strategic level; broader influence; and further 
search. Examples of the former are discussed in Box 4.1 and can be classified 

identified are 
onsidered to add Community value and are therefore discussed in more detail in 

 
Despite the above issues all the coordinators felt that their projects had made a 
difference and that the project had resulted in changes amongst local authorities. This 
was supported by around 20% of local authority network members, who claimed that 
an involvement in a particular project had changed their behaviour. In addition, 
around half of the network members that expressed an opinion said that they were 
considering changing their behaviour as a result of their involvement in the project. 
For the purposes of presentation, we have split the changes that correspondents claim 
have arisen from being involved in the projects into the following categories: changes 
at a local level; chan
re
according to the type of local change that occurred, ie changes to policy, changing 
standards, disseminating information, lessons learnt and concrete changes on the 
ground. Examples of the three remaining categories of change 
c
Section 6.1.  

 
Box 4.1 – Change at Local Level 
 
The following are examples of changes that coordinators and/or network members 
claim can be traced to the projects funded under the Cooperation Framework. It has 
not been possible for us to assess independently, whether this is indeed the case. 
 
Changes to policy – As a consequence of their involvement with the 
RESOURCITIES project, Catalonia is developing a waste prevention programme to 
encourage initiatives similar to those described in the project’s good practice guides. 
In relation to the PHASE project there are several examples of changes to policy and 
the policy process. One of these is from Gyor, Hungary, which has held a stakeholder 
analysis in which other agencies and local authorities are also interested in testing the 
HIA in their field. They have also changed the decision making process and now hold 
forums to discuss suggestions with several community groups. CAMPAIGN is also 
considered to have resulted in a variety of changes to policy development by its 
network members. Malaga's involvement with CAMPAIGN has resulted in initiating 
the Green Charter of Malaga which states the priorities and initiatives for improving 
the urban environment in Malaga. In Pleven, Bulgaria, the local authority has begun 
to implement an Ecology Plan for the period 2004-2008. In Ferrara, Italy, 
sustainability and participation have become goals and tools of local development. In 
Modena, Italy, their involvement has meant that the province has now integrated 
environmental principles in policy making and every department is now involved 
someway in sustainable initiatives. In Madrid, Spain, the City Council has created an 
Agency of local development that will take charge of the establishment of Agenda 21. 
In Botkyrka, Sweden they have changed their views on the concept of sustainable 
development and have been influenced to cooperate with other local governments 
internationally. 
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Achievement of new standards in relation to environmental policy – As a result of the 
EMAS project several authorities are attempting to achieve new standards with the 
management systems. Examples of these changes include Latvian cities of Liepaja 
and Jelgava have decided to move from ISO 9000 to ISO 14000, while Gdansk, 
Poland, is hoping to use the work done in the project in order to become the first 
authority in a new Member State to be EMAS accredited. As a result of SIPTRAM 
the coordinator believes that a number of authorities have been undertaking 
retrofitting of buses to improve air quality. 
 
Dissemination of learning to non network members – The PHASE project focused its 
efforts on two pilot cities initially. These two cities have taken further action with 
their Member States passing on details of the outcomes and information regarding the 
project via their own networks. It is estimated that, as a result of these actions, 50-60 
cities across Europe will now undertake, introduce and mainstream HIA into their 
local authorities. When the Latvian capital Riga signed up to the Aalborg 
Commitments it invited some of its twin and partner cities to exchange experiences 
to help the city implement the Commitments. This involved a 2-day seminar 
discussing solutions. 
 
Taking on board lessons learnt beyond the scope of the project – As a consequence of 
the EMAS project Gothenburg, Sweden, decided the use the peer review 
methodology used during the project to conduct work within their city. 
 
Concrete changes on the ground – As a result of its involvement in CAMPAIGN 
Malaga has become more active in relation to urban sustainable development. During 
their city centre regeneration several streets were pedestrianised and more open 
spaces and green parks created. In addition environmental issues have been promoted 
through instructive leaflets and environmental education programmes. The city also 
participated in European Mobility Week for the first time. After having been involved 
in the development of DISPLAY Leicester has built on this for a number of projects. 
All network members of the DISPLAY project responded that they have reacted in 
some way as a result of their involvement in the project, either y implementing its 
results, or by seeking to do things differently. A research project called LASALA has 
indicated that the Aalborg Commitments have been adopted by local authorities and 
resulted in some positive policies. The aim of the LASALA project was to create a 
database, whereby 150 local authorities across Europe undertook self-assessments of 
their sustainability strategies and policies.   
 
In order to attempt to assess the effectiveness of the projects further, we found it 
useful to split the projects into two broad types. First, there are those projects which 
are focused on bringing local authorities together in order to purely raise awareness 
and share ideas, eg CAMPAIGN and RESOURCITIES. Then there are those which 
are focused more around bringing local authorities together in order to encourage the 
implementation of specific practices and the development of best/good practice 
guidelines which can then be shared with others – EMAS, PHASE, DISPLAY, 
SIPTRAM and QUICKSTART. AALBORG +10 sits between these two groups as it 
raised awareness via the conference but also produced the Aalborg Commitments. 
However, as there is currently no system for implementing the Commitments, there 
are limited concrete outcomes on the ground. In theory it should be easier to assess 
the impacts of the latter group of projects than the former. 
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For the first group and AALBORG +10, impacts on the ground are difficult to 
identify, as quantifying an increase in awareness is renowned for its difficulty. 

owever, effectiveness of the work can be based, in part, on feedback from network 
verwhelming majority of network 

embers’ responses are positive, some are less so. The responses from network 

ore positive views than negative and several network 
embers and experts who we spoke to, felt that the current lack of such a network is a 

olved in the EMAS project – both the coordinator and the 
ajority of the network members who responded – felt that the peer review 

s and users of the buildings, which could be expected to 

H
members regarding the projects. Although the o
m
members appear to differ depending on both their level and length of involvement 
with the projects. A particular example of where opinions are divided is with the 
CAMPAIGN project. A few network members are slightly critical of the way in 
which CAMPAIGN was run, and, newcomers in particular, were concerned about the 
level of information they were receiving. There was also confusion regarding 
dissemination of information as a follow up to the Aalborg Commitments. However, 
this should be viewed in the context of CAMPAIGN not having their Commission 
funding extended. This has had an impact on those who are part of the CAMPAIGN 
network, and goes some way to explaining complaints regarding the lack of contact 
post AALBORG +10. In addition the loss of CAMPAIGN meant that the coordinator 
for AALBORG +10 had to take on much more work than originally anticipated in 
order to maintain contacts. Despite the occasional negative comments regarding 
CAMPAIGN, there were m
m
substantial loss for local authorities. Reasons for this include CAMPAIGN’s ability to 
provide a contact point for local authorities. Moreover, the good will that that was 
developed during CAMPAIGN was highlighted by the AALBORG +10 coordinator 
as contributing to the effectiveness of that project and that it enabled local authorities 
not only to keep up to date with what others were doing but also to communicate and 
disseminate their own findings.  

 
The coordinator of RESOURCITIES felt that it had contributed to the raising of 
awareness, thus achieving its objectives, and reported that it resulted in concrete 
action on the ground (see Box 3.1 and Section 6.1). Overall the projects in this first 
group that have finished appear to have done what they set out to do, in relation to 
organising the conference and developing the Commitments (AALBORG +10) and 
the setting up of a travelling exhibition and the production and dissemination of a 
good practice guide (RESOURCITIES).  
 
Outputs from the second group, dealing with aiding the implementation of specific 
practices and the development of best/good practice guidelines, are slightly easier to 
assess. For instance, some of these types of projects have actually exceeded the 
expected levels of impact. One example of this is with the PHASE project, the results 
of which have been disseminated to a higher number of local authorities than 
xpected. Those inve

m
methodology used in that project was a success (see Box 4.2 for details). The 
DISPLAY project also appears to have been well received with the coordinator 
feeling that the DISPLAY calculation exercises have probably contributed to a more 
systematic approach in municipalities to improve the energy and emissions 
performance in public buildings (which was set out as one of the expected impacts). 
The coordinator has also observed that the project has already resulted in raised 
awareness among the visitor
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contribute to the expected impact of raised awareness among the public. The 
coordinator of SIPTRAM felt that the project was contributing to the raising of 
awareness and had already resulted in concrete action on the ground (see Box 4.1 and 
Section 6.1). Additionally, SIPTRAM appears likely to produce its required outputs. 
Despite the fact the project is still ongoing, feedback from QUICKSTART is also 
good (although it should be noted that the coordinator feels it is premature to judge 
the outputs of the project). Network members comments received were positive with 
one highlighting that they felt the QUICKSTART methods used were a good 
approach to disseminating information to smaller municipalities (see Box 4.2).  
 
Box 4.2 Developing Tool Kits and Good Practice 
 
The use of Peer Review Methodology – During the EMAS Peer Review project, peer 
review, or ‘critical friends’, was used alongside other techniques such as conferences, 
training, email communication, newsletters etc in order to develop and implement 
guidance in the member cities. This involved the cities effectively pairing up in order 
to visit one another and help each other to implement environmental management 
systems, including the identification of sources and options for management. This was 
considered to be a excellent way of working towards improvement and to share 
expertise by all those involved – the dynamic of the network and the way they worked 
together following on from this intense peer review period was improved. Network 
members felt more relaxed about working together and asking others for advice. It 
was felt that people had built up contacts with whom they could work in the future 
and it was noted that all network members – even the most experienced – learnt 
some ing from the process. th
 
The use of Pilots Cities – During the PHASE project, in order to develop a Health 
Impact Assessment toolkit, two pilot cities in Italy and Slovakia trialled the 
documents and worked with the coordinator to develop an effective toolkit. The 
toolkit when completed was translated into five different languages and accompanied 
by an awareness raising event and a training workshop on HIA held in the two pilot 
cities. An evaluation of these methods was conducted and as a result a revision of the 
toolkit occurred. Following the evaluation process a resource pack for cities and 
towns was developed and also translated into five languages. Data were collected via 
national networks of healthy cities and from country networks resulting in the 
development of country specific tools and translated into two European languages. 
According to the coordinator as the project could only support the practical 
implementation in 2 partner cities a more informal exchange of information has been 
created in both countries where the national co-ordinator is disseminating and helping 
the other cities. The co-ordinator notes that the evaluations were useful as they 
highlighted a number of problems that needed to be addressed - although there were 

hanges carried out than had been expemore c cted. Moreover the evaluations took 
longer than planned due to political and technical reasons in the cities. There was a 
mixed response as to how effective the working methods were. Whilst the majority 
were happy with the level of information they received about the PHASE 
CAMPAIGN and HIA a number of network members felt that not enough information 
was provided and that some of the more difficult issues to understand were not given 
enough explanation 
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Development of a training methodology – QUICKSTART is developing a 
methodology for local authorities to work out an immediate climate policy action 
programme in a very short time. The project will develop this methodology and 
introduce its broader application through the training of promoters who will use the 
QUICKSTART method to work with local authorities. It builds on the large 
experience and already established tools and methods by the Climate Alliance and 
other networks and experts. 
 

n the whole, coordinatoO rs and the network members that we correspo  with f
ractic  the l

lved and the identification of new ways of addressing problems. The 
 suc l, as 

ith the way in which information was 
twor bers
 numerous methods 

ojects, these and 
eir efficiency are explored further in Section 5.1. 

the 
rojects, illustrated by some of the responses from those involved with the EMAS 

.2 Review of Information relating to the Assessment of the Effectiveness of 

nded elt 
that the projects have contributed to improved communication p
authorities invo

es in ocal 

communication within projects appears overall to have been
majority of the network members were happy w

cessfu the 

communicated, although in relation to specific projects some ne
that more information could have been circulated. There were

k mem  felt 

employed in order to ensure effective communication within the pr
th
 
As a consequence of the projects many involved network members stated that they 
had developed working relationships with other representatives of local authorities, 
which people intend to maintain after the specific project has ceased. It was reported 
by 65% of network members that after involvement in the projects they would be 
more likely to contact others for help in future, with 40% saying that they were no 
much more likely to do this. One of the interesting things about a couple of 
p
peer review and QUICKSTART, is that many more experienced authorities entered 
into networks in the belief that they would effectively be the teachers. However, it 
was noted that once they started communicating more with others they realised they 
could still learn from the others in the group, improve their practices and solve 
problems.  

 
4

the Activities funded under Part C  
 
As with the projects discussed in the previous section, none of the activities funded 
under Part C of the Cooperation Framework were intended to deliver a specific action 
on the ground. Hence, it is not possible to identify any direct environmental impact 
arising from these activities. Indeed, compared to the projects the activities are further 
removed from the practice of local authorities, in that they are, either focussed on EU-
level activities, eg the development of the Thematic Strategy, on disseminating the 
European Common Indicators project, or on reimbursing expenses (see Annex IV.A). 
However, given that our assessment concluded that most of these were considered to 
be relevant to the evolving policy framework (see Section 3.2), it could be argued that 
they all have the potential, in the long-term, at least, to be effective in promoting 
LA21 and urban sustainable development, as the Thematic Strategy will also support 
these. 
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4.3 Review of Information relating to the Effectiveness of the Cooperation 
Framework: Correspondents’ Views 

This
Coopera
 
In addi
involve
encoura  other. As noted above, 
round two-thirds of those who responded said that they were now more likely to 

  
 section reviews the views of the correspondents on the effectiveness of the 

tion Framework, as a whole. 

tion to the particular examples of changes in practice mentioned, above, 
ment in the projects funded under the Cooperation Framework appear to have 
ged network members to communicate more with each

a
approach others for advice. Around half of the network members said that they had 
been approached by other network members involved in the project, while two-thirds 
had passed on information that they had received as a result of their involvement to 
other local authorities not involved in the project (see Table 4.1). Half of the 
coordinators also said that they were aware of informal exchanges of information and 
visits between their network members.  

 
Table 4.1: Information on extent of interaction between local authorities resulting from their 
involvement in the projects 
 Yes  No 
Have you been approached by another member of the project seeking advice 
on good practice? 

51% 49% 

Have you been approached by a member of any of the partner networks also 
invol

34% 66% 
ved in the project seeking advice on good practice? 

 shared outputs or other information gained from your involvement 
ject with others not involved with either the network or any of the 
tworks? 

66% 34% 

entages exclude those network members who did not express an opinion. 

Have you
in the pro
partner ne
NB: Perc
 
Of those that expressed an opinion, all the coordinators and many experts were 
supportive of the requirement that projects funded under the Cooperation Framework 
should include networks. Reasons for this view were that local authority networks 
were an effective way of exchanging experience and disseminating good practice 
between local authorities. In this respect, any measure, such as the Cooperation 
Framework, that encourages cooperation and exchange of information is important in 
view of the similarities of environmental problems faced by cities across the EU.  

 
The majority of coordinators noted that local authorities see networks as a useful 
means of lobbying, as they can have a greater influence on EU institutions as a group 
than as single authorities. This is due to their ability to represent the views of a 
collective group, which in turn can help strengthen the role of cities in European 
decision-making. A couple of respondents from the larger cities criticised networks on 

e basis that they represent the needs of a large and diverse group of local authorities, 
whi
 
4.4 f the Cooperation Framework 

o some extent, the difficulty in identifying the effectiveness of the projects funded 
y the Cooperation Framework in contributing to the implementation of urban 

th
ch, to some extent, reinforces the benefit perceived by others. 

The Assessment of the Effectiveness o
 
T
b
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sustainable development is inherent in the scope and objective of the original 
ecision, and the accompanying calls. For example, the 2003 call states that 

rity practice than the projects, and thus identifying any impact is virtually 
possible. However, we would agree with the coordinators in that both the projects, 

our con

 resulting from the projects or activities. However, the nature of 
the projects and activities suggests that, in the longer-term, there is the 

in the projects, ie local authority members and 
coordinators, have reported that various projects funded under the 

 Framework to include a network appears to 
ave been beneficial in that a majority of the network members that responded said 

D
‘financial assistance would be supplied for encouraging the conception, exchange and 
implementation of good practices’. For such projects, it is always difficult to identify 
their effectiveness, as a result of the intangible nature of their impacts. In addition, it 
clearly takes time for local authorities to change their practices, even if they do take 
on board the outputs from a particular project. So, even for the projects that include an 
implementation phase, it is still unlikely that there will be a significant change or 
impact that can be attributed solely to any project funded by the Cooperation 
Framework. In relation to the activities, these are generally further separated from 
local autho
im
and indeed the activities, have the potential to have an impact in the longer-term. So, 

clusion in this respect is: 
 

1. Given that many projects are not yet complete, and that many of the 
others projects were not designed to raise awareness rather than directly 
alter practice, it is not possible to quantify any environmental benefits 
directly

potential to have a positive environmental impact.  
 
Having said this, some coordinators and network members were prepared to identify 
changes that they claimed were attributable to the project in which they were 
involved. Examples of such changes in local practice are given in Box 4.1, while 
examples of other types of changes are given later (see Boxes 6.1 to 6.3). Of course, it 
is difficult to prove such claims, as most political decisions cannot be traced to one 
particular project or report, rather they are the result of a number of different elements 
that come together to influence decision-makers. However, several of the projects 
have built-in learning mechanisms, which should contribute to the effectiveness of 
these projects in the longer-term (see Box 4.2). Given, therefore, that some 
correspondents have claimed that their involvement in projects at least contributed to 
a change at the local level, and the built-in learning aspects of other projects, we 
conclude that: 

 
2. Those involved 

Cooperation Framework have been a contributing factor to some 
political decisions resulting in changes at the local level. It is likely that 
further examples of such changes will occur in the future. 

 
The fact that the Cooperation Framework has focussed on networks of local 
authorities appears to have been an effective mechanism for raising awareness and 
sharing experience. The existence of networks, generally, appears to be beneficial for 
local authorities in that it enables them to communicate with and learn from each 
other, as well as pooling their voice at the European level, and generally feel less 
isolated in addressing the problems that they face. Requiring the projects funded 
under Parts A and B of the Cooperation
h
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that they were now more likely to approach others for assistance. While, arguably, the 
mere existence of the network should enable this, the fact that these network members 
claim that an involvement in the projects encouraged this suggests that the projects 
could act as a catalyst to show those towns and cities that might be less use to 
exploiting networks, to use them. Additionally, clearly, the existence of a network 
aids the dissemination of the project’s outputs. Hence, in this respect, we conclude: 
 

3. Requiring the involvement of networks has been an effective way of 
improving communication between network members and of 
disseminating the projects’ outputs. 
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5 Efficiency of the Cooperation Framework 
 
This chapter assesses the Cooperation Framework against the third of the four criteria 
– efficiency – as set out in the terms of reference. The first two sections of this chapter 
review, respectively, the evidence needed to assess the efficiency of the projects 
funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation Framework (Section 5.1), and the 
evidence to assess the efficiency of the activities funded under Part C (Section 5.2). 
Section 5.3 reviews evidence on the efficiency of the Cooperation Framework, as a 
whole, which reviews of other documentation, as appropriate. The final section (5.4) 
is the assessment of the efficiency of the Cooperation Framework and its projects and 
ctivities. 

 

This se nts on the efficiency of the 
projects funded under the Cooperation Framework (Section 5.1.1), and reviews other 
material necessary to assess the relevance of the projects, as required by the ToR 
(Sectio

5.1.1 ts’ Views on the Efficiency of the Projects 

 all projects involved collaboration between a number of 
differen ch 

is 
did occur. For instance, in the AALBORG +10 project a core group of relevant 
project l group to deal with matters 
relating to the conference and commitments. A share of tasks document was drafted 
early o ASE an 
expert arious 

project. This group was selected on the basis of their specific 
xpertise in either HIA or health policy/public health. DISPLAY had a core group of 

 
 cities) and an Implementation Group (21 cities). In SIPTRAM, ICLEI is 

nd 
 

 
 

f 
 

 contained within 
 
 

such as forum and working groups, 

a
 
5.1 Review of the Information relating to the Assessment of the Efficiency of

the Projects funded under Parts A and B  
 

ction addresses the views of the corresponde

n 5.1.2). 
 

Corresponden
 
In terms of decision making

t partners, accordingly it was imperative that clear and defined roles of ea
party were set out. From our discussions with project coordinators it appears that th

 partners was formed which set up a specific emai

n in the project detailing what was required of each partner. In PH
group was formed to help the project management team develop the v

products required of the 
e
21 municipalities and 5 external experts, and regular meetings with a Steering Group
(5
responsible for the overall project management whereas project partners VCD a
T&E are responsible for specific defined tasks such as the expert organisation on
environmental standards.  

 
In relation to dissemination the following methods, or variations of these types, were
undertaken by all of the projects: project websites; monthly newsletters (both paper
and email copies); and progress reports. These were seen as an efficient means o
disseminating information quickly to a large number of local authority network

embers cost-effectively. The frequency and level of informationm
these different forms varied between projects. For instance network members
involved in the EMAS project received almost weekly email updates, whereas other
projects such as DISPLAY received information on a monthly basis. Additionally, a 

umber of the projects also employed methods n
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conferences, presentations, and individual site visits. The latter obviously requiring 
more organisation and time to arrange.  

e most useful. These latter two were the coordinators of 
AMPAIGN and the EMAS peer review, so their views might reflect the type of 

es of 

 
able 5.1: Network members’ views on the information received from project 

 
Opinions on which methods were the most effective were divided. Three quarters of 
the coordinators felt that the latter types of methods which enabled personal contact 
with network members were the most effective, although these are not necessarily the 
most cost-efficient, as they took far more effort to organise. Conversely, the other two 
believed modes such as newsletters and mailouts, which enabled relevant information 
such as the use of best practice examples in local authorities to be distributed easily to 
a wide audience, wer
C
information exchange that was occurring and was appropriate for these projects. 

 
From the network members’ perspective opinions on the quality of information and 
timeliness seems to vary within projects with some network members happy with the 
level of communication and others not (see Table 5.1). This seems to be linked to the 
type of network member they are, ie how closely involved they are with the project 
nd also how long they have been involved. Full details of the typa

communication methods used are outlined in Box 5.1. 

T
coordinators 
 Excellent Good Average Disappointing  Poor 
Do you feel that the information 
communicated to you about the project has 
been   

25% 54% 11% 5% 5% 

 Very Quite Satisfie
d 

Quite 
disappointed 

Very 
disappointed 

How satisfied are you with the quality of 
information received? 

40% 27% 23% 6% 4% 

How satisfied were you with the frequency 
f the information received? 

30% 26% 36% 4% 4% 
o
NB: Percentages exclude those network members who did not express an opinion. 
 
The Commission’s role in effecting the efficiency of the projects was discussed with 
all the coordinators. One point raised by a couple of project coordinators was the 
delays in receiving notification of successful bids. In particular it was highlighted that 

e lack of a formal mechanism which allows interaction between the bidding 

An exa oblems encountered is the case of the AALBORG +10 project. 
elays in the approval of the project resulted in the City of Aalborg commencing 

as also noted that the Commission’s approach to, and 
ngagement with, the projects had improved over time. It was noted that the 

th
agencies and the Commission is reported as a shortcoming on the Commission’s part. 

mple of the pr
D
work on the conference, including an announcement that there would be a conference, 
before final confirmation of the funding had occurred. The lateness of funding also 
led to the original timescale having to change, inevitably this caused disruption and 
additional time was spent having to alter this and deal with various matters arising as 
a result. It should be noted that there was a clear reason for these delays within the 
Commission due to a hold up in the approval process and confusion over the 
eligibility of projects. It w
e
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standardised reporting requirement now used by the Commission, was an 
improvement to the earlier approach taken in relation to reporting. 
 
A couple of coordinators commented that more time was spent on the projects by 
coordinators and project partners than expected. For example it was commented that 
the RESOURCITIES project exceeded its original budget with additional expenses 
having to be found by project partners. This was due to the project being extended for 
three months and more demanding needs than anticipated in setting up the exhibition. 
The AALBORG +10 project also required significantly more resources than expected. 
This was particularly due to the increased scope of the project during negotiations 
with the Commission, resulting in significant resources needed to develop the Aalborg 
Commitments (which were just an idea in the original proposal) but no additional 
budget. Another reason for the extended resources was the loss of a functioning 
CAMPAIGN network owing to a lack of repeat funding. This meant that the 
coordinator of AALBORG +10 had to take on a far greater role to ensure that 
participants were informed. 

 
Box 5.1 – Methods used by Projects to Communicate 
One way Communication: 

- Development of websites - including project details, good practices, specific 
conference sites, information dissemination  

- Information folders on management practices 
- Guides to policy  
- Exhibitions 
- Leaflets  
- Newsletters/magazines, electronic newsletters, details in the CAMPAIGN 

newsletters  
- Factsheets  

 
Two Way Communication: 

- Email communication – including the development of specific email lists, 
specific email address for projects developed for ease of reference  

- Working groups  
- Presentations at non project events/conferences  
- Visits to municipalities  
- Development of open platforms for communication and influencing  
- Awards schemes, eg European Sustainable City Award opportunity to 

showcase best practice  
 
Sample comments from projects regarding innovations in relation to communication: 
 
RESOURCITIES Coordinator – ‘the willingness of cities to host the exhibition and 
the initiatives that have subsequently arisen, suggest that the exchange of experience 
has resulted in good practice being taken up’. 
 
DISPLAY Coordinator – ‘the most effective methods for communication with the 

 members have been the annual conference, personal contacts and individual 
s arranged on request from the network members. Exchange 

network
meeting of information 
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between the network members has mainly taken place during the annual conference, 
 during the tour that was organised as part of the project.’ but also

 
SIPTRAM – ‘In addition, to working with municipalities the project has successfully 

 together procurers, suppliers, manufacturers and regulators and facilitated 
e through multi-stakeholder dialogues’. 

Assessment of other Aspects of the Projects’ Efficiency 

brought
exchang
 
5.1.2 
 
In Secti
under t
expendi
ToR als
Table 3  apart from 

AMPAIGN. This is one of the few projects that has finished and was not eventually 
nded in full, due to questions of eligibility and queries as to whether some of the 

costs were justifiable.  
 
As the other projects all received similar levels of funding and, from our research, 
appear to have comparable ambitions, then the levels of funding seem to be, at least 
consistent. The difficulty in assessing effectiveness, as discussed, above, makes it 
difficult to assess whether the projects were cost-effective, in that it was not possible 
to assess the extent to which the projects had resulted in concrete environmental 
impacts at this time. Additionally, the projects that have finished appear to have 
achieved what they set out to do – ie organising a conference or producing reports – 
and so have arguably been efficient to the extent that we are able to assess this. 
 
5.2 Review of Information relating to the Assessment of the Efficiency of the 

Activities funded under Part C  
 
It has been difficult to assess the efficiency of Part C activities as they are 
accompanying measures and consequently problematic to assess, as outlined above. 
The table in Annex IV.A summarises the budget for these activities. On the basis of 
our experience of organising meetings and undertaking research, the level of funding 
allocated to the activities seems appropriate. For example, similar activities – eg 
support to working groups and support to stakeholder platforms – received equivalent 
levels of funding. The activities that involved purely the reimbursement of experts 
generally average around €1000 per expert, which appears reasonable for a two-day 
event.  
 
In terms of their efficiency, the activities for which we were able to identify a 
concrete output appear to have been efficient to the extent that they produced what 
they set out to do (see Annex IV.A). Reports were produced, experts attended 
conferences, and the development of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban 
Environment was supported.  
 

on 3.3.2, we reviewed the evolution of expenditure of projects and activities 
he calls for 2001, 2002 and 2003 and concluded that the distribution of 
ture between the various calls’ priorities was distributed proportionately. The 
o requires us to assess the cost-effectiveness of the projects. As shown in 
.1, most of the projects received similar levels of funding,

C
fu
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5.3 Review of Information relating to the Efficiency of  the Cooperation 
Framework  

ustain  seen that certain 

measures on the ground. Also, DG Environment’s LIFE 
funded a number of urban environment projects among its broader 
ironment-related projects. Most of the projects funded are pilot 

order to complement other activities occurring 

 
In order to complete our assessment of efficiency, the ToR required us to review other 
Community funding mechanisms. In assessing the extent to which the Cooperation 
Framework is complementary to other Community funding mechanisms, a list of 
these was characterised (see Annex II.B). Clearly, if instances of the projects funded 
under the Cooperation Framework were found to be receiving funding from a number 
of other Commission sources this might be viewed as an inefficient use of resources 
on the Commission’s part.  
 
On the other hand it would make sense for the Commission to make links with other 
areas of work where it could be found to have beneficial effects in promoting urban 

ability and Local Agenda 21. In viewing Annex II.B, it can bes
funding mechanisms that fund urban projects, eg URBAN, clearly do not overlap with 
the Cooperation Framework, as they primarily fund infrastructure, rather than projects 
led by networks. Whilst networks are funded by other mechanisms, eg URBACT and 
INTERACT, these tend to focus specifically on sharing experience of projects funded 
under that mechanism, such as URBAN and INTERREG. There are also numerous 
projects focused on some of the issues dealt with under the Cooperation Framework, 
for instance CIVITAS deals with transport issues, but these tend to focus on 
infrastructure projects and providing financial support to individual local authorities 
o implement specific t

Programme has 
ortfolio of envp

projects, although some funding is given to networks, so there is clearly some 
potential scope for overlap. Accordingly, the exclusive funding of networks dealing 
with progressing urban sustainability and Local Agenda 21 has not been dealt with 
extensively by any other Commission funding stream, and does therefore seem to be a 
quite distinctive and worthwhile aspect of this programme.  

 
It is also worth noting that the amount of funding allocated to the Cooperation 
Framework over its four-year life span is very small when compared to other EU 
funding mechanisms. For example, the LIFE Programme into which the Cooperation 
Framework is to be merged under LIFE+ (see Section 7.2) had a budget of €640 
million for the five-year period from 2000 to 2004. In other words, the Cooperation 
Framework has a budget that amounts to a mere 3% of LIFE’s per year. The levels of 
Commission co-financing that are eligible under the Cooperation Framework are, 
however, significantly higher than most other instruments. For example the maximum 
of 95% under the 2001 to 2003 Cooperation Framework calls compares favourably 
with the levels of co-financing the typical 50% co-financing eligible under LIFE. 
However, the co-financing under LIFE varies from 30% to 100% depending on the 
type of project and its revenue potential. 
 

evertheless, as mentioned above, in N
in the EU towards achieving urban sustainable development, the funding of projects 
under the Cooperation Framework should not necessarily occur in isolation from 
other initiatives. One of the experts pointed out that there was some correlation 
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between the Framework and the research programmes FP5 and FP6. The expert 
argued that the fact that FP6 has taken up the Aalborg Commitments was a good 
thing, as it demonstrates that work funded by DG Environment is being taken up by 
other funding streams. 
 
5.4 The Assessment of the Efficiency of the Cooperation Framework 
 
In relation to efficiency, we can make the following conclusions: 
 

1. The projects and activities funded under the Cooperation Framework 
generally appear to have achieved their required outputs and have 
generally been well received by their network members. 

2. The absolute level of funding appears to have been generally reasonable 
when related to the scope of the project or activity, ie awareness raising 
and bringing local authorities together to share practice. 

3. There have been some issues in relation to the Commission’s 
management of some of the projects, particularly over delays with 
respect to making a decision regarding whether a project will receive 
funding. However, it was acknowledged that the Commission has 
improved its management of the Framework, as time has passed. 

4. To date, the Cooperation Framework appears to have provided a distinct 
and worthwhile funding stream, as no other funding mechanism has 
focussed exclusively on funding networks to promote urban sustainable 
development. However, it is important to note that networks focusing on the 
urban environment, although not requiring the involvement of an established 
local authority network, can be funded under other mechanisms. 
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6 Community-added Value of the Cooperation Framework 
 
This chapter assesses the Cooperation Framework against the fourth criterion – 
Community-added value – as set out in the terms of reference. The first two sections 
of this chapter review, respectively, the evidence needed to assess the Community-
added value of the projects funded under Parts A and B of the Cooperation 
Framework (Section 6.1), and the evidence to assess the Community-added value of 
the activities funded under Part C (Section 6.2). Section 6.3 reviews the views of our 
correspondents on the Community-added value of the Cooperation Framework. The 
final section (6.4) is the assessment of the Community-added value of the 
Cooperation Framework and its projects and activities. 
 
6.1 Review of the Information relatin

added Value of the Projects funded
g to the Assessment of the Community-
 under Parts A and B 

d without Community funding or would it have been more appropriate 
 networking; and were their any follow up 

 relation to Community funding, all but one of the project coordinators who 
ding via the EU was the only way that 

taining funding for 
ork to implement the Aalborg Commitments, as illustrations of this (although it was 

noted that there are also additional limitations which are affecting CAMPAIGN). It 
was argued by one coordinator that it is important to fund networks as sustainable 
development is currently ‘undergoing a learning stage in which stakeholders need to 
learn what it means for them and how it can be implemented’. One specific aspect of 
funding highlighted by half of those who commented was the 95% funding level 
historically offered by the Commission under the Cooperation Framework. It was felt 
that this was important given the nature of the projects and the difficulties in raising 
other funds for some types of activity. This was unfavourably compared to the 
possibilities under LIFE, whereby only 50% co-financing from the Commission is 
offered, which is also the maximum proportion that can be offered under the proposed 
LIFE+ programme (see Section 7.2).  

 
In the terms of reference, Community-added value was defined as utility and viability. 
In order to assess utility, three key aspects have been assessed; could this work have 

een completeb
if undertaken at another level; the impact of
actions resulting from the projects. The correspondents’ views on these are addressed 
in Section 6.1.1, while Section 6.1.2 addresses the correspondents’ views on the 
viability of the projects, ie what happens once funding from the Cooperation 
Framework has ceased. 
 
6.1.1 Utility 
 
In
expressed an opinion were convinced that fun
these projects could have taken place due to their pan EU nature. It was also the 
networking aspect of the projects, which those involved feel is vital and distinctive, 
that many felt made funding under the Cooperation Framework so important. Several 
noted that it is often difficult to obtain funding for such activities elsewhere as such 
projects tend to lack specific, concrete outputs. At least two highlighted the inability 
of the CAMPAIGN to obtain funding from other sources, when it failed to have its 
funding from the Commission renewed, and the difficulties in ob
w
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As highlighted above, coordinators and local authority network members considered 

wing 
xpertise, experiences and good/best practice to be brought together and disseminated 

 the same problems, so coming 
gether in ways such as those facilitated by the Cooperation Framework they can 

 correspondents were that they are able to help raise 
e profile of issues and concerns by bringing individual organisations together, hence 

ional and national level. It could be argued that the number of 
uthorities involved in urban networks is increasing and that this could be used to 

n this type of communication. 

 still 
xpecting or may result in action in the future. Having said this, coordinators and 

of the work on projects broadening out to involve other 
akeholders, or simply resulting in the involvement of more parties than anticipated 

networking to be a vital part of the projects. As such the majority of network members 
who responded on this issue benefited from the involvement of networks (see above). 
EU-wide networks provide a platform for local authorities, if run effectively, allo
e
to a larger audience. This provides a mechanism by which those involved in the 
networks can gain benefits from research even if they do not themselves have the 
resources to carry out such research, effectively multiplying the audience. It also 
allows disparate authorities, which would not normally have communicated, the 
opportunity to share information in a structured manner. Finally, many of the local 
authorities in the EU are attempting to deal with
to
deal with these issues in a more efficient and informed manner. The costs of engaging 
via a network, so long as the network is being well managed and maintained, are not 
as high for individual local authorities as engaging in the debate alone. This is 
especially important in light of EU enlargement, as the local authorities in the new 
Member States could be expected to less knowledgeable about the practices that have 
been developed by the authorities in the more established Member States in relation to 
urban sustainable development.  

 
As well as helping local authorities to understand and help each other, other 
advantages of networks noted by
th
giving more weight to arguments allowing them to speak with a stronger collective 
voice. This is important at the EU level where many authorities can feel that their 
concerns are not being addressed, and the majority do not necessarily understand how 
best to engage. It was also felt that there could be benefits with working together with 
people at a reg
a
demonstrate the increasing importance placed o

 
As discussed in Section 4.2, it is still early in the process for some projects, which, 
therefore, limits the ability to assess Community added value, as some are
e
network members suggested some instances where they believe that the projects had 
had a broad range of impacts. Changes in relation to the local level were identified 
above (see Box 4.1). In addition to these, coordinators and network members claimed 
that there have been higher-level more strategic changes as a consequence of the 
Cooperation Framework projects. For example, incidences of projects having affected 
Member State policy, an organisation’s priorities, EU policy development and the 
implementation of policy were proposed (see Box 6.1 for examples). There are also 
incidences of the scope 
st
(see Box 6.2). 
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Box 6.1 - Higher Level Influence 
 
The following are examples of changes that coordinators and/or network members 
claim can be traced to the projects funded under the Cooperation Framework. It has 
not been possible for us to assess independently, whether this is indeed the case. 
 
Influencing Member State Policy 

here are two examples of the inT fluence of projects on national practice. First, a 
consultant working for ADEME (the French Agency for the Environment) wrote a 
report based on the municipal good practices identified in the RESOURCITIES 

roject. This report served as a basis for the national waste prep vention strategy 
launched in February by the French Minister for the Environment, Mrs Bachelot. The 
coordinator is continuing to cooperate with French waste prevention expert groups 
nd the City of Paa ris (information from a local authority). Second, in relation to 

AALBORG +10, the Finnish Association of local and regional authorities have 
translated the Commitments and organised an event to promote them to the Finnish 
Government. This event was intended to encourage the government to work with the 

alborg Commitments. The Commitments were also promoted to A environmental 
officers, land use planners and local politicians (details from the project coordinator). 
 
Influencing the Priorities of Organisations 

s a consequence of the high levels of interest in Health Impact AssessmentA
th

 during 
e PHASE project a high level representative from WHO indicated that they have 

adopted HIA as one of their priority themes (information from the project 
coordinator). 
 
Influencing the Development of EU Policy 
As outlined in the section on relevance some of the projects funded by the 
Cooperation Framework are closely linked to the development of the Thematic 
Strategy on the Urban Environment (see Section 2.1). Those involved in the 
CAMPAIGN also felt that the Strategic Papers produced under the project were of 
great interest to the Commission and feel that following their submission to then 
environment Commission Wallström’s cabinet they have been of some influence 
(information from a project partner and coordinator). 
 
Influencing the Implementation of EU Policy 
Various projects have had or may in future have an influence on the implementation 
of EU environmental policy. RESOURCITIES has affected the way in which 
municipalities implement EU waste policy (information from members), while 
DISPLAY has impacted on the implementation of the energy in buildings Directive 
(information from coordinator). In addition it has recently been commented that the 
model presented by the Aalborg Commitments could be a possible way forward for 
implementing the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment.  
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Box 6.2 - Broader Influence 
 
The following are examples of changes that coordinators and/or network members 
claim can be traced to the projects funded under the Cooperation Framework. It has 
not been possible for us to assess independently, whether this is indeed the case. 
 
Two examples of broader influence which are very different in scope have emerged 
from the DISPLAY and AALBORG +10 projects. According to the DISPLAY 
coordinator, efforts are being made to extend the sphere of influence of the project 
beyond its original network members and to other stakeholders. An example of this is 
the preparation of a Partnership Framework designed to involve public and private 
bodies in disseminating DISPLAY all over Europe. 
 
In relation to broadening influence, a less sophisticated example comes from 
AALBORG +10. As a result of mainly local authority efforts and enthusiasm the 
Commitments have now been translated into 14 languages, as opposed to the planned 
number of five. The coordinator is also currently preparing a guidebook for energy 
and transport issues with some local authority networks to provide ideas to help 
imple ent the Aalborg Commitments in relation to climate change, energy and 

rt. It should also be noted that the Aalborg coordinator 
m

transpo voluntarily spent much 
greater resources on the project than initially envisaged in the funding proposal – as 
did the coordinators of other projects – hence the projects have benefited from the 
good will and enthusiasm of those involved resulting in some cases the project 
exceeding the anticipated goals. 
 
Another key element of value resulting from the Cooperation Framework, is that the 
majority of projects funded are resulting in the development of thinking on a 
particular subject. This has furthered the debate, and correspondents claim has also 
led to the identification of the need for new research and, therefore, of new funding 
(see Box 6.3).  
 
Box 6.3 – Development of Further Research 
 

llowing are examples of changes that coordinators anThe fo d/or network members 
claim can be traced to the projects funded under the Cooperation Framework. It has 
not been possible for us to assess independently, whether this is indeed the case. 
 
Energie-Cités and four European partners are to get additional funding from DG 
TREN under the Intelligent Energy for Europe (IEE) programme to continue and 
enlarge the application of technology developed under DISPLAY aiming at getting 
1,000 local authorities to sign up. This additional funding will last until the end of 
2007. The name of the project is “Towards Class A”. Of the network members, 
Frankfurt is considering developing a project proposal to the SAVE strand within IEE 
that will build on DISPLAY and focus on providing information to tenants in multi-
flat residential buildings. 
 
The work undertaken by the CAMPAIGN project and the contacts developed were 
considered to have led not only to the development of the AALBORG +10 funding 
bid, but also made the event more successful. The coordinator of AALBORG +10 felt 
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that without CAMPAIGN the high level of attendance would not have occurred and 
that reasons for such high numbers could partly be attributed to the links and good 
will generated by CAMPAIGN. 
 
AALBORG +10 – The Aalborg Commitments have been integrated in the STATUS 
project in which ICLEI is a partner - this aims to develop locally-relevant targets for 
local authorities across Europe to self-assess progress with urban sustainable 
development. This will be achieved via the development of an online tool into which 
a range of targets will be entered.  
 
ELISEE (Encouraging Local Initiatives for Sustainable Lifestyles in Enlarged 
Europe) was developed and funded as a result of RESOURCITIES. 
 
ICLEI were approached by an Italian organisation that developed a project building 
upon SIPTRAM.  
 
Based on experiences from the EMAS Peer Review project, UBC has handed in a bid 
for funding entitled "Managing Urban Europe 25", involving 14 cities, among them 
Siuliai and Leeds, which were involved in the original EMAS project.  
 
Two of the smaller municipalities that responded stated that QUICKSTART had 
helped them take a more comprehensive approach to climate change, and had helped 
them to initiate additional projects focusing on raising awareness in schools.   
 
In conclusion, although it can be difficult to distinguish added value of the projects, 
especially in light of the fact that some projects feel it is too early to fully identify 
this, there are some clear messages that have emerged from the correspondents. First, 

at it is felt by those interviewed that the funding of the Cooperation Framework 

n important element in identifying the viability of a project is whether or not the 

e future, eg work phase 7 of the 
UICKSTART project is dedicated to the development of arrangements for the 

projects are currently putting in bids for further funding. Following on from the 

th
projects at an EU level has been important. Second, that networking adds value to 
projects and is considered to be vital for raising awareness and educating authorities 
re urban sustainable development. Finally, coordinators and network members were 
able to identify a raft of additional benefits from the projects. 

 
6.1.2 Viability 
 
A
coordinators have identified areas for future work following on from the project and 
considered applying for further funding. It is also important that the coordinator has 
been able to access these funds, once the needs have been identified. The project 
literature and the coordinators suggested that all the projects have plans to continue 
with the work in the future. Even those which have not yet finished their work are 
planning to focus on development for th
Q
continuation of the training and dissemination of the methodology to other countries. 
As can be seen from the details in Box 6.3, most coordinators claim that future 
funding has already been secured for several projects, eg DISPLAY via the Intelligent 
Energy Europe Programme and PHASE via increased prioritisation with WHO. Some 
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EMAS peer review UBC has recently been awarded funding under the Cooperation 
Framework 2004 call for work entitled Managing EU 25. 

lat
below, over half of the coordinators expressed concern that with the ceasing of 

nding under the Cooperation Framework this may be a problem in future due to lack 

ers involved to gain funding, as a 
result of limited funding opportunities, irrespective of the merits of the projects 
seek
underta
the Aal
somewh
address
opportu
funding
cessatio
not be a

 
6.2 

 
As discussed in Section 3.2, many of the activities, particularly those funded in 2003, 
supp
rational
activity
develop
the The
unlikely
another
Coopera
would h h 
ctivities could have been effectively funded through a mechanism at a different level. 

n relating to the Community-added Value of the 

 
The ma lt for pan-European networks to 
obta
as g n
projects of the type of 

roject that has been funded to date supports this initial observation. One exception to 

 
In re ion to the ability to gain funds, as discussed in more detail in Section 6.3, 

fu
of funding opportunities for projects which focus on sharing practice and raising 
awareness. For the two larger overarching projects CAMPAIGN and AALBORG +10 
this is already an issue. Even though CAMPAIGN, itself cannot apply for money as a 
separate entity, it has still been difficult for the partn

ing such funds. In relation to AALBORG +10, there is a clear need for work 
ken to date to be continued in order to ensure that those who have signed up to 
borg Commitments receive support to promote implementation and have 
ere to go in order to ask advice and share practice. This is currently not being 

ed and although there is enthusiasm to do this on the part of the coordinator 
nities appear to be limited. Thus, while a number of cases of follow-on 
 have been noted, the immediate viability of some projects is not assured after 
n of Cooperation Framework funding; and long-term viability of others may 
ssured. 

Review of Information relating to the Assessment of the Community-
added Value of the Activities funded under Part C  

orted the work of the Thematic Strategy, which is being developed on the 
e that it is justifiable at the Community level. Hence, based on the review on 
 documentation, it can be concluded that the activities supporting its 
ment bring an added value at the Community level. As the activities linked to 
matic Strategy are contributing to the development of Community policy, it is 
 that any of these would have worked better, if they had been funded at 

 level. Of the other activities, it is also unlikely that those relating to the 
tion Framework, or those specifically referred to in Decision 1411/2001, 
ave been better funded at another level. Equally, it is difficult to see how suc

a

 
.3 Review of Informatio6

Cooperation Framework: Correspondents’ Views  

jority of coordinators felt that it is difficu
in funding for their activities, in particular through other channels of funding such 
oi g through individual Member States, who tend to prioritise national based 

 for funding; hence EU support is fundamental. A review 
p
this perhaps, is the WHO PHASE project, as WHO ROE had a certain amount of 
money put aside to deal with the issues dealt with under PHASE in their normal work 
programme. This means that perhaps the project could have gone ahead without 
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Cooperation Framework funding, however possibly not on the same scale as the 
Framework funding allowed (see Section 3.1.2 for details). 
 
In discussions with project coordinators, the funding of networks was felt to be a 
particularly effective means of helping provide a European framework for 
dissemination of good examples of sustainable practices, particularly as there were 
many overlaps between the networks involved. As mentioned, above, at least half of 

e coordinators were concerned that the funding of such projects would not be 

ommission and the urban sustainability networks, or to leave a 
art of the funding programme open to initiatives from the networks, which could also 
clude the possibility of co-operation between different networks. 

econd, in relation to the application process, itself, it was suggested that this could 
ave been improved with more prior notice from the Commission on priorities, and 

possibly the introduction of a two-stage application process. The first step could have 
consisted of a request for project outlines from networks, while the second would 
have required those selected at the first stage to draw up a more detailed project 
specification. It was proposed that this approach could potentially have saved time for 
both applicants and the Commission and also potentially addresses the delays that 
some projects experienced in obtaining a final decision on funding from the 
Commission. A couple of the coordinators suggested that it would have been useful to 
have a dedicated project officer at the Commission for the duration of the project. 

 
It was also suggested that the results of the projects funded under the Cooperation 
Framework could be better integrated with on-going Commission initiatives and that 
the Commission should explore the outcomes of the projects in the policy and 
legislative work and possibly use the projects to help to identify the need for changes 
in existing or new areas of legislation such as the Thematic Strategy on the Urban 
Environment. Another suggestion was that the scope of the objectives could have 
been broadened to foster the governance pillar, ie more cooperation between the 
different spheres of governments on sustainability issues and also inclusion of other 
parts of the world in sustainable activities.  
 
On a more practical level it was noted that it is important to have documents aimed at 
local authorities in the local language much more so than at the national or EU levels, 
as a high level of language proficiency cannot be assured. Thus it was suggested that 

th
possible now that the Cooperation Framework has ceased to exist. For instance a 
number of networks inter alia ICLEI, CEMR, EUROCITIES, ACCR, Energie-cités, 
UBC and WHO are involved with more than one of the projects funded by the 
Cooperation Framework. This means that added value occurs as the information 
generated by the projects is often disseminated to a wide number of local authorities, 
even if they are not actually involved in a specific project.  

 
There were a number of suggestions from our correspondents as to how the 
Cooperation Framework could be improved. First, it was noted that it is sometimes 
difficult to fit a project into the calls for projects under the Framework and that more 
flexibility in this respect would be useful. One way of doing this could be to initiate a 

ialogue between the Cd
p
in
 
S
h
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this needed to be recognised by the Commission, either in relation to the level of 
provision in project budgets relating to dissemination, or possibly having a certain 
amount of funds ringfenced for this purpose.  
 
It was also suggested that the Commission could also disseminate, or at least better 
publicise, the information from the projects. Finally, it was repeatedly suggested that 
the Commission should encourage better practice between networks by arranging 
common meetings between the various partners involved in all the funded projects. 
This would allow a better understanding of methods used and help cross-fertilisation 
of project ideas.  
 
6.4 The Assessment of the Community-added Value of the Cooperation 

Framework 
 
The discussion in the previous sections, taken together with the assessment of the 
previous criteria, suggest to us that the Cooperation Framework has brought some 
Community-added value in relation to the promotion of urban sustainable 
development. In the context of utility, we conclude: 

 
1. It appears unlikely that much of work funded by the Cooperation 

Framework – either projects or activities – could have been funded at 
another administrative level, or indeed that it would have been more 
useful to do so. This conclusion is based on the fact that the activities have 
generally supported EU-level funding mechanisms, ie the Cooperation 
Framework, itself, or the development of an EU policy, ie the Thematic 
Strategy on the Urban Environment, while projects have focused on pan-
European networks. Those who have benefited from these projects believe 
that they would not have been funded at another level, and we see no reason 
to doubt this. 

2. The focus on pan-European networks also seems to have brought added 
value. Networks are clearly a good means through which its network 
members, in this case local authorities, can share experience and learn from 
each other, as well as to pool resources to have a more effective voice at the 
European level. 

3. Some of the projects have at least contributed to decisions that have 
resulted in an activity, or change of practice, that has the potential to be 
beneficial to the environment. As with the discussion of Section 4.3.2, it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to identify a one-to-one cause and effect 
relationship between a report and a policy decision. In reality, decisions are 
taken on the basis of a range of supporting information. However, the fact 
that decisions relating to the projects are being taken suggests that some of 
the projects, at least, may have contributed to a decision being made, and 
therefore that they will eventually have an environmentally-positive impact. 

 
In relation to the issues that the coordinators raised in relation to the added value of 
the Framework, it is worth noting that some of these issues are already being taken on 
board by the Commission, eg: 
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o  a 
negotiation phase, which was developed to address some of the problems 

 outputs of the projects.   

for both the networks and the Commission in setting these priorities. Some of the 
oordinators complained that it was difficult to fit projects into the priorities of the 

cts, compared with possible alternatives. 
or example, it is not clear whether it would have been better for dedicated and 

 The application procedure has been developed so that there is now

encountered in relation to the earlier calls. 
o Projects selected under the 2004 call have been encouraged to include a 

budget for translation to ensure that local authorities in a wider range of 
countries are able to benefit from the

 
In relation to specific calls, and the priorities contained therein, clearly there is a role 

c
calls, whereas the Commission will have chosen the priorities to reflect broader needs 
at the European level. Clearly, while it is important for the networks to communicate 
the needs of their network members to the Commission, so that the Commission can 
take these into account when setting the priorities, this is not the only information the 
Commission will use to do this. Similarly, while from the projects’ perspective, it 
would have been useful to have a dedicated officer at the Commission, the 
Commission does not have the resources to achieve this.  

  
Within the scope of this assessment, a number of questions have emerged that it has 
not been possible to answer. These relate to the extent to which the networks are the 
best means through which to undertake proje
F
specialised researchers to undertake the projects, with the involvement of local 
authorities, the results of which could then have been distributed through a partner 
network.  
 
Another suggestion was that the scope of the objectives could have been broadened to 
foster the governance pillar, ie more cooperation between the different spheres of 
governments on sustainability issues and also inclusion of other parts of the world in 
sustainable activities. 
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7 Funding Future Projects that Promote Urban Sustainable Development 
 
Sections 7.1 and 7.2 contain the views of our correspondents on, respectively, the 
general funding of projects to promote urban sustainability and, more specifically, on 
the proposed absorption of the Cooperation Framework into LIFE+. Our views on 
these issues are presented in Section 7.3. 
 
7.1 Correspondents’ Views on the General Funding of Projects promoting 

Urban Sustainability 
 
Unsurprisingly, approximately 40% of local authority network members flagged up 
the need for more funding for projects promoting urban sustainability. Some of these 
highlighted the need to fund networks, with a couple of network members specifically 

ferring to the usefulness of CAMPAIGN and were disappointed that funding for this 

re strategic suggestions, such as ensuring that all existing 
nd future initiatives and policies are in line with sustainable development, and the 

nee o
other D
funding
some o

 
Some tly more critical of the Commission’s 
app
approa
implem
very fr tical for local authorities. Half of the coordinators 
sug
associa
project round to be reported back and 
dissem
 

iscus eir view, of the 
unding of the CAMPAIGN project and the AALBORG +10 
d that this was essential in supporting the good work already 

chieved by both projects. In particular, they stressed the links between the two 
pro t
They f
enforce
would 
implem chanisms such as Sustainable Urban Transport Plans and Sustainable 
Env
way o
CA
pro t
and a c

 

re
had stopped. Also in relation to funding, were requests for easier access to, and better 
information about, Commission funding programmes. A couple of network members 
lso made broader and moa

a
d t  mainstream sustainable development into the programmes and policies of 

Gs. Two more specific suggestions were that for local authorities to qualify for 
 they should meet certain requirements such as being EMAS-registered or 

ther equivalent sustainability criteria. 

of the project coordinators were sligh
roach to date. One argued that the Commission needed to take a more consistent 

ch to urban research, which could support effective urban policy and successful 
entation actions. Indeed, a couple felt that the current approach tended to be 

agmented and often imprac
gested that the Commission should work more closely with local government 

tions, networks, towns and cities; as there was a need for more demonstration 
s which allowed experiences on the g
inated through the networks.  

sions with one expert in particular raised the importance, in thD
need for continued f

rocess. They believep
a

jec s and the future delivery of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment. 
elt that in the likelihood of the absence of any Directives or Regulations to 
 the aims of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, the impetus 
fall on voluntary actions undertaken by Member States and local authorities to 
ent me

ironmental Management Systems. Accordingly, the most sensible and efficient 
f achieving this would be to build on what has already achieved by 

MPAIGN and the Aalborg Commitments. The need to continue the CAMPAIGN 
jec  was also mentioned by coordinators (other than the one from CAMPAIGN) 

ouple of network members. 
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Additio
emphasis on inventing new schemes and projects, which may not be the best 
util
funding
putting
mechan
experie
well in certain cities were found then it would make more sense to build on this. 

 
7.2 C

F
 
The i
pro e
reveale
includi

nished  under LIFE+. When the changes 
ere explained common responses from local authority network members were 
rprise and concern. 

 
Whilst very few respondents were aware of the details of LIFE+, the majority had 
either first hand experience or theoretical knowledge of funding under the LIFE 
funding stream. However, in many ways the concerns raised in relation to LIFE are 
still pertinent to the LIFE+ proposal, as it currently stands. For instance, discussions 
with experts revealed that whilst there is general consensus that LIFE has been 
responsible for some good projects, nevertheless it is often viewed by local authorities 
as being unduly complicated and bureaucratic. Accordingly, it was recommended that 
if LIFE+ was to learn from the mistakes of LIFE, then a review of the funding criteria 
would be welcome, as would a more transparent approach as to how the process 
actually works. Indeed, one expert was slightly sceptical of large funding streams 
such as LIFE, in particular raising concerns that due to the complicated nature of 
applying for funding, it tends to be the larger cities or those with established political 
backing, which make available the necessary resources to fill out forms and know 
what ‘buzz words’ to include. This means that it is not a typical profile of local 
authorities who obtain funding, often at the expense of smaller or less motivated cities 
or those from new Member States; who arguably may actually need help more. 

 
Another point raised by experts, coordinators and network members alike was the 
difficulty in obtaining matched funding, which was perceived to be a problem with 
the current LIFE programme that requires at least 50% cofinancing. This was seen as 
a particular problem for networks of local authorities, which are rarely in a position to 
match fund is discussed above.  
 
One of the coordinators felt that urban issues are a weak priority of DG Environment 
and that if urban projects are to be funded from LIFE+, this will be the beginning of 
the end for such cross cutting projects. In addition the majority of LIFE+ funds will 

nally, a couple of correspondents noted that at present there tends to be an 

isation of resources at the local level. Accordingly, rather than emphasising 
 for new pilot projects, if a scheme is shown to work then the practicalities of 

 this into practice on a wider scale should be explored through some follow-up 
ism. For instance one of the aims of the Cooperation Framework is to share 
nces and identify best practice across Europe. If examples of things working 

orrespondent’s Views on the proposed Integration of Future Urban 
unding with LIFE+ 

 d scussion with project coordinators, network members and experts on the 
pos d integration of urban sustainability into the future LIFE+ programme 

d a poor understanding of the new proposal. Many people to whom we spoke – 
ng one coordinator – were not aware that the Cooperation Framework had 
, or that future projects would be fundedfi

w
su
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be anaged through national ministries. This is a clear obstacle for pan-European  m
rojects of the nature discussed here, ie those designed to bring many European local 

ori tice and increase awareness of issues across the 
U, as Member States tend to give priority for bodies from their own countries. 

mplify some of the rules governing the 
rogramme, earlier notification of the timetable and a lighter application procedure. 

o There is a need to think more about how good practice should be exchanged, 

p
auth ties together to share good prac
E
Furthermore, it would be extremely complex, if not impossible, for national ministries 
to arrange or coordinate networking activities at the local authority level. Another 
coordinator believes that if LIFE principles are transferred to the type of project 
funded under the Cooperation Framework, then there will be severe implications. 
Moreover, it was feared that applying for projects under LIFE+ (based on the 
experience with LIFE) would become more cumbersome (in relation to the length of 
time needed, communicating through national contact points) which means 
administrative difficulties will occur. Accordingly a number of comments were made 
for improvements such as the need to si
p
One coordinator thought funding under LIFE may bring some benefits as it is a well 
known stream of funding so may result in more bids being put forward. 
 
7.3 Conclusions on the Future Funding of Projects to Promote Urban 

Sustainable Development 
 
From the above, and discussions in the workshop, it is possible to draw out a number 
of conclusions in relation to the future funding of projects to promote urban 
sustainable development: 
 

o Even though there is a range of Community funding instruments that can be 
used for funding urban projects, both currently, ie Cooperation Framework, 
and in the future, ie LIFE+ and possible future structural funds, awareness of 
the range of instruments is not as good as it might be. There is a need for 
stakeholders to be better informed about these and potential future changes in 
order to ensure that the best projects are funded and that stakeholders are able 
to adapt to the new funding situation. 

with a potential role for the EU in ensuring that this takes place. This will be 
essential to further improving the urban environment in the future, given the 
EU’s limited competence. 

o Given the conclusion that networks are useful in terms of facilitating the 
exchange of practice and raising awareness on urban issues, it is important that 
funding of effective networks is possible. 

o It is felt that the Commission should not exclude the possibility of funding 
ongoing projects/networks, if they are considered to have a proven 
Community-added value and are being managed effectively.  

 
In relation to LIFE+: 
 

o The complex application process for LIFEIII – if it is to be replicated under 
LIFE+  – is likely to act as a major entry-level barrier for local authorities, 
especially those with no track record in developing such bids in the past. The 
process therefore, needs to be made simpler then is currently the case under 
LIFE. 

Institute for European Environmental Policy, Ecologic and IEP, Prague 51



Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework  Final Report  

o There is also concern about the lack of transparency in selection procedures 
under LIFE and the relatively low – when compared to the Cooperation 
Framework – level of co-financing from the Commission.  

o It is important that funding reaches the local authorities with the greatest need 
both in terms of resources and need for improvement in their urban 
environment. Thought needs to be given to how to reduce the entry barriers 
and make sure that funds are received by as broad a diversity of local 
authorities as possible. 

o LIFE+ and other future funding measures will be important vehicles for the 
delivery of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment. Thought needs 
to be given and pro active measures taken, in order to ensure that future EU 

 
funded, there is a need to effectively mainstream urban issues, and particularly 

antly nationally managed fund like 
LIFE+ can deliver pan-European projects. 

funds can deliver the strategy. Consideration should specifically be given to eg 
possible different levels of co-financing and variable management structures 
depending on the project type. 

o In order to ensure that projects to promote urban sustainable development are

the priorities in emerging EU urban sustainable development policy, into 
future funding mechanisms. This applies not just to LIFE+ but is equally 
important in terms of the future structural funds, which may offer more 
opportunities for pan European projects. 

o For best practice to be effectively shared it is important that learning and good 
practice exchange takes place at a pan-European level. Thought therefore, 
needs to be given to how a predomin
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projects, and even activities, do have the potential to contribute to the delivery of 

relation
Framew
needs o
nature  objectives. Having said that, we are able to make some 

prepare

ummary, Conclusions and Discussion 

8.1 Summary and Conclusions  

mary, the first point to make is that the assessment of the Cooperation 
ork was not an easy task, as a result of its relatively low profile among those 
olved in its projects. There is therefore little available in terms of truly 
dent views or sources for the assessm

engage with one of the projects – MIRIAD 21 – sufficiently, as we have yet to receive 
ject coordinator’s questionnaire. In addition to the eight responses from the 
ators that we did manage to obtain, however, we received around 70 
nnaires from local authority network members and project partners and spoke 
nd 40 experts and local authorities.  

 
he information that we have received and analysed, we would conclude that the 

Cooperation Framework has played a unique and useful role in bringing together, 
developing and disseminating knowledge in relation to LA 21 and urban sustainable 

pment. It should be noted that money from this funding stream has contributed 
to raising awareness of urban issues and changed practice (see Section 4) despite low 
levels of awareness within local authorities about the details of the Cooperation 

ork. It is worth noting that the EU policy framework in relation to the urban 
environment has moved on since the Framework was first created, as the development 
of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment has become the focus of such 

 The projects and activities funded by the Cooperation Framework have been 
t to both the calls issued under the Framework and the evolving policy 
ork, although less so to the original Decision reflecting this evaluation of 

priorities. Furthermore, the use of networks appears to be particularly relevant to the 
type of project funded under the Cooperation Framework, ie those that aim to raise 

ess and exchange practice. Finally, the focus on such projects does appear to 
vant – at least to some authorities – as all local authorities are facing the same 

s in relation to sustainable development and therefore need information on 
ey might address this.   

 
sessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the projects funded under the 
ation Framework is more difficult, as a result of the fact that many of the 
s and activities were not meant to produce changes that were readily 
iable, eg an actual physical measure on the ground. Rather they focused on 
 awareness, the production and dissemination of good practice and the 
entation of specific practices, which aim to deliver environmental 
ements in the longer-term. Consequently, it was not possible to identify any 
mental benefits that have arisen as a direct result of a project, although all 

environmental benefits in the longer-term. While this was entirely appropriate in 
 to the types of project and activity to be funded under the Cooperation 
ork, both in relation to what was set out in the respective calls and to the 
f local authorities, it makes them difficult to assess, because they have in their 
rather intangible

observations in these respects. First, project coordinators and network members were 
d to identify examples of changes that have taken place – both at the local and 
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more s
there 
dissem
effectiv
appears
funding
to othe ly 
chieved what they set out to do. Finally, as a result of the fact that the activities 

pears unlikely that these should, and even could, have been carried out 
t another level. 

In add
mechan
practic
through
relating
 
It will be important to ensure that, under the forthcoming LIFE+ Programme, that 

Framew
raise aw
to ens s to be given to more 

general

Th co
 
) The Cooperation Framework’s calls, and the projects and activities that 

unded, appear to be relevant to the evolving policy 
framework, in the form of the Thematic Strategy, but are of less direct 

2) 

that an effective learning process is 

3) 
al 

efinition of the latter. 

development. 

trategic levels – that they claim were the result of the projects. Additionally, 
appears to be general satisfaction with the outputs of and means of 
ination used by projects and a belief that the use of networks has been 
e. Second, the absolute level of funding given to the projects and activities 
 to be relatively consistent in that similar projects received a similar level of 
 and this did not appear to be excessive, either in proportion to the outputs or 

r comparable EU funding activities. Third, the projects and activities general
a
focused on EU-level developments, and that the projects involved pan-European 
networks, it ap
a
 

ition, the Framework generally complements other Commission funding 
isms, which broadly focus on delivering concrete actions or disseminating 

es relating to a specific funding mechanism. In this respect the Framework, 
 its focus on funding networks of local authorities and less tangible projects 
 to the urban environment filled a niche in the existing funding mechanisms.  

there is the possibility of funding projects such as those funded by the Cooperation 
ork. Clearly, also, it is important to ensure that such projects do deliver and 
areness among stakeholders, and stronger mechanisms could be put in place 

ure that this happens. Additionally, thought need
innovative means of involving smaller urban authorities, which have less capacity and 

ly less ability to access European funds.  
 

e nsolidated findings of the assessment are as follows: 

1
have been f

relevance to the original Decision that set up the Cooperation 
Framework.  
There is evidence that the calls have become more refined and better 
focused on the developing policy framework through an evolutionary 
process over time suggesting 
underway. 
The projects and activities are relevant to the ‘evolving needs’ of local 
authorities. In the assessment, rather than identify the evolving needs of loc
authorities, we took these to be represented by the evolving policy framework, 
particularly the Thematic Strategy. Given that we found that the Decision, its 
calls, projects and activities were relevant to the evolving policy framework 
(see above), then clearly these also meet the ‘evolving needs’ of local 
authorities given the effective d

4) The focus on networks has been relevant in that these are perceived, by 
local authorities participating and the project coordinators, to be a good 
means of enabling towns and cities to work jointly and to exchange views 
and experiences in relation to the implementation of urban sustainable 

Institute for European Environmental Policy, Ecologic and IEP, Prague 54



Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework  Final Report  

5) 
e all 

6) 

 suggests 

7) 

ctor to some political 
sulting in changes at the local level. It is likely that further 
 such changes will occur in the future. 

0) The absolute level of funding appears to have been generally reasonable 

oject will receive funding. However, it 
was acknowledged that the Commission has improved its management of 

2) To date, the Cooperation Framework appears to have provided a distinct 

y a good means through which its network 
members, in this case local authorities, can share experience and learn from 

The focus on projects that encourage the exchange of experience and the 
dissemination of good practice is relevant, as towns and cities ar
attempting to overcome similar problems in implementing urban 
sustainable development.  
Given that many projects are not yet complete, and that many of the 
others were not meant to produce concrete outputs, it is not possible to 
quantify any environmental benefits directly resulting from the projects 
or activities. However, the nature of the projects and activities
that, in the longer-term, there is the potential to have a positive 
environmental impact. 
Those involved in the projects, ie local authority members and 
coordinators, have reported that various projects funded under the 
Cooperation Framework have been a contributing fa
decisions re
examples of

8) Requiring the involvement of networks has been an effective way of 
improving communication between network members and of 
disseminating the projects’ outputs. 

9) The projects and activities funded under the Cooperation Framework 
generally appear to have achieved their required outputs and have 
generally been well received by their network members. 

1
when related to the scope of the project or activity, ie awareness raising 
and bringing local authorities together to share practice. 

11) There have been some issues in relation to the Commission’s management 
of some of the projects, particularly over delays with respect to making a 
decision regarding whether a pr

the Framework, as time has passed. 
1

and worthwhile funding stream, as no other funding mechanism has 
focussed exclusively on funding networks to promote urban sustainable 
development. However, it is important to note that networks focusing on the 
urban environment, although not requiring the involvement of an established 
local authority network, can be funded under other mechanisms. 

13) It appears unlikely that much of work funded by the Cooperation 
Framework – either projects or activities – could have been funded at 
another administrative level, or indeed that it would have been more 
useful to do so. This conclusion is based on the fact that the activities have 
generally supported EU-level funding mechanisms, ie the Cooperation 
Framework, itself, or the development of an EU policy, ie the Thematic 
Strategy on the Urban Environment, while projects have focused on pan-
European networks. Those who have benefited from these projects believe that 
they would not have been funded at another level, and we see no reason to 
doubt this. 

14) The focus on pan-European networks also seems to have brought added 
value. Networks are clearl
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each other, as well as to pool resources to have a more effective voice at the 
European level. 

15) Some of the projects have at least contributed to decisions that have 
resulted in an activity, or change of practice, that has the potential to be 
beneficial to the environment. As with the discussion of Section 4.3.2, it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to identify a one-to-one cause and effect 

9) It is felt that the Commission should not exclude the possibility of funding 

 if it is to be replicated 

relationship between a report and a policy decision. In reality, decisions are 
taken on the basis of a range of supporting information. However, the fact that 
decisions relating to the projects are being taken suggests that some of the 
projects, at least, may have contributed to a decision being made, and 
therefore that they will eventually have an environmentally-positive impact. 

 
In relation to the future funding of projects to promote urban sustainable 
development: 
 
16) Even though there is a range of Community funding instruments that can 

be used for funding urban projects, both currently, ie Cooperation 
Framework, and in the future, ie LIFE+ and possible future structural 
funds, awareness of the range of instruments is not as good as it might be. 
There is a need for stakeholders to be better informed about these and 
potential future changes in order to ensure that the best projects are 
funded and that stakeholders are able to adapt to the new funding 
situation. 

17) There is a need to think more about how good practice should be 
exchanged, with a potential role for the EU in ensuring that this takes 
place. This will be essential to further improving the urban environment 
in the future, given the EU’s limited competence. 

18) Given the conclusion that networks are useful in terms of facilitating the 
exchange of practice and raising awareness on urban issues, it is 
important that funding of effective networks is possible. 

1
ongoing projects/networks, if they are considered to have a proven 
Community-added value and are being managed effectively.  

 
n relation to LIFE+: I

 
0) The complex application process for LIFEIII –2

under LIFE+  – is likely to act as a major entry-level barrier for local 
authorities, especially those with no track record in developing such bids 
in the past. The process therefore, needs to be made simpler then is 
currently the case under LIFE. 

21) There is also concern about the lack of transparency in selection 
procedures under LIFE and the relatively low – when compared to the 
Cooperation Framework – level of co-financing from the Commission.  

22) It is important that funding reaches the local authorities with the greatest 
need both in terms of resources and need for improvement in their urban 
environment. Thought needs to be given to how to reduce the entry 
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barriers and make sure that funds are received by as broad a diversity of 

ge takes place at a pan-European level. Thought 

 is with noting, however, that some of the discussion below, and the suggestions that 

positive assessment of the role of the networks in the Cooperation Framework 
projects arose primarily due to the fact that, by their very nature, networks are a 

local authorities as possible. 
23) LIFE+ and other future funding measures will be important vehicles for 

the delivery of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment. 
Thought needs to be given and pro active measures taken, in order to 
ensure that future EU funds can deliver the strategy. Consideration 
should specifically be given to eg possible different levels of co-financing 
and variable management structures depending on the project type. 

24) In order to ensure that projects to promote urban sustainable 
development are funded, there is a need to effectively mainstream urban 
issues, and particularly the priorities in emerging EU urban sustainable 
development policy, into future funding mechanisms. This applies not just 
to LIFE+ but is equally important in terms of the future structural funds, 
which may offer more opportunities for pan European projects. 

25) For best practice to be effectively shared it is important that learning and 
good practice exchan
therefore, needs to be given to how a predominantly nationally managed 
fund like LIFE+ can deliver pan-European projects. Effective networks of 
local authorities are one mechanism to achieve this. 

 
8.2 Discussion 
 
The assessment of Chapters 3 to 7, coupled with the discussion at the workshop, 
revealed a number of issues on which a more detailed discussion is needed before the 
recommendations are presented in the next chapter. These are the role of networks; 
the financing of projects involving networks; the implications of merging the 
Cooperation Framework into LIFE+; and the role of the urban unit within DG 
Environment. Additionally, some thoughts are given about this assessment.  
 
It
are made, are contrary to current thinking in the Commission, in particular, in relation 
to the nature of future funding under LIFE+. It is recognised that this is the case, but it 
is important to highlight these issues at this stage, while the format of the future 
funding stream has not yet been finalised. 
 
8.2.1 Role of networks in raising awareness 
 
The assessment concluded that the requirement that all projects funded by the 
Cooperation Framework include an established pan-European network of local 
authorities was relevant and effective and that it added Community value to the 
projects. The Commission feels it is important to communicate with the thousands of 
local authorities in the EU, as their views and experience differs from that of the 
Member States. It is not possible for the Commission to maintain direct relationships 
with each of these authorities, hence networks of local authorities are an effective way 
of allowing the Commission to pass on its messages and for local authorities to 
develop and learn from one another. As was discussed in Section 2.1, the Cooperation 
Framework has its origins in the recognition of the importance of such networks. The 
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potentially efficient means of distributing good practice and of raising awareness, 
which is one of the primary goals of the Cooperation Framework. Additionally, the 

t the networks are established means that there is an institutional memory, 
xample, a 

etwork set up for the purposes of a specific project, which then disbands and ceases 

thorities. However, from 
ur discussions with representatives of the existing local authority networks and the 

rk, although it has now ceased. 
hen CAMPAIGN was funded, it was clearly felt that funding a network of networks 

was ework has developed, the projects 
fun jects, as arguably the two 
fun he role of 
net cess is still ongoing. On the other 
han e loss of a targeted funding instrument, and have 
the c E+, which is a source of anxiety for them. 
As we argue below, different local authorities have different needs – some of which 
til quire awareness raising – so more thought needs to be given as to how the 

king towards the future, it is important to distinguish the beneficial 
volvement of networks in the projects funded from the issue of whether networks 

should lead such projects. In order to consider how this might be done, it is useful to 
discuss other issues, first. 

fact tha
which helps to retain the expertise within the network, as opposed to, for e
n
to function at the end of the project. 
 
From the local authorities’ perspective, the pan-European networks are perceived to 
be a good means of learning from the experience of other local authorities from 
outside of their own countries. Such links enable a local authority to bypass national 
politics, which might, for example, not be as predisposed to urban sustainable 
development as the local authority itself. 
 
In theory, therefore, networks do seem to be a potentially effective and efficient way 
of addressing the needs of both the Commission and local au
o
Commission, there seems to be a degree of mistrust and misunderstanding between 
the Commission and the networks. This is arguably part of the reason why the 
potential benefits are not being realised. In the course of the project, it was not 
possible to identify the source of this, but it could be linked to an apparent evolution 
of Commission thinking on the role of networks and the uncertainty facing the 
networks in light of the integration of the Cooperation Framework into LIFE+. 

 
Prior to the Cooperation Framework, CAMPAIGN was funded by the Commission, 
which continued under the Cooperation Framewo
W

 beneficial. However, as the Cooperation Fram
ded moved away from being pure awareness raising pro
ded in 2001 were, suggesting that the Commission’s thinking on t
works has evolved, and it appears that this pro
d, the networks are faced with th
 un ertainty of its incorporation into LIF

s l re
Commission engages with these and the use it makes of the networks in doing so. 
How the Commission engages networks will depend inter alia on the type of local 
authority involved in the network, the objective of the network and the effectiveness 
of the communication between the network and its network members.  

 
owever, when looH

in

 
8.2.2 Co-financing of projects undertaken by networks 
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As was discussed above, the level of co-financing for which a project is eligible under 
the Cooperation Framework is high compared to other Commission funding 
mechanisms (see Section 5.3). Additionally, the projects funded under the Framework 
have generally made use of this provision with most receiving co-financing of at least 
85% from the Commission (see Table 3.1). The issue of co-financing was therefore 
raised regularly in the course of the research with networks generally arguing that a 
high level of co-financing was needed for the projects that they do. Those opposing 
such a high level of co-financing argued that the fact that such a high level of co-
financing is required suggests a lack of political commitment on the part of the local 
authorities involved in the projects that have been funded by the Cooperation 
Framework. 

 
These apparently opposing views need not necessarily be contradictory. It should be 
noted that comparisons with the co-financing levels applicable under LIFE are not 

ecessarily directly relevn ant. The reason for this is that different local authorities are 

 raised within the Commission that it is the 

an sustainable development policies – suggests that there is 
rguably a need for different types of programmes that make funding available for 

ing could also be differentiated 
ithin each programme, as is currently the case with LIFE, and be degressive, as with 

not necessarily at the same level or stage in taking on board the sustainable 
development message. Arguably, those that have been actively involved in networks 
for a number of years no longer need their awareness raising, whereas there will be 
other local authorities, particularly in southern and eastern Member States, which are 
still not as aware of the sustainability message or engaged in EU processes (see 

ection 4.1). This is linked to the concernS
‘usual suspects’ that apply and are successful in obtaining funds, whereas the majority 
of local authorities remain disconnected from the debate and it is these that one would 
ideally wish to reach. One could argue that it is difficult to gain political commitment 
from the more disconnected local authorities, as they are not yet at the stage where 
such a commitment can be offered if they were not themselves prepared to offer a 
higher level of co-financing.  

 
The existence of local authorities with different needs – ranging from a need to hear 
the basic sustainability message, through raising awareness to the active 
implementation of urb
a
urban sustainability projects. The levels of co-financ
w
certain agricultural subsidies (eg single farm payments in the UK under Regulation 
1782/2003), ie the level of co-financing reduces over time. This reduction in subsidy 
would allow the projects to become gradually more independent, increasing the 
likelihood of securing non-Commission financing and the maintenance of viability. 
For projects, or stages of a project, targeted at raising awareness, high levels of co-
financing would arguably still be applicable, whereas for other types of project, levels 
typical of those currently applicable under LIFE might be appropriate. 

 
One means of targeting the local authorities that are currently disconnected from the 
process might be to fund outreach activities. This might, for example, be a project that 
needs to include local authorities that have not traditionally been involved in EU-
funded projects. For such an approach to happen, it would seem that a dedicated focal 
point, eg an agency, would need to be set up to identify those local authorities that 
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have not been involved and to seek ways of encouraging these to participate. For 
example, this could be through bringing partners together, eg matching ‘experienced 
nd engaged’ local authorities with those which have little experience of EU funds 

ivities 
 it might, for example, involve the local authority networks – but a more proactive 

iven that the principal source of funds for urban sustainable development projects 
ithin DG Environment will be LIFE+, it is important to consider how such issues 

might be addressed within a future LIFE+ programme. An additional issue raised in 
lation to the existing LIFE programme is that the application process for LIFE 
nding is considered by many, including local authorities, to be complex. Indeed, it 
 much more complex than the application process of the Cooperation Framework, 
hich already has been perceived as cumbersome by some of the network 

coordinators. For local authorities that are inexperienced with EU funds, this adds an 
additional hurdle to obtaining funding, and this again argues for differentiated 
programmes that vary in their complexity. 

 
From the perspective of urban environment projects, therefore, it would appear to be 
valuable if LIFE+ could contain a range of sub-programmes, including one 
specifically related to raising awareness, which could be used to fund the type of 
project financed by the Cooperation Framework. As these sub-programmes would 
vary significantly, it would be important to put in place different management 
structures to reflect the objectives and complexity of the projects to be funded. The 
use of sub-programmes with different management structures within Commission 
funding programmes is not unprecedented. For example, such an approach has been 
proposed by DG Enterprise in its recent proposal to establish its Competitiveness and 
Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)5. The sub-programmes under LIFE+ could, 
therefore, be differentiated in relation to, inter alia: 

 
o The type of activity that they would fund; 
o The organisation that would undertake that activity; 
o The objective of that activity, eg awareness raising or pilot project; 
o The complexity of the application process; 

                                                

a
and have not yet fully engaged in the sustainability debate. One possibility could be a 
partner search facility of the type set up on DG Research’s FP6 home page, or some 
means of actively twinning local authorities. Of course, to engage the most 
disconnected local authorities effort would need to be employed to ensure that local 
authorities are on the database in the first place. Beyond this, thought would need to 
be given to the most cost-effective way of a focal point engaging in outreach act
–
approach is necessary to ensure that those local authorities most in need of assistance 
can and do receive it. One option that might be worth considering is a Clearing 
House, along the lines of the one set up by UNEP ROE for its EST goes EAST 
project4. 
 
8.2.3 Implications of merging the Cooperation Framework into LIFE+ 
 
G
w

re
fu
is
w

 
4 http://esteast.unep.ch/default.asp?community=est-east&page_id=4CAF0AF0-F6E4-4EDB-A113-
8510C105F3B5 
5 Commission of the European Communities Proposal for a Decision of the European Parliament and 
of the Council establishing a Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme 2007-2013 
(COM(2005)121) 6.4.2005 
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o inancing;  
o The absolute level of funding; and  

ll these would clearly have to be linked to the differing needs of the recipients, 
incl
but low
on raisi
aim of 
has low
Structu
 
Giv
Me
possibl
rogram  could be split into 

including a potentially transnational strand into Member States’ 
ro

be 
outputs
dissem
program
Given 
pre
this %

nsure that such pump-priming and awareness raising leads to a 
ositive environmental impact, applications should be required to show the raised 

aw
be enc
change
 
Other aspe  ork 
projects ar ake 
account of
available t arly, both of these approaches are 
fundament uts from projects to the unengaged 

cal autho e y, projects funded under LIFE+ could also 

 
8.2.4 
 

 The degree of co-f

o The management structure. 
 
A

uding local authorities. One sub-programme with high programme co-financing, 
 maximum levels of funding, and simple procedures might, for example, focus 
ng awareness by aiming to pump prime ‘unengaged’ local authorities with the 
enabling them to apply for funds under another LIFE+ sub-programme, which 
er Commission co-financing levels, or even for the new third strand of the 

ral Funds.  

en that it is proposed that 80% of the funds under LIFE+ would be allocated by 
mber States through national programmes, then from the points set out above, it is 

e to argue that these national programmes would also have to reflect these sub-
mes. Additionally, the 20% retained by the Commissionp

sub-programmes. The inclusion of the sub-programmes in the national programmes, 
including one that enables inter alia awareness raising and dissemination would have 
he benefit of t

p grammes. In other words, as a result of this sub-programme, Member States might 
required to set aside in their national programmes resources to ensure that the 

 from the relevant LIFE+ projects in their country are translated and 
inated to other EU Member States. Alternatively a dedicated dissemination 

me could be set up within the 20% of funds retained by the Commission. 
the need for outreach to ‘unengaged’ local authorities, as discussed in the 

vious section, outreach activities could also be funded from a sub-programme of 
 20  of the funding. 

 
However, in order to e
p

areness will be taken forward. The applicant must show how local authorities will 
ouraged to take on board what they learn and give examples of the type of 
s to which the project might lead. 

cts of the Commission’s evolving approach to Cooperation Framew
ination strategy and to te also important, ie the need to include a dissem

the results of the project are potentially  translation costs to ensure that 
o as wide an audience as possible. Cle

he outpally important to communicate t
riti s mentioned earlier. Similarllo

be required to disseminate and translate their outputs, where appropriate. An extra 
dimension to a dissemination strategy would be a requirement for all LIFE+ projects, 
which have a potentially broad applicability, to include a relevant local authority 

etwork as a partner.  n

Role of the Urban Unit in DG Environment 
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It a
There 
managi
urban s
Thema
environ
for the
Of par
success . As with 
LIF
can and
It wou
current  FP6, which are essentially 

nding networking activity often using virtual means. As with the Structural Funds, it 

 
In rela here is scope for this under both 
LIF
could b
be rais  be a potential benefit 
rom enabling Cooperation Framework style projects to be funded under LIFE+. This 

Fin
develo
LIFE+
that co
is desir  to engage with other 
DG
forthco

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

ppears that LIFE+ will be managed by a specific unit within DG Environment. 
is a need for DG Environment’s urban unit to actively engage with the those 
ng LIFE+ to ensure that LIFE+ can and does fund projects that contribute to 
ustainable development, generally, and more specifically the objectives of the 
tic Strategy on the Urban Environment. However, given that urban 
ment projects can also be funded under other mechanisms, there is also a need 

 urban unit in DG Environment to engage with the relevant units in other DGs. 
ticular relevance would be DG Regio’s INTERREG programme, and its 
or transfrontier strand in the new Structural Funds programme

E+, the urban unit needs to ensure that DG Regio’s Structural Funds programme 
 does fund projects that contribute to its urban environment policy objectives. 

ld also be important to link LIFE+ with the network-based projects that are 
ly in the pipeline for funding under DG Research’s

fu
would be important for the urban unit to engage with the relevant unit in DG 
Research. In both cases, a starting point might be a meeting of the relevant desk 
officers.  

tion to the funding of networks, per se, t
E+, as the proposal published by DG Environment stated explicitly that networks 

e funded, and INTERREG. However, the fact that awareness still does need to 
ed in some local authorities suggests that there could still

f
could, for example, be enabled under one of the sub-programmes under LIFE+. 

 
ally, given that funding for new projects to promote urban sustainable 

pment under the Cooperation Framework has now come to an end, and that 
 funding will not begin until 2007 at the earliest, the urban unit should ensure 
nsideration is given to what to do in the meantime if continuity of arrangements 
ed. One potential means of addressing this gap would be

s – notably DG Regio and DG Research – as soon as possible to ensure that 
ming relevant calls allow projects promoting urban sustainability to be funded.  
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9 
 
From t  
dra

 
1. In order to ensure that the ongoing projects funded in 2003 and 2004 are as 

mmission should consider organising 
a meeting to bring together those coordinators who have either led projects in 

d be focused on exchanging 

in the project and in terms of broader 

2. 

et fully understand the 
issues, and so will benefit from awareness raising activities, while others 
might not even have yet entered into the debate and could be even more 
difficult to engage. 

4. Give thought to how it engages with local authorities, and the role that the 
networks play in such engagement. 

 
In relation to LIFE+: 
 

5. LIFE+ should have sub-programmes, both in the national programmes and the 
20% of the funding retained by the Commission, that enable a range of 
different types of project to be funded. The sub-programmes could including: 

o The type of activity that they would fund; 
o The organisation that would undertake that activity; 
o The objective of that activity, eg awareness raising or pilot project; 
o The complexity of the application process; 
o The degree of co-financing;  
o The absolute level of funding; and  
o The management structure. 

 
In order to recognise the importance of partnership building, awareness raising and 
the sharing of best practice, and the potential role of local authority networks, the 
Commission should: 
 

Recommendations 

he discussion of the previous chapters, a number of recommendations can be
wn. In relation to the existing projects funded under the Cooperation Framework: 

effective as they possibly could be the Co

the past, or who are currently leading on projects funded under Parts A and B 
of the Cooperation Framework. This shoul
experiences and good practice in the management, utilisation of methods and 
communication – both with
dissemination. This follows on from the discussion of Section 6.3. 
While it is recognised that the Commission has improved its processes it is 
important to maintain effective communication with the projects throughout 
their life in order to get effective results (see Section 6.4). 

 
In relation to meeting the needs of local authorities, the Commission should 
recognise that: 
 

3. Different local authorities are at different stages of understanding in relation to 
implementing urban sustainable development policies. While some are 
actively engaged in such matters, others still do not y
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6. Recognise the potential value of networks and ensure that the existing 
networks and network organisations are utilised appropriately and encouraged 
to become more effective. 

7. Consider setting up a sub-programme of LIFE+ that focuses on awareness 
raising. This sub-programme should allow for a high level of LIFE+ 
programme co-financing, and should be relatively simple in terms of 
management structure. This sub-programme could either be a part of the 80% 
of the funds distributed to Member States, in which case, national programmes 
would need to contain such a sub-programme, or part of the 20% of the funds 
retained by the Commission. In either case, Member States could usefully be 
required to ensure that the outputs of LIFE+ projects, with a potentially wide 
applicability, are disseminated, possibly via the DG Environment.  

8. Require LIFE+ projects, which have the potential to be widely applicable, to 
include provisions for translation into other Community languages and 
possibly include a relevant local authority network as a partner to ensure that 
the outputs of the project are disseminated widely. 

 
In order to engage those local authorities that are not yet politically committed to 
urban sustainable development and which do not currently access EU funds, the 
Commission should: 
 

9. Allocate funds (from the 20% retained) to outreach activities to actively 
identify and engage such local authorities. 

10. Consider setting up a focal point, eg agency or Clearing House, and a means 
of bringing such local authorities together with more experienced local 
authorities to enable them to learn how to access funds.  

 
In order to ensure that the LIFE+ programme is effective in delivering inter alia 
urban sustainable development, the urban unit should: 
 

11. Recognise that LIFE+ is not the only funding programme that impacts on the 
urban environment and that it is important, therefore, to ensure that the 
objectives of other mechanisms, particularly the Structural Funds and FP6, are 
consistent with those of LIFE+ and DG Environment’s urban environment 
policy, so that the former does not undermine the latter. 

12. Engage with the units that manage LIFE+ and other relevant funds, eg 
Structural Funds, to ensure that these programmes can and do fund projects 
that contribute to the Commission’s urban environment policy objectives, 
particularly those of the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment. 

13. Given the fact that there is now a gap between the end of funding under the 
Cooperation Framework and the potential funding of projects similar to those 
funded by the Cooperation Framework under the future LIFE+, the urban unit 
should engage with the relevant desk officers in DG Research and DG Regio 
to ensure that forthcoming relevant calls allow for the funding of such 
projects.   

14. Allow for a relatively high level of Programme co-funding for projects that are 
mainly intended for awareness raising and the exchange of skills and 
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knowledge in order to recognise the additional effort required to engage actors 
not yet linked to the debate. 

15.  the networks, are aware of the potential 

6. chanisms, eg 

ications of the measure. 

17. Give consideration to what happens to funding for urban environment projects 
between 2004 – when the Cooperation Framework ends – and 2007 – when 
LIFE+ is scheduled to begin. 

 
Project proposals funded under LIFE+ should: 
 

18. Include a proactive dissemination strategy, possibly including a network and 
provisions for translating the project’s outputs 

19. Include the potential for follow-up built in to the project, even if it is only 
focusing on awareness raising. 

20. Include clear monitoring and reporting requirements based on an agreed range 
of comparable indicators that enable a clear assessment of the effectiveness of 
the projects. For awareness raising projects, this could include, for example, a 
requirement for beneficiary local authorities to report back on their experience 
with the project. 

 
Finally, due to the issues raised in Section 1.5, in relation to undertaking assessments 
of similar funding mechanisms: 
 

21. When undertaking future evaluations, thought must be given to how best to 
evaluate a mechanism, such as the Cooperation Framework, which has a low 
profile, but is targeted at a specific stakeholder group. 

 Ensure that its stakeholders, including
for funding from these other mechanisms. 

1  Ensure that developments in relation to relevant funding me
LIFE+ and the structural funds, are communicated to stakeholders, especially 
local authorities, so that they can understand the impl
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ex I.A:   of ToR with methodological tools 

Desk-bas  research    Questionnaires/interviews Case 
studie
s  

   

Matrix linking questions

ed

 
 
 

s 
seek to 

R
ev

ie
w

 o
f E

U
 p

ol
ic

y 
ev

ol
ut

io
n 

on
n 

en
v 

R
ev

ie
w

 o
f n

et
w

or
k/

 
ac

tiv
ity

 d
oc

u
at

io
n 

A
ss

es
sm

en
t 

M
ap

pi
ng

 

  Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
of

 c
as

e 
st

ud
ie

s t
o 

el
ab

or
at

e 
eg

s 

Q
ue

st
io

nn
ai

re
 to

 
rk

s 

er
s 

In
te

rv
ie

w
s -

 E
xp

e

In
te

rv
ie

w
s -

 ‘O
th

er
’ 

lo
ca

l a
ut

ho
ri

ty
 

In
te

rv
ie

w
s –

 A
ct

iv
ity

 
pr

ts
 

Id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n 
of

 –
 fo

r 

   

 
Questions, set out by the Commission’s term
of reference, that the project should 

answer 
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 Relevance – Part 1 
An assessment of the relevance of the objectiv
undertaken by all the funded projects of local 
authorities towards the evolved needs and prob

es 

lems 
• •  •             

The structure and evolution of expenditure accordi
to the objectives of the Decision 

ng  
• • 

    
 Relevance – Part 2 
An assessment of the relevance of the accompa
measures funded 

nying •   •          •    

The structure and evolution of expenditure ac
to the objectives of the Decision 

cording 
  

            
• •

   

 Relevance – Part 3 
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An assessment of the Co-operation Framework 
instrument for improving urban sustainable 
development and the development of Local Agenda 
21 on the one hand and for improving the 
implementation of good practices and the exchange 
of experiences at local level on the other in the 
context of EU Environmental Policy 

as an  
• • 

     
• • 

 
• • 

      

An analysis on the relationship and coherence with 
the existing sustainable development policy, the 

riorities andp  actions at European level and within 

    
•

           

the 6th Environmental Action Programme 

•   
 

 Effectiveness – Part 1 
An analysis of the outputs and results achieve
compared to the initial objectives, as defined by the
Decision and specified in the corresponding 
Guidelines for each call for proposals 

d 
 

  
•

          
• 

 
•  

 
 

  

Detailed analysis of the changes that these activities              
• 

   
have brought among the actors concerned. • • 
The effectiveness of the individual projects in term
of raising local awareness, consensus and partnership 
building and of mobilising all stakeholders 
oncerned. 

s     
• • 

  
• 

   

c

       

The identification of the different ways to promote 
and improve partnership, exchanges of experiences 
and good practice 

                
• • • 

The actual or foreseen positive environmental impact 
f the pilot projects 

  
• 

           
• 

   
o • • 
The effectiveness of promoting the implemen
of the environmental legislation at local level. 

tation             
• 

 
• 

 
• 

 
• 

 

 Effectiveness – Part 2 
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Analysis of the quality of the activities funded 
according to the respective terms of reference of the
tenders 

 
            

• 
    

The effectiveness of the activities funded for 
analysing and monitoring activities in the field of
sustainable urban development and Local Agend

 
a 21. 

               
•  

 
• 

 Effectiveness – Part 3 
An analysis of the outputs and results achieved 
compared to the initial objectives, as defined by the 
Decision and specified in the corresponding 

            

Guidelines for each call for proposals 

 
• 

 
• •  

  

Detailed analysis of the changes that these activities 
have brought among the actors concerned 

       
 

  
• 

    
• 

 
•

  
The effectiveness of improving decision maki
the local level in terms of setting priorities a

ng at 
nd 

       
  

     

integrating the environmental principles in the cities 
participating in the projects at European level. 

 
• 

 
• 

  

The effectiveness of supporting sustainable urban 
development at local level with a leverage effect 
among European local authorities. 

             
• 

 
• 

 
• 

 
• 

 Efficiency – Part 1 
Cost-effectiveness of the implemented projects 
 

  
 

          
• •

    

Analysis of the Co-operation Framework, its 
activities and the projects funded in view to assess 
any possible overlapping with other activities funded 
by the Commission  

 
• 

 
• 

  
•
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Efficiency – Part 3 
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Community-added Value (Utility and Viability) 
n and analysis of the benefits stemming 
ion that would not otherwise have been 

 or to a lesser extent if these projects had 
ertaken solely at national or local level.  
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• 

 
• 

 
• 

 

 
• 

Would the financing of projects have been more 
efficient if undertaken through different 
mechanisms? 

 
•  

   
•

      
•

 
•

 
• 

 
• 

Has the net-working process led to significant 
changes in the local authorities concerned as, for 
example, in the financing methods, the decision 
making process, the communication methods, etc? 

    
•

  
• 

   

 un -ad d Vity de
Would the activities funded have been more useful if 
undertaken at another level?  

       

 unity-added V
Is the role played by the EU Commission in the 
launching and monitoring of the projects worthwhile 
in terms of improving the implementation of 
environmental policy at the local level and in 
promoting urban sustainable development? 

    
 
• 

 
 
•
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Is the Co-operation Framework a useful contribution 
or complement to other Community programmes 
dealing with the Environment (LIFE, INTERREG, 
specific axes and measures of the Structural Funds, 
Cohesion Funds related to the Environment, the BEI 
instrument for Environment etc.)? 
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How more efficient could this mechanism have been?     
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Anne
Questions used as the basis of the

x I.B:
 questionnaires and interviews (example) 

 
mework to Promote Urban Sustainable 

Development 
 

Co-ordinators 

ity Framework for co-operation to promote sustainable 
/2001/EC) came into force. The aim was to provide a legal 

ase for European Commission funding of projects that promote urban sustainable 
1 to 2004 with the intention that it would 

in relation to the urban environment. The 
f ways, including the: 

s Fund.  

mental Policy is currently undertaking a mid-term 
mmission. This questionnaire is an 

ator of one of the projects funded under the 
 on the Commission’s approach to the urban 
 Fra ework and its projects and activities in 

 could either be filled in by yourself, or be used as the basis of an interview, 
sert name of evaluation team resp nsible for undertaking the evaluation’.   

     

  

Mid-term Evaluation of the Cooperation Fra

Questionnaire for 
 
Introduction  
 
In 2001, the Decision on a Commun
urban development (Decision 1411
b
development. It covered the period from 200
legitimise, consolidate and extend EU activities 
Decision is referred in a number o
 

• Co-operation Framework; 
• Urban legal base; and  
• Sustainable Citie

 
The Institute for European Environ
evaluation of the Cooperation Framework for the Co
important part of this process. As co-ordin
Framework we are keen to seek your views
environment, in general, and the Cooperation
particular. 
 
This questionnaire
s agreed with ‘in

m

a o

 
Name:      
 
Organisation:     
 
Country:   
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Objectives 
1. What was the original rationale for setting 
up 

Please explain: 
‘enter project name’ 
o you feel the original objectives of 

project name’ are still relev
ddressing the needs and problems

l authorities? 
tners 

3. How did you select ‘partners’ to join 
‘enter project name’? 

Please explain: 

4. To what extent did you involv
the development

e partners in 
 of ‘enter project name’?  

id 

Please explain: 

 
At what stage of the project development d
this occur and in what way did they 
contribute? 
Members 
5. To what extent did you involve the 
members of ‘enter network name’ in the 

roject did this occur 
ute?  

Please explain: 

development of ‘enter project name’? 
 
At what stage of the p
and in what way did they contrib
6. How do you disseminate project outputs to 
members?  

, 

Please explain: 

 
For example, bi-monthly report, email digest
annual seminar etc 
7. Which methods of communication with 
your members do you feel have been most 

Please explain: 

effective?   
8. Are you aware of any informal exchang
of information between your members as a 
result of  ‘enter project name’? 

ing Please explain: 

9. Are you aware of any informal exchangi
of informati

ng 
on between your members and 

other non-member local authorities? 

Please explain: 

Operational Management of ‘enter project name’  
10. How do you monitor whether the Please explain: 
objectives of the project are being achieved?  
11. How do you monitor the impact of the 
project? 

Please explain: 

12. Have you adapted the way the project 
operates as a result of your findings relating
to the above?  

 
Please explain: 

2. D
‘enter ant today 
in a  faced 
by loca

Please explain: 

Par
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13. Have you changed any management 

? 

Please explain: 
practices in the course of the project? 
 
If so, could you explain what, how and why
Project Outcomes 
14a. Are you aware of any initia
implemented by

tives 
 members of ‘enter network 

Please explain: 

name’ as a result of the ‘enter project 
name’? 
14b. If ‘Yes’, what have been the 
environmental impacts of this? 
 
If the measure is not yet fully implemented 
or are set to be implemented soon please give 

etails of the expected impact 

Please explain: 

d
15. Are you aware of any changes in local 
authorities’ internal practices or approaches 
to policy development, as a result of the 
‘enter project name’? 
 
Eg in relation to the integration of 
environmental principles in policy making or 
the prioritisation of your problems? Or in 
implementing environmental legislation? 

 
 
If ‘Yes’, please give details: 
 

16. Are you aware of any changes in local 
authorities’ practices, in relation to engaging 
other stakeholders, as a result of the ‘enter 
project name’? 
 
Eg in relation to how you build and mobilise 
partnerships? Or raising local awareness of 
urban issues? 

 
 
If ‘Yes’, please give details: 
 

17. Are you aware of any new projects that 
have been developed and funded as a result 
of ‘enter project name’? 

 

18. What do you perceive to be the benefits 
of ‘enter project name’ in relation to 
promoting urban sustainable development? 

Please explain: 
 

19. Would ‘enter project name’ have been 
able to take place with Cooperation 
Framework funding? 
 
If ‘yes’, in what form would this have been?  

Please explain: 

The Cooperation Framework 
20. Do you feel that the Cooperation 
Framework, as an instrument, is relevant in 
addressing the needs and problems faced by 
local authorities?  

Please explain: 
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such as those we have been discussing is the 
best way that the Commission can contribute 

21. Do you think that the Framework is an 
effective way of:  
 

a) Developing Local Agenda 21? 
b) Improving the local implementation 

of environmental policy? 
c) Promoting urban sustainable 

development? 
d) Exchanging good practice 

Please explain 

22. Broadly speaking, what benefits has the 
Cooperation Framework brought to the 
promotion of urban sustainable 
development?   
 
E.g. project funding over a longer period, 
More communication from the Commission, 
Different funding criteria. 

Please explain: 

23. Do you have any views on how the 
Cooperation Framework could have been 
improved?  

Please explain: 

24. Do you have any other comments on the 
Cooperation Framework, generally? 

Please explain: 

Commission’s Role 
25. What are your views on the 
Commission’s management of ‘enter project 
name’? 
 
How, if at all, has this changed over time?   

Please explain: 

26. What are you views on the Commission’s 
management of the Cooperation Framework 
more generally? 

Please explain: 

27. Do you feel that the objectives in respect 
of the annual calls for proposals from the 
Commission are relevant to the challenges of 
urban sustainable development? 

Please explain: 

28. Has the relevance of the calls changed 
over time? 

Please explain: 

29. How could the Commission have 
managed the Framework better? 

Please explain: 

The Commission’s Future Approach to promoting urban sustainable development 
30. Do you believe that the requirement that 
Cooperation Framework projects include a 
network has been beneficial? Could the 
networks have been used more effectively?  

Please explain: 

31. Do you have views on the relevance of 
using networks (in general) to help deal with 
the problems and needs of local authorities?  

Please explain: 

32a. Do you think the funding of projects Please explain: 
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to urban sustainable development? 
32b. In what ways could th
pproach have been more effective?  

in: e Commission’s Please expla
a
33. Are there any other ways in which the 
Commission could contribute to the 
promotion of urban sustainable 
development? 

Please explain: 

34a. In the future, projects such as those 
funded under the Cooperation Framework, 
would be funded under LIFE. Do you think 

Please explain: 

there will be any implications for funding 
such projects as a result of this change?  
34b. Are there any particular issues that the 
Commission ne

Please explain: 
eds to address? 
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Annex I.C: 
Information on the Workshop 

 
he workshop was held on Friday 22 April in Brussels. Its objective, title and format 

d in advance with the urban unit of DG Environment and the project’s 
teering Committee. The objective of the workshop was to explore ways in which 

g  to best deliver the various aspects of the 
ole 

of networks. The workshop was also used to explore, validate and develop the 
roject’s draft conclusions and recommendations.  

 
The title of the workshop was ‘How can LIFE+ deliver the objectives of the TS on the 
urban environment?’ and its agenda is shown in Box I.C.1 and the attendees are listed 
in Box I.C.2.  
 
 
 

T
were agree
S
fundin  can be organised under LIFE+
Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment, with a particular reference on the r

p

Box I.C.1: Agenda of the Workshop 
 

An introduction to LIFE+  
(Philip Owen, Head of DG Environment’s Financial Services Unit and future Head of 

the LIFE Unit) 
 

An update on the Thematic Strategy on the Urban Environment  
(Chantal Bruetschy, Head of DG Environment’s Urban Unit) 

 
Lessons from the Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework 

(Ian Skinner, IEEP) 
 

Other approaches to funding in the EU 
(David Wilkinson, IEEP) 

 
Discussion 
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• Philip Owen (Head of Unit of the Financial Service) 
• Mercedes Barat (ENV D4) 
• Francis Rademaker (Association of Cities and Regions for Recycling) 
• Pirita Lindholm (CEMR) 
• Philippe Chamaret (Charge de Mission Risques Industriels Les Eco Maires) 
• Alenka Burja (Ministry of Environment, Slovenia) 
• Björn van Stayen (Leefmilieu en Infrastructuur, Flanders region, Belgium) 
• Chantal Bruetschy (Head of Unit, ENV D4) 
• Eva Banos (Eurocities) 
• Ulrike Janssen (Climate Alliance) 
• Yvonne Rydin (LSE) 
• Liz Mills (Consultant) 
• Ian Skinner (IEEP) 
• Peter Hjerp (IEEP) 
• David Wilkinson (IEEP) 
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Annex II 
 

Review of other relevant EU Policies and Funding Mechanisms 

ontents: 
 
C
 
II.A:  Review of relevant EU policies  
II.B:  Assessment of the overlap of the Commission’s other funding mechanisms 

with the Cooperation Framework 
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Annex II.A: 
 of relevant EU policies Review

 
Objectives of Urban Sustainabilit
 
This Annex reviews the policy d
urban sustainable development and

sie se for the Cooperation 
Fram
urban d 
devel ram
the D ich have influenced t
Table II.3. Included is a short summa
relation to urban sustainable deve m
specifically related/of interest in 
Framework.  
 
Table II.1 - Policy documents f
justification for its priorities. 
 
Sustainable development 

and environmental 
policy 

Urb
D

y policy 

ocuments of importance at EU level in relation to 
 partnership building. Table II.1 outlines the policy 

d legal bados rs used to provide the po
ework Decision 1411/2001. Tabl
 sustainable development an
opment of the Cooperation F
ecision, wh

licy context an
e II.2 outlines dossiers that illustrate thinking on 
partnership building, contemporary with the 

ework Decision. Important dossiers issued after 
he subsequent calls for proposals are detailed in 
ry on each dossiers key aims and objectives in 

lop ent. Highlighted in bold are elements which a 
the context of evaluating the Cooperation 

re erenced in Decision 1411/2001 that provide 

an Sustainable 
evelopment 

Partnership and 
Awareness in Local 

Authorities 

wh  should guide policy. 1998

98)605 - 
unication on ‘sustainable 

evelopment in the 
 Union: a framework 
n’ from 28 October 

Committee of the Regions 
opinion on transfrontier and 
transnational cooperation 
between local authorities - 
1999/C 51/05 

on No 2179/1998 - 
 of the European 
unity programme of 
 and action in

Europ
Resolu

ean Parliament 
tions on strengthening 

Fifth Environmental Action 
Programme

sustainable development 
 – A4-0247/99, A4-
98, A4-0172/98 

should take action to act in 
partnership, to achieve 
sustainable development and 
share expertise 

 

Comm
opini an 

4 

Chapter 28 of Agenda 21 – 

in Rio 

ittee of the Regions 
on on ‘ Towards an urb

agend in
251/0
 

a  the EU’ - 98/C adopted at the Earth Summit 

EU Treaty – provides for 
the development and 
implementation of a 
Community environmental 
policy and sets out the 
objectives and principles, 

ich

COM(19
Comm
urban d
European
for actio

 

Decisi
review
Comm
policy  relation 
to the environment and 
sustainable development 
'Towards sustainability" 

EU 
policy
0177/

  - all players 
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Table II.2 – Table outlining me prior to the 
development of the Cooperation F m
into which the Decision was introduc
 

Date Policy Measure O

asures and resolutions issued 
ra ework Decision, illustrating the policy setting 

ed. 

bjectives in relation to Urban Sustainable Development 
6 May  COM(1997)197 – 

Communication ‘towards an 
Urban Agenda in the European 
Union’ 

The Communication is split into several sections the first looking at the 
challenges facing European cities, the second outlining existing EU policy 
and the third the direction for future actions. The Communication sets the 
framework for EU action on urban issues stating that it is essential to 
engage at all levels (starting from the district up to the European) within a 
framework of interlinking relationships and shared responsibility and 
achieve better policy integration. The EU should play a complementary role 
in addressing urban issues as it has responsibility for policies in a number 
of sectors which have a direct bearing on the development and quality of 
life in urban areas. Possibilities for adapting these policies to improve their 
contribution to urban development need to be more exhaustively explored. 
Actions at EU suggested include: 
• development of clear targets for improvement of the urban 

environment with specified timescales, and the improvement of EU 
sectoral policies from the viewpoint of sustainability. This may involve 
the development of voluntary tools for urban planning aimed at 
sustainable development; 

• the development of the TETNs in particular to ensure efficient access 
to the networks from regional and local systems,  

• the reinforcement of intermodal freight and passenger transport, 
• the targeting of RTD activities on the main problems facing the 

cities of tomorrow, namely integrated transport, energy, 
sustainable construction technology, information networks, 
technology for the protection of cultural heritage, urban 
sustainable development, environmental technologies and new 
urban vehicles, as presented in the key action “The city of tomorrow” 
in the Commission’s formal proposal for the Vth Framework-
Programme. 

• Adapting the use of structural funds 
• Raising knowledge and awareness – states that the Commission 

should intensify its efforts for the exchange of experiences between 
transnational cities, with the objective of collecting and compiling all 
relevant experience in urban regeneration and sustainable urban 
development. 

97

17 May 97 Fifth Environmental Action 
Programme  - Towards 
Sustainability: A European 
Community programme of 
policy and action in relation to 
the environment and 
sustainable development 

All players should take action to act in partnership, to achieve sustainable 
development and share expertise 

2 July 98 European Parliament 
Resolutions - A4-0177/98 – on 
strengthening EU urban 
environmental policy 

Calls on the Commission to produce more and better information on the 
state of Europe’s urban environment and ensure its widespread 
dissemination; promote awareness raising and education and 
development of local agenda 21; support the group of experts on the urban 
environment; produce an urban environment programme aimed at 
sustainable development; ensure that resources are available for the 
development of a partnership approach to urban environment policy in 
particular in the framework of EU structural assistance; continued 
support for sustainable cities campaign and other collaborative and 
information systems such as collaborative information schemes on 
good practice. 

2 July 98 European Parliament 
Resolutions - A4-0172/98 – on 

Considers that cities have a vital role to play in developing and 
discussing environmental policies at national, Community and extra-
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Communication ‘Towards an 
urban agenda in the EU’ 

Community levels and for the Commission to support cities
promote sustainable development strategies. 
Belie
part

’ efforts to 

ves the Commission should – include sustainability as an integral 
 of urban policy and add it to the list of network support; devise and 

develop comparable sustainability indicators and implement a sustainability 
a  udit scheme; give greater support to LA 21 activities and consider a
separate budget line for these activities; promote the exchange of 
experiences; continue provision of financial assistance to promote 
appropriate network activities. 
Four policy aims: 
• Strengthening economic prosperity and employm

cities – looking at development of an urban  dimension of employment 
policies, strengthen the ro
economic development. Pro
congestions and examine ways to improve the regulatory framework 
for domestic public transport 
Promoting equality, social inclusion and regeneration in urban areas – 
cooperation against discrimination and exclusion. An area based 
approach to
environmental, transport and security a

• Protecting and improving the urban environment: towards local 
and global sustaina
quality of the urban environment, including urban energy 
management, transport, waste, air 
contaminated land. Emphasis on integrated environmental 
management approaches. Stresses the need to extend eco
and eco management and audit schemes for environmental 
performanc
urban areas in context of climate protection 

• Contributing to good urban governance and local empowerment – 
Stronger policy integration between levels of government and 
policy sectors and for citizen empowerment and involvement. 
Awareness raising and capacity building measures and support 
innovative urban development strategies 

Through the Treaties of Maastricht and Amsterdam the ongoing process of 
European integration has been extended to regions and local authorities. 
Co peration implies Combining forces to achieve an objective, which is 

ossible or difficult to achieve separately 
re are problems besetting urban development and to address these 
es there will need to be a further strengthening of the autonomy of local 
orities, backed up by additional financial, administration and technical 
urces, and new models for sustainable development and transnational 
peration between local authorities, which may involve a problem 
ing and a learning process. The specifics of this are explained in more 
ils in the Resolution. 
Welcomes the framework for action but regrets however, the lack of 
specific details. 

• Welcomes the opportunities for urban networking and cooperation 
proposed by the European Commission; asks the Commission to 
encourage also the involvement of townships with similar socio-
economic and natural characteristics, and to support ‘stock exchanges’, 
‘fair’ and permanent networks in which cities trade experiences. 
Calls on the Council in the framework of the reform of the structural 
funds to ensure – participation of local actors, encouragement of an 
integration process, promotion of an integrated process aimed at 
favouring a synergy of urban and rural development, promotion of 
interregional and decentralised cooperation actions.  
Calls on the Commission 
Networks policy, promote sustainable modes of transport, study 

28 Oct 98 COM(1998)605 - 
Communication on ‘sustainable 
urban development in the 
European Union: a framework 
for action’  

ent in towns and 

le of cities as centres for innovation and 
mote transport strategies that reduce traffic 

• 

 regeneration integrating economic, social, cultural, 
spects 

bility – draws together initiatives that affect the 

quality, water, noise and 

 labelling 

e of private and public sector. Underlines importance of 

22 Feb 99 Committee of the Regions 
opinion on cross border and 
transnational cooperation 
between local authorities - 
1999/C 51/05 

o
imp
The
issu
auth
reso
coo
solv
deta

4 May 99 European Parliament 
Resolutions - A4-0247/99 – on 
the Communication on 
sustainable urban development  

• 

• 

• to revise the Trans-European Transport 
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measures of a legal nature on land use. 
Actions needed – Asks the Commission to launch an integrated urban 
policy; the adoption of an urban agenda; strengthen cooperation with 
local authorities in the cities where they are located with a view to 
encouraging sustainable urban policies; develop internal 
environmental auditing and to adopt a sustainable mobility plan.  

• 
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 Framework 
Decision, d ing in relatio le 

Date ion to Urban Sustainable Development 

issued after the Cooperation

. 

Objectives in relat

emonstrating how policy think
t has evolved since 2001

Policy Measure 

n to urban sustainab
men

Sixt
Prog
1600/20

nvironmental Action 
 – Decision 

02 

Programme Aim 
well being for citizen
pollution does no
environment and
Under Environmen
Contributing to
concentrating on

ting to a high level o
y providing an environ

 harmful effects on
tainable ur

h and quality of life
f life throu

 

environment
exi
addressi

• 
 

t
 

waterways, 
 

si
 

tran
 

al Age

of t
he us

ban e

•

•

•

•

•
Towar
on t
COM

ds a T
e urba
2004)60

 en ent  
(

Over
urba
citizens, 

e the env
heal
n

urba  dev lopmen
social issues. 
Priority Themes: intended to
urban Thematic Strategy
• Sustainable Urban Ma

sustainable urban managem
longer term basis, in the 
management of environm
including explicit en
programmes that link
policies, therefore municipalities need
management plan and a
system – Action propose

e tak ng into accou the relate

 fulfil the mandate set out in th
cus on four themes. 

nagement – Additional measures – st
ent, LA21 to be placed on a firmer and 

longer term need active and 
ental issues for the whole 

vironmental targets, actions an
 environmental policies to econom

 to put in place an environm
dopt an appropriate environmental

d – each capital city and every c

Di
e
m
C

on t
by pub

 of
n sh

rtise i
ncies in E

sport
tion 

agencies
sust

• S

develop
 

 02 

02 
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22 July h E
ramme

- contribu f quality of life and social 
s b ment where the level of 

t give rise to  human health and the 
 by encouraging a sus ban development; 

t and Healt  -  
 a better quality o gh an integrated approach 
 urban areas;

Objective - urban environment: 
• a thematic strategy promoting an integrated horizontal approach 

across Community policies and improving the quality of urban 
, taking into account progress made in implementing the 

sting cooperation framework reviewing it where necessary, and 
ng: 

the promotion of Loc nda 21; 
the reduction of the link between economic growth and passenger 
ransport demand; 
the need for an increased share in public transport, rail, inland 

walking and cycling modes; 
the need to tackle rising volumes of traffic and to bring about a 

gnificant decoupling ransport growth and GDP growth; 
the need to promote t e of low emission vehicles in public 

sports; 
the consideration of ur nvironment indicators. 

11 Feb hematic Strategy 
h n vironm  –

 

all Aim - To improv ironmental performance and quality of 
n areas and to secure a thy living environment for Europe’s urban 

reinforcing the e vironmental contribution to sustainable 
n e t whil i nt d economic and 

e 6EAP the 
 will fo

rategies for 

integrated 
urban area 

d monitoring 
ic and social 

ental 
 management 
ity and town 

of over 100,000 inhabitants should adopt an environmental 
management plan  

• Sustainable Urban Transport – towns and cities with more than 
100,000 inhabitants should each prepare, adopt and implement a 
sustainable urban transport plan – The Commission is preparing a 

rective focussing he procurement of low energy and low 
mission road vehicles lic authorities, action plan to promote the 
arket development  alternative fuels, develop and expand 
IVITAS, Commissio ould identify a basic set of sustainable urban 

transport indicators, promote initiatives eg car free day and develop 
transport related expe n the 250 or more local and regional Energy 

 and other age urope to support the implementation of 
ainable urban tran . 

ustainable construc – extend energy performance Directive to 
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progressivel ethodology for evaluating the 
overall sustai e built environment including 
life cycle cost i o propose non energy related 
environment s for buildings, Member States 
to develop na ruction programmes and high 
performance requi U standards, Member States, 
Local Autho e the use of sustainability 
requiremen  procedures for buildings and 
construction plore options for training, 
guidance, exc urther research, develop 
environment aterials 

• Sustainable Urb ure that land use 
planning a ement patterns and take into 
account environm al risks; incentivis se o  field sites; set 
targets for  use densities; 
evaluate de e cont t of cl equences. 
The Comm rk ing rules and 
definitions ex re op r training and 
exchange of expe nd furt r r an design. The 
EEA will con  use 

• Supporting g d practice at lo
– Commissi ange o t ework for 
co-operati i e urba ; explore ways 
of improv ban re  to towns and 
cities; and wh  it can evelopment of 
an Aalborg

• Integra nity ion to 
consider  ducation p
- with m ecifically in 
relatio ate change, air pollution, waste, nature 
and st es. 
- between different le f ad ally ie 
Me d internationally. 
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an Design – Member States to ens
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Annex II.B peration Framework 
 

Project Funding Period yp  o Overlap with Cooperation 
Framework 

Assessment of the overlap of the Commission’s ot

Purpose T

her funding mechanisms with the Coo

es f Projects Funded 

A European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) 
programme aimed at setting up an 
integrated approach to tackle the 
high concentration of social, 
environmental and economic 
problems increasingly present in 
urban agglomerat

sup
 

of infrastructure projects and financial 
 schemes, eg: 

 Financial support for employment creation 
in environmental projects. 

the Cooperation Framework. 

2 Offshoot of URBAN I an
URBAN II that set up a network 
local authorities which su
certain levels of deprivation. T
network allows exchange of
information about t

ces from texperien
received funding from the URBAN 
I and II programme. 

Funds the network, working groups, seminars. Although it funds a network, this 
focuses specifically on disadvantaged 
communities that have been involved 
in projects funded under URBAN, so 
there is no real crossover. 

A DG Regional Policy an
Eurostat initiative that follows 
from the URBAN AUD
project (1997- 2000). Allows
mayors and other locally ele
officials to comp
d

of information on the living 
conditions in 258 large and 
medium-sized cities within the
European Union and the candidate 

llection and presentation of data. It is focused on data collection and 
presentation, so th

URBAN 
Community 
Initiative aka 
URBAN I 
and II 

1994-1999 (I) and 
2000-2006 (II) 

 

ions. 

Mixture 
port to

 A concentrated clean air programme and 
environmental clean-up of companies in 
scattered locations.  

 The creation of the "Oversee Park”, the 
building of a bridge for pedestrians. 

The programme funds projects that 
construct new infrastructure or test 
new technologies through pilot 
projects, so no overlap with the 
Cooperation Framework.  However, 
some cities in the projects funded 
under URBAN are also members of 
networks in projects funded under 

URBACT 000-2008 d 
of 

ffer 
he 

 
heir 

hose who have 

 

Urban Audit 2002- 2005 d 
on 

IT pilot 
 

cted 
are their city 

irectly with other cities in Europe, 
this is done through the collection 

 

Funds co
ere is no overlap 

with the Cooperation Framework. 
However, again, some of the cities 
involved are also members of 
networks involved in projects funded 
under the Cooperation Framework 
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countries 

DG RESEARCH programme to 
support r
a

management 

 Cultural heritage 

 Built environment, and 

 Urban transport 

In particular it seeks to give 
funding where action is urgently 
required, and where there is
untapped technologi
a

s fund projects that will ensu

performance and quality of life  

 Example projects: 

As the main objective is to deliver 
measurable activities the majority of 
funding is given to infrastructure 
projects and pilot projects testing 
new technologies. However, the use 
of networks is also encouraged as a 
means to share best practice and 
information exchange. Accordingly, 
as the Cities programme does fund 
networks and also deals with urban 
issues such as sustainable transport, 
there is some possibility of crossover.  

INTERRE
III 

G Application period 
runs from 2002-2006 

 

l co-operation: with 
moting wider 

European integration and 
balanced 

development in the EU 

co-operation: to 

e Cooperation Framework, does 
und networks, one of which is Energie Cities 

n, 
IIIc has six foci, one of which is urban. 
 
Examples of networks funded in the urban theme 
are: 
 

• RUSE, which is managed by Energie 
Cities. This aims at ‘redirecting urban areas 
development towards sustainable energy’ 
by improving capacity building in 
collective structures (city networks, 

uses on is ‘urban’ 
related. Hence, the potential for some 
crossover is apparent, and some 
networks are funded under both the 
Cooperation Framework and 
INTERREG.  
 
 

INTERREG III has three strands: 

a) cross border co-operation: 
focused on the local dimension at 
the internal and external
dimension. To develop economic 
and social centres and joint spatial 
development approaches 

b) transnationa
a view to pro

sustainable and 

c) interregional 

INTERREG IIIc, arguably potentially the strand 
most relevant to th
f
(between April 2004 and March 2007), which is also 
funded under Co-operation Framework. In additio

One of the main objectives of 
INTERREG IIIc is to facilitate best 
practice and information sharing 
though the use of networks, one of 
the themes it foc

City of 
Tomorrow 
and Cultural 
Heritage 

1998-2002 

esearch in four main 
reas: 

 City planning and 

 
cal potential 

nd strong demand for new 
solutions from cities themselves. 

Seek to re rapid, EU-
wide take-up of practical new approaches to urban 
governance, planning and management. It is 
expected to produce, within a decade, measurable 
advances in economic development, environmental 

 
 Production of a European waste manual for 

building construction 
 Research on how to promote walking in 

cities 
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improve the effectiveness of 

the creation of 

works) in a 

agencies) and individual bodies 
(municipalities). 

• Habiforum Expertisenetwerk Meervoudig 
Ruimtegebruik, which deals with 

regional development tools 
through 
networks. 

The overall aim is to improve the 
effectiveness of regional
development policies and
instruments through large-scale 
information exchange and sharing 

f experience (net

 
 

multifunctional intensive land use in cities, 
looking at how to achieve this in a 
sustainable manner.  

o
structured way. 

LIFE 1992-1995 (first
phase) 
 
1996-1999 (second 
phase) 

2000-2004 (LIFE III)  
 
2005 –2006
(extension of LIFE 
III) 

es in the European Union 
and certain third countries 

l policy and 
legislation. It also attempts to help 
integrate the environment into 
other EU policies.   

 

an environmentally related 
projects. These are a mixture of infrastructure 
projects and financial support to schemes, eg: 
 

 SALSA (Sustainable Access to Leisure 

nstructed four routes linking the targeted 

 ent for local land use 

 hich integrates 
environmental considerations in sustainable 
land use planning and management through 
the use of ecological networks. 

 related. Although the 
majority of funds given are to 

 

 A DG Environment programme, 
LIFE co-finances environmental 
initiativ

 

 

bordering on the Mediterranean 
and the Baltic Sea and in central 
and east European accession 
candidate countries.  

One of the main objectives of LIFE 
is to help contribute towards the 
implementation, development and 
enhancement of the Community 
environmenta

Funds both rural and urb

Sites and Amenities) – this project 
co
leisure facilities and residential areas to 
encourage walking and cycling to the site 
(UK) 
Env Managem
planning. This included the introduction of 
an environmental management system for 
four municipalities in the Lake Constance 
region (Germany) 
A demonstration model w

 

In line with its objectives, LIFE 
funds a mixture of environmentally 
related projects, a number of which 
are urban

support infrastructure of pilot 
projects some funding is also given 
to networks. Hence, the potential for 
some crossover is apparent.
However, in practice this is not likely 
to be that great because the majority 
of projects tend to be large-scale 
infrastructure ones.  
 

CIVITAS 2000 -  CIVITAS is a major urban 
transport initiative supporting 
demonstration projects in a number 
of laboratory cities across Europe. 

Mixture of infrastructure projects and financial 
support to schemes, eg: 
 

 Car share scheme in Aalborg 

Although CIVITAS covers urban 
transport issues the types of projects 
it funds tend to be those which entail 
new infrastructure or the testing of 
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Projects under CIVITAS are: 
Vivaldi, Tellus, Trendsetter and 
Miracles. 

 

 Curbside-doorstep delivery in Rome 
 Biodiesel bus fleet in Graz 

new pilot projects, so no obvious 
overlap. It is clear however that the 
involvement of some cities in this 
project are also members of networks 
in projects under the Cooperation 
Framework.  

Mid-term

Institute for Europ

EPOMM 

ESPON 
(European 
Spatial 
Planning 
Observation
Network) 

2001- EPOMM is an international 
partnership of 7 EU member States 
aiming to promote and further 
develop (the concept of) Mobility 
Management in Europe and to 
exchange experiences between 
countries in Europe, in order to 
optimise the implementation of 
mobility management and provide 
support to countries implementing 
mobility management. 

 

A website, bi-monthly electronic newsletter, a annual 
conference, workshops and seminars. 

Yes, some cross over in terms of 
issues covered as it deals with urban 
transport issues; furthermore it is a 
network. Moreover it has links to a 
number of networks which are 
funded under the Cooperation 
Framework, such as EuroCities, 
Energie Cities and Climate Alliance. 
It also has links to CIVITAS. 
However, it does not fund any actual 
projects, and so there is no overlap in 
terms of what is actually funded. 

 

2000-2006 Part of INTERREG IIIB, ESPON 
seeks to study the spatial 
dimension of economic and 
social cohesion policy and other 
EU policies in view of ensuring 
better co-ordination of decisions 
which have an impact on spatial 
planning. The programme has five 
main priorities: 

-Thematic projects 

-Policy impact projects 

-Co-ordinating and spatial cross-
thematic projects 

Funds networks. These must include research 
institutes from at least three countries and is to be led 
by a Lead Partner.  
 
Topics covered by projects range from urban to rural 
issues, telecomm trends to transport policy impact. 

Although ESPON is a network, it is 
for research institutes rather than 
local authorities, however urban 
issues are dealt with so some cross 
over could occur in relation to the 
issues dealt with. 
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-Scientific briefing and 
networking 
-Technical assistance 

O 2003- Aims to demonstrate the high 
potential for reducing energy 
consumption and increasing the 
use of renewable energy through 
adoption of an integrated approach 
to energy policies.  
 

Funds infrastructure and research projects put 
forward by a consortia of (for example) local and 
regional authorities, utilities, energy-service 
providers, energy agencies and technology providers, 
 
 

 e y cy means 
no direct rlap with 
ject and a ty funded 
peration F ework. 

The fo
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rojec
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CUTE 
(Clean 
Urban 
Transport 
for Europe) 

2003- Demonstration project to support a 
number of cities to introduce 
hydrogen into their public transport 
fleet 

Infrastructure – covers cost of hydrogen buses and 
hydrogen filling stations. 

used on transport 
 therefore it is not 
an-focuse or does it 
 or projec o there is 

INTERACT 2002- INTERACT seeks to build on the 
experience and lessons of 
INTERREG I and INTERREG II, 
through providing for exchange of 
experiences and networking, 
information dissemination and 
support to those involved in 
managing INTERREG III 
programmes, 

Information and communication networks in 
particular: 

• decentralised network of five INTERACT 
Points located throughout Europe supports 
the Secretariat  

• a transnational Monitoring and Steering 
Committee supervises the quality and 
effectiveness of the INTERACT 
Programme implementation  

does fu netwo  
bjecti
best p ce  
aring tha  occur

fro ERREG projects. 
ilst INT EG does 

fun urban p ts it is 
unl there is crossover 
her

rks,
 to 

and
red 
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Annex III 
 
 

Annexes relating to the Cooperation Framework and its Projects 
 

Contents 
 
III.A: Summary of Decision 1411/2001 that established the Cooperation Framework 

III. ework Calls for Proposal 
III.C: n on Projects funded under Parts A and B of the 

Cooperation Framework in 2001 to 2003   

B Analysis of the Cooperation Fram
Detailed Informatio
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Annex III.A:  
Summar ework 

 

‘implementation a  environmental le
• sustainable urban development,  

21.’ 

a the ‘Commission, networks of local authorities, 
ed rban ch as NGOs, universities 

 acto

tes that the types of eligible activities are listed in an Annex, which also 
out the indicative breakdown of financial support between the activities, as 

 

 nmen lems 
socio-economic problems (40%).

B tners (4
C A measures: reports, analytical r  monitoring etc. 

(20%). 
 
Support 
relates. F ries’ besides 
establishe

 
Articles posals based on 
priority t cial Journal by the end of 
January each year. The Commission will decide by the end of May which projects it is 
to financ
 
Article 5 re r cy, complementarity and 
synergy’ between the Cooperation Framework projects/activities and other 
Community g es that projects receiving 
funds from other ible to receive funds from 
the Cooperat  
 
Article 6 stat t  in 2004 and that the total 
amount of mone . 
 
Article 7 sets ou selected, including: sound 
cost-benefit ratio  multiplier effect at European level; effective and balanced 
cooperation among the various partners; share of financial participation; transfrontier 

t  sustain

y of Decision 1411/2001 that established the Cooperation Fram

Article 1 establishes the Cooperation Framework ‘to provide financial and technical 
support to networks of local authorities organised in at least four Member States’ (and 
accession countries, as set out in Article 8) to encourage ‘the conception, exchange 
and implementation of good practices’ in: 
 

• t local level of EU gislation; 

• Lo
 
The main p
organis
and other
 
Article 2 sta
sets 

llows:

cal Agenda 

rtners are identified as 
 u multi-stakeholders, community networks su

rs, organised at European level.’  

fo
 

A: Exchanges of information among areas where
occur alongside 

enviro
 

tal prob

:  Co-operation between European level par 0%). 
eviews,

her beneficia

select pro

: ccompanying 

is eligible for up to three years, starting in the year to which the support 
or Part C activities, support may be given to ‘ot
d networks. 

3 and 4 state that the Commission will assess and 
hemes and that it will publish these in the Offi

e and make a list of these publicly available.  

qui es that the Commission ensures ‘consisten

pro rammes (in particular URBAN). It also stat
 Community programmes shall not be elig

ion Framework. 

es hat funding period begins in 2001 and ends
y available for the whole period is €14 million

t the criteria against which projects will be 
; a lasting

co-opera ion; a multi-sectoral approach contributing to able urban 
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developm
civ
 

ent; the degree of involvement of all partners (inc
il soci t blic

Article 9 n e success of the 
activities
and a req i
 
Article 10 requi  Commissio ro
for contracts m r each contra
months of its co er which the 
may cancel a con
 
Article 11 sets ticle 12 requi
implementati  d by the Comm
March 2003. 
 
For full text of th
http://europa.eu. 713en000

luding repre
alising pu

sure th

sentatives of 
 services. ety); and contributing to the strengthening and revi

 places requirements on the Commission to e
, including verifying that the activities have taken 
uirement on recipients to keep relevant documentat

place, on the
on. 

n annual p

 spot checks 

res beneficiaries to submit to the gress reports 
ct within six 
Commission 

res that the 

 of ore than one year and a financial report fo
mpletion, and lays down the conditions und
tract. 

 up the advisory committee, while Ar
on of the Cooperation Framework be assesse ission by 31 

10005.pdf
e Decision, see: 

int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/2001/l_191/l_19120010  
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Annex III.B: 
 Ana

 
his Annex analyses four calls for proposals issued under the Cooperation Framework 

from 2001 to 2004. The analys ated to each call, the themes 
on which applicants should focus, the rs whose influence can be seen in 

e content of the calls and analytical comments on the calls content. 

Year B Priority Themes Reference 
to Policy? Comments 

lysis of the Cooperation Framework Calls for Proposal 

T
is outlines the budget alloc

 policy dossie
th
 

udget 
.5 
llio  – 

not 

The following types of activity were to be funded under 
the 2001 call: 
• In

Decision 
1411/2001 

This call is very 
refers back to the

te the 
tage 
fund 

 
and Local Agenda 21; and 

• Cooperation between the players concerned by 

t s ys a 
tage 

sustainable development and Agenda 21 at European 
level 

total 
 

pen iture 

llion 
p to 

Financial assistance would be supplied for: 
Encouraging the co

priorities although point 4 is

%
gible • ocal level implementation of EU legisl

Genera

Priority Themes 
These are split into Part A and B – as defined in Annex A 

support 
current 

of D
Pa

in environmental quality in areas where environmental 
problems occur alongside socio-economic problems 
Part 

Environment 
Thematic 

sustainable development and Agenda 21 at European level 
 
There are four categories of project that the call 

Them

urban tra
2. sustainable developmen

including mechanisms to

 barriers to effective sustainabl

level including the development and 

their wider natural support systems, in particular 
indicators 

 
Projects will not be funded on the subjects funded in 2001 

.2m llion General Themes are repeated in 2003 call as they were in Urban Categories are very

2001 €2
mi n
does 
sta
percen
it will 
jus a
percen
of 
eligible
ex d

formation on sustainable urban development 

vague and 
 Annex of 

Decision 1411/2001 

2002 €2.3 
mi
with u
95  of 
eli
costs. 
 

l Issues 

nception, exchange and implementation 
of good practices in  

L ation; 
• Sustainable urban development 
• Local agenda 21 
 

ecision 1411/2001 
rt A – inter-exchange of information on sustainable 

urban development and local agenda 21 and improvements 

B – cooperation between partners concerned with 

states it 
will support, linked to policy developed namely the 

atic Strategy. These are: 
1. how to overcome barrier to creating sustainable 

nsport systems 
t of local economies 
 decouple transport and 

economic growth 
3. how to overcome e 

urban management 
4. gaps in the policy framework at EU and national 

implementation of effective tools to monitor the 
quality of urban environments and the impact on 

Quotes the 3 

from 
Decision 
1411/2001 
States that 
projects 
should 

policy work 
in particular 
the Urban 

Strategy 

Very similar to the 2003 call 
 elaborated 

in 2003 

2003 €3 i  broad 
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and u
95
funding 

. 

Part B. 

Call categories are linked to policy development namely 
the development of the Urban Thematic 
Strategy. There are 6 categories of idered of 
particular interest –  

ive implementation of 
sustainable urban transport solutions 

2. sustainable development of local economies esp 
decoupling of transport growth from economic 

barriers inhibiting sustainable 

 measures 
e construction measures 

the cumulative impacts of towns and cites on their 
stem through eg 
e audits or 

benchmarking actions 
In addition (an it comments this i  projects 
supporting the Thematic Strategy) projects that facilitate 

of information 
between networks of local authorities esp. projects that 

ter and improve the implementation of the Aalborg 
charter and can demonstrate effective improvements in 

nd 
 not 

Environment 
tic 

Strategy 
figures 
strongly 
Quotes the 3 
priorities 
from 
Decision 
1411/2001 

therefore at a generic level 
link to the TS – don’t link to 
specific actions in the TS just 
the generalised categories. 
 
Priorities 1, 2 and 3 are 
identical to those in the 2002 
call 
 
Comments 4, 5 and 6 are 
similar to some made in the 
2002 call, but have been made 

in the 2003 
call, probably following the 

e towards a 
thematic strategy paper. 
Is the vagueness an indication 

looking to 
 money for 

the funding of the Urban 
Thematic Strategy working 
groups?? as the wording is 
slightly odd.  
 
Point 6 is very similar to that 
in 2002 but the emphasis has 
changed from indicators to 
benchmarking and 
performance audits 

Aalborg is 
d is one of 
to consider 

networks specifically in as 
oppose to a policy issue 

p to 2002
% Priority Themes as in 2002 these are split into Part A and Thema

 

Environment 
 projects cons

1. tackling barriers to effect

growth 
3. tackling 

far more explicit 

management of towns and cities publication of th
4. implementing sustainable urban design
5. implementing sustainabl
6. evaluating the impact of methods and tools to 

monitor the quality of urban environments and 
that they were 
justify the use of

wider natural support sy
environmental performanc

s exclusive from

dialogue, coordination and exchange 

fos

sustainable planning and managements through eg 
benchmarking were considered – only one project would 

 
The emphasis on 

be funded under this section 
 

new from 2002 an
the few priorities 

In order to allow funding of a cross section of projects a
 as in 2002 wouldissues proposals on the same themes

be accepted. 
 

Institute for European Environmental Policy, Ecologic and IEP, Prague xxxviii



Mid-term Assessment of the Cooperation Framework  Annex II.C  

Annex III.C: 
 Detailed Information on Projects funded under Parts A and B of the 

ork in 2001 to 2003 

Projects funded in 2001 

Cooperation Framew
 

CAMPAIGN 

te: 31 September 2003 (24 month contract) 
 
Finishing da
 
Objectives: 
 

Support those cities and towns in implementing the • Aalborg Charter, Lisbon Action Plan and 

• ation exchanges and networking to help develop policy, planning, management, 

 in relation to sustainable development. 

policies. 
zen 

n
 Provide input and put into pra ble development, in particular the 

Cooperation Framework. 

Hannover Call. 
Facilitate inform
measuring and monitoring tools. It is envisaged that these can help foster local capacity building for 
sustainable development. 

• Co-operate with networks and organizations that have influence on urban development in Europe, 
particularly

• Promote and support local action in European, national and sub-national sustainable development 

• Increase level of awareness of local sustainable development, and actively promote citi
participatio . 

• ctice EU policies for sustaina

E
 

 
F
 
Objectives: 
 
• Raise awareness of local and regional authorities (LRA) (and general public) on the relations between 

current ways of life and the consumption of natural resources beyond the growing urban waste 
production 

en wards sustainable consumption 
through waste prevention and recycling 

• Use WEEE as an example of waste pre

• Raise awar ess of LRA on their potential contribution in moving to

vention at source. 
 
Expenditure: 
 
Provisional:  €459,240 

ctual:  €539,630.76 (78% EU funding) A
 

Projects funded in 2002 

 
Finishing date: 30 March 2005 (three month extension on original 24 month contract) 
Objectives: 
 
• To develop ealth impact assessment (HIA) to
 To develop a resource pack for European cit

 h olkit for European cities. 
 ies and towns on integrating health and social aspects 

into sustainable development. 
• To mobilise national networks of health cities to support the further integration of health and social 

•

 
xpenditure: 1 364 398 €  (92.5% EU funding) 

RESOURCITIES 

inishing date: 30 September 2003 (3 month extension on 18 month contract) 

PHASE 
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quality of public urban transport. 
• Enhance commitment of local authorities and other actors to high quality and sustainable public 

aspects. 
• Promote synergies and put health and social exclusion high on the agenda. 
 
Expenditure:  512 255 € (EU finding 93.76%) 
 

DISPLAY 
 
Finishing date: 30 June 2005 (30 months) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• Voluntary initiative with a focus on enlarging the environmental aspects of the Energy Performance 

of Buildings Directive  
• Developing a display label of Co2 emissions and energy consumption relative to municipal buildings 
• Implementing the display label in 100 municipalities 
• Organising a communication campaign 
• Improving communication between local authorities and the general public and encourage initiatives 

from citizens. 
 
Expenditure: €438,379 (90% EU funding) 
 

MIRIAD 21 
 
Finishing date: 30 October 2005 (36 months) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• Diffusion and exchange of information on sustainable development and the local Agenda 21 

regarding major industrial risks; 
• Exchange of experience and expertise so as to reinforce industrial risks prevention (improve life 

quality and regarding health and environment); 
• Better implementation of the directives Seveso II and IPPC; 
• Implementation of the Aarhus Convention; 
• Better matching and knowledge between different levels of competences and responsibilities; 

 
Particular objectives: 
• Cast out what can be sustainable development of the local authorities involved regarding the risks 

prevention and consequences on urban planning and ground (territory) developments; 
• Involve the populations in their own safety; 
• Concretely implementing Agenda 21, adding major industrial risks.   
 
Expenditure: €795,700.25 (87% funded by the EU) 
 

SIPTRAM 
 
Finishing date: 30 April 2005 (30 months) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• To encourage cities across Europe to improve the environmental and social standards though 

competitive tendering of urban public transport policies 
• Trigger exchange on good practices between local politicians and technical experts in public transport 
• Explore, how a dialogue between procurers, suppliers, manufacturers and regulators can lead to 

mutual increase both in environmental and social standards as well as in the cost- effectiveness and 
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transport, therefore strengthening politic  the course of public transport tendering 
 

al objectives in

E
 

xpenditure: €602,676 (83% funding from the EU) 

EMAS PEER REVIEW 
 

inishing date: 30 November 2004F  (24 months) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• Support sustainable urban management in European cities 
• Start and extend the use of EMAS in selected units of 16 local authorities, with special emphasis on 

accession countries (8 cities from accession countries) 
• Make EMAS more feasible to implement in cities by developing EMAS guidance and toolkit for 

local authorities 
• Develop and apply in practice EMAS Peer Review method to lower the threshold for implementing 

EMAS in local authorities 
• Provide feed-back to the Commission on the potential of EMAS in implementing the thematic 

strategies 
• Raise awareness of EMAS among European Cities and responsible bodies in national administration  
 
Expenditure: €590,058 with in kind contribution €714 778 € (90.8% of funding from EU) 
 

Projects funded in 2003 
AALBORG +10 

 
Finishing date: 31 October 2004 (17 month contract) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• To organise a high profile conference to promote local sustainable development. 
• Prepare the Aalborg Commitments, a set of shared sustainable development related commitments to 

be implemented by local governments across Europe. 
• To provide the European Commission with information to help develop their policy, in particular the 

Thematic Strategy on Urban Environment. 
 
Expenditure: 1 037 274 € (EU funding 43% of the total funding) 
 

QUICKSTART 
 
Finishing date: 31 March 2006 (30 months) 
 
Objectives: 
 
• Contribute to climate change policy and mitigate urban impact on the global climate 
• Strengthen institutional capacity in local authorities to address climate protection in a comprehensive 

and strategic way 
• Inform, activate and support local authorities 
• Build capacity and expertise on strategic approaches to local climate change policy within institutions 

and experts that offer advice to local authorities 
• Contribute to community sustainability and enhance common liveability. 
 
Expenditure: €459 875 (85% EU funding) 
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Annex IV.A Summary and assessment of ed under Part C of the Cooperation Framework 
 

 Objective Outputs  (plus 
partners and other people 
involved, eg ‘experts’) 

€) 
ed 

ii) used 
iii) total (including 
source of any 
other funds) 

ness in developing LA 21, 
romoting implementation of 

/cost-effectiveness; and 
iv) Community-added value (utility and 

activities fund

Number/Title Description Lead organisation Budget (
i) request

Assessment: 
i) Relevance  
ii) Effective
p
environmental legislation, locally; 
iii) Efficiency

viability) 

held in 
Barcelon

Framework to 
provide an 
opportunity to 
discuss their potential 
contributio

networks whose proje
eventually b

 

i) Directly relevant to Cooperation 
Framework as brought together potential 
beneficiaries and aimed to secure a 
smooth implem
instrument.  
 
ii) Activity remote from actual practice, 
so unlikely to be effective, di
least, in, eg, promoting LA21  
 
iii) Outcome – the holding of a 
conference – achieved (2-3.5.2003), 
travel reimbursements
l
efficient  
 
iv) As activity focused on an EU-level 
instrument

another level. 
i) €35,200
ii) €24,014 
iii) €24,014 

i) Relevant to the Decision as the latter 
supports the development of t

Activities funded in 2001 
1. Conference 
on Sustainable 
Urban 
Development, 

a 

Reimbursement 
of experts 
 

To bring together 
potential 
beneficiaries of the 
Cooperation 

n, how to 
respond to the 
opportunities it offers 
and to help forge 
partnerships etc. 

Two day conference in 
Barcelona 

The City of Barcelona and the 
Province of Catalonia. Around 
20 experts involved, including 
representatives of the 

cts 
enefited from the 

funding under the Cooperation 
Framework, as well as some 
cities that were also involved 
in these projects, and 
academics. 

i) €20,000 
ii) €14,927 
iii) €14,927 
 entation of the 

rectly at 

 paid amount to 
ess than €1,000 per expert so apparently 

, unlikely to be funded – or 
have been more useful – if undertaken at 

2. European 
Common 
Indicators 
(ECI) 

Fund the 
translation of the 
ECI 
methodology 

To translate the ECI 
methodology sheets 
into the EU 
languages 

Translations of the methodology  Different small contracts with 
different contractors 

 
he ECI 

 
ii) Activity remote from practice, but 
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into all EU(-15)  
languages 

could be useful for local authorities in 
relation to implementing, eg, LA 21.   
 
iii) Outputs achieved – translations 
available on the ECI web page; average 
cost per translation – 2 400€ appears 

ing 
d have been found at 

reasonable 
 
iv) There is the possibility that fund
for this activity coul
another level, but the process would 
probably have taken longer, in general, 
and possibly resulted in an inconsistent 
approach being taken across Member 
States.  

in Europe w
test the 
methodology   

 
3) Development of a 
standardised questionna

• Van Hall Institute/D
Kline Aarde – Holland 

i) €21,850 
ii) €21,850 
iii) €21,850 

i) Relevant to the Decision, as latter 
supports ECI development 
 
i) Project involved local aui

aimed to be useable for others, so has the 
potential to be effective in longer-term.  
 
iii) Outputs achieved, and cost do
appear to be excessive for such a project.
 
v) Implemi

authorities in Europe as part of ECI 
project. As with Activity 2, above, 
probably could have been funded at 
another level, but probably more 
fficient to have done it at the European e

level.    

Activities funded in 2002 
3. Ecological 
Footprint 
 

Development of 
the 11th ECI – 
Ecological 
Footprint and 
preparing a test 
phase where 
approximately 5 
local authorities 

ill 

To finalise the 
Ecological Footprint 
as an indicator for 
local sustainability 

1) Methodology finalisation and 
documentation to allow test 
phase of 5 local authorities to use 
the footprint. 
 
2) Eurostat data research to 
provide baseline data for test 
countries. 

ire for 
gathering regional consumption 
data. 
 
4) Make the Ecological Footprint 
calculations simple and 
transparent a spreadsheet will be 
developed and pre-loaded with 
national data sets from the pilot 

Contract with Best Foot 
Forward, also involved: 
 
• WNRI – Norway 
• Lund University – 

Sweden 
• Redefining Progress 

– USA 
e 

• Ambiente Italia 
• Maija Hakenen – 

Finland 

thorities, and 

es not 
  

ented in a number of local 
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local authorities. 
4. URBAN 
LEGAL BASE 
- BUREAU 
DE LIAISON 
BRUXELLES-
EUROPE  

Meeting with 
Eurocities and 
the Bureau 
Liaison 
Bruxelles, on 12 
June 2002 

No information Eurocities and the Bureau 
Liaison Bruxelles ii) €710 

iii) €710 

l 

nt of money, but not 
enough info to assess what it covered.  
 
v) Seems likely that such a small amount 
of money could have been found from 
other sources. 

No information  i) €710 i) Name of meeting refers to ‘urban lega
base’, which is another name for the 
Cooperation Framework, so appears to 
be relevant 
 
ii) Not enough information to assess 
effectiveness 
 
iii) A small amou

 Cities and T
Campaign. 

To share the 
experiences of 
regional Agenda 21i
Europe to the rest of 
the world.  

€21,140 wa
provided by
Hannover an
was €29,500
kind con
 
The budget: 
Personnel costs: 
€21,240 
Travel/subsisten
€21,400 
Printing, 
translation an
publication:  
€43,890€ 

 
ii) Activity remote from practice, so not 

irectly effectid
be in the longer-term  
 
iii) The project achieved what it set out 
to do. Given the objectives of the 

roject, the costs do not seem top
excessive.  

iv) As it funded a European network, 
unlikely that the activity would have 
been funded at another level. 

5. Sustainable 
Cities & 
Towns 
Campaign at 
Johannesburg 

Project to 
promote regional 
variations of the 
European 
Sustainable 

owns 

n 

Internet based 
report/presentation  and a written 
summary report that will be 
made available as a CD Rom 

Contract with City of 
Hannover 

i) €87,390 
ii) €87,225 
iii) €87,225 
 
In addition,  

s 
 
d there 
 in in-

tributions. 

ce: 

d 

i) Appears relevant, as it focuses on the 
implementation of LA21, but focus is on 
disseminating the information outside of 
the EU, so direct relevance to 
Cooperation Framework, questionable 

ve, but has the potential to 

 be 
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Sub-contracting:  

  
€15,000  
Indirect costs:
€7,100 

To contribute to the 
development of the 
Commission’s
Thematic Strategy on 

i) €44,3
ii) €44,300  
iii) €44,300 
 
Budget: 
Coordination:  
€4,000 
Report/minutes:  
€14,000 

raExperts t
subsistence
€24,000 
Meetings/Ca

800 €
Technical co
€1,500 

iii) Group supported and report
produced, so achieved what it set out to

o. Bud
excessive for the project. 
 
iv) As the activity supported an EU-level 
process, it is unlikely that it would have 

een more useful if undertaken or b
funded at another level. 

To mana
working grou
and s
chair, to prepa
reports of 
meetings and 

Prepare a report of the working 
group’s considerations. 

i) €31,890 
ii) €31,890 
iii) €31,
 

i) Relevant to
Decision.  
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but a
supports the TSUE, it should, in
long-run, be effective in helping lo
authorities become more sustainab
 

produced the required reports (Final 
report available at: 

Activities funded in 2003 
6. Working 
Group on 
Sustainable 
Urban 
Construction 

Project to 
manage working 
group and 
support chair, 
prepare reports 
of meetings and 
minutes, to 
reimburse 
attendance of 
experts 

 

the Urban 
environment, in 
particular the aspects 
of urban 
construction. 

Arrange a working group and 
produce a report of the group’s 
considerations.  

Contract with Architects 
Council of Europe 

00  

vel and 
  

tering 

sts 

i) Relevant to the Decision and 
especially the call, which for 2003 was 
more focused towards the Urban 
Thematic Strategy  
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but as it 
supports the TSUE, it should, in the 
long-run, be effective in helping local 
authorities become more sustainable. 
 

 
 

dget does not seem to be 

7. Working 
Group on 
Sustainable 
Urban 
Transport 

ge 
p 

upport 
re 

minutes. 

To contribute to the 
development of the 
Commission’s 
Thematic Strategy on 
the Urban 
environment, in 
particular looking at 
the following topics: 
 
- a reduction of the 
link between 

Contract with RAND Europe 

890 

The budget: 
Preparing reports: 
€17,910 
Organising 
workshops:  
€10,430 
Desk research:  

 the call and especially the 

s it 
 the 

cal 
le. 

iii) Organised four workshops and 
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economic growth and 
 transport 

ys, 
 

 of 
 to bring 

about a significant 
decoupling of 
transport growth and 
GDP growth; and 
the need to promote 
the use of low 
emission vehicles in 
public transport. 

€3,350 ttp://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environ
passenger
demand; 
-the need for an 
increased share in 
public transport, rail, 
inland waterwa
walking and cycling
modes; 
-the need to tackle 
rising volumes
traffic and

 
h
ment/urban/pdf/0401_finalreport_transp
ort.pdf).  All the deliverables were  met. 
The budget is comparable to the other 
projects supporting Working Groups. 
 
iv) Unlikely that the activities funded 
would have been more useful undertaken 

n another level.  o

Urb
Management

chair, to prepa
reports of 
meetings and
minutes, to 
reimburse 
attendance of 
experts (this is 
ok as it is an 
administra
arrangem

the Thema
Strategy on the 
Urban Environment. 
The targets of the 
working group is to 
define major gaps 
and weaknesses in 
the managemen
procedures of urban 
systems, with focus 

 

i) €30,0
ii) €3

00 

 
Budget: 
Organisatio
the third
Workshop in
(travel/per diem 
costs for 10 
experts (€8,000) 
and additional 
costs for logistic
(lunch, transport 

erand oth
(€2,00

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but as it
supports the TSUE, it should, in th
ong-run, l

authorities become more sustainable. 
 
iii) The third workshop organised and 
the required reports produced (the final 
report is available at 
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/envir
ment/urban/pdf/0401_finalreport.pdf). 
Consequently all deliverables were met. 
The budget is comparable to the other 
projects supporting Working Groups.    

8. Working 
Group on 
Sustainable 

an 
 

To manage 
working group 
and support 

re 

 

tive 
ent). 

To gain independent 
and expert input into 
the development of 

tic 

t 

on environmental and 
health protection and 
to propose tools and 

Final report and the organisation 
of the third EWG workshop 
 

Administrative Arrangement 
with JRC 0,000 

iii) €30,000 

n of 
 EWG 

 Ispra 

s 

s) 
0): 

 
e 

be effective in helping local 

on
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strategies for an 
improved sustainable 
management of 
European urban 
areas. Feeds into the 
Thematic Strategy on 
the Urban 
Environment. 

 collecting 

cal support  
(writing and 
printing of reports, 

s with 
nsultant, 
data 
al 

n 

€10,000  
Mission cost 
(finalise the 
reports
inputs): 

 €4,000
Techni

desk-studie
external co
purchase of 
nd statistica

material): 
€16,000 

 
iv) Unlikely that the activities funded 
would have been more useful undertake
on another level. 
 

9. Stakeholder 
Platform 
Coordinator – 
NGO Sector 

 

selected 
stakeholders 

e 

ctor 

e 
e 
 on 

der 
Consultation Report. 
2) Stakeholder Consultation 
Report. 
3) List of 16 representatives to 
attend the Platform event 
4) Presentation to the Platform of 
key messages from consultation 
exercise 
5) Post Platform Reaction Report 

Contract with European 
Environment Bureau 

00 

sistant: 

on of 
ing:  

 
e 

 local 
le. 

a.eu.int/comm/environ

To undertake 
consultation
exercise and 
workshop to 
collect views of 
NGOs for 
Thematic 
Strategy. This 
will include 25 

from 
representativ
NGO groups. 

To ensure 
representative views 
from the NGO se
across Europe are 
included in th
development of th
Thematic Strategy
the Urban 
Environment.  

1) Draft Stakehol i) €13,500 
ii) €13,500 
iii) €13,5
 
The budget: 
Coordinator salary: 
€7,925 
Research as
€975 

atiOrganis
re-meetp

€4,600 
 

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but as it
supports the TSUE, it should, in th
long-run, be effective in helping
auth rities become more sustainabo
 
iii) The Stakeholder Consultation Report 
(available at 
http://www.europ
ment/urban/pdf/ngo_report.pdf) 
and the presentation of key messages 
romf  the consultation exercise were 

n 
on another level. 

achieved. The Budget seems realistic 
compared to the other stakeholder 
platform projects.  

 
iv) Unlikely that the activities funded 
would have been more useful undertake
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To undertake 
consultation 
exercise and 
workshop to 
collect views of 
academic 
community 
NGOs for 
Thematic 
Strategy 

i) €13,500 
ii) €13,293 
iii) €13,293 
 
Budget: 
Draft stakeholder 
report: €2,240 
Stakeholder 
consultatio
€2,799  
Post platform 

Payments to
EURA Execut
Committee:  

6,719 €

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but as it 
us ppo

long-run, be effective in helping loca
authorities become more sustainable. 
 
iii) Stakeholders were selected for the 
vene

the information from the consultation,
was produced (The summary report is 
vailable at: a

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/envir
ment/urban/pdf/academic_report.pdf). 
The budget seems realistic compared to 
the other stakeholder platform projects
 
iv) Unlikely that the activities funde
would have been more useful undertaken
on another level. 
 

.  

d 
 

11. 
Stakeholder 
Platform 
Coordinator – 
Business 
Sector 

 of 

To collect 
representative views 
from the business 
sector and insure 
they are included in 
the development of 
the Thematic 
Strategy on the 
Urban Environment 

1) Draft 
Consulta  
 
2) Stakeholder Consultation 
Report 
 
3) List of 16 representatives to 
attend Platform event 
 
4) Presentation to the Platform of 
key messages from consultation 
 

 

isor 
or 
tary 

  
€8,840 

s it 
 

were selected for the 

To undertake 
consultation 
exercise and 
workshop to 
collect views
business 
community for 
Thematic 
Strategy 

Stakeholder 
tion Report

Contract with Eurochambres i) €13,500 
0 ii) €13,50

iii) €13,500 
 

t:  The budge
Coordination and 
management (22 
days for adv
and 4 days f

credeputy se
general):

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but a
supports the TSUE, it should, in the
long-run, be effective in helping local 
authorities become more sustainable. 
 
ii) Stakeholders i

event and the summary report, collating 
the information from the consultation, 
was produced (The report is available at: 

10. U.W.E – 
ASSISTING 
THE EXPERT 
WORKING 
GROUP ON 
SUSTAINAB
LE URBAN 
TRANSPORT 
(Stakeholder 
Platform 
Coordinator – 
Academic 
Sector) 

To gain a 
representative view 
of academic 
community to ensure 
their views are 
included in the 
development of the 
Thematic Strategy on 
the Urban 
Environment. 

1) List of 25 academic 
representatives to attend the 
Stakeholder Platform to be 
delivered. 
  
2) Stakeholder Consultation 
report 
 
3) Post Platform reaction report 
– three weeks after conclusions 
of the Platform 

Contract with European Urban 
Research Association (via 
UWE) 
 

n report: 

Reaction Report:  
€1,121 
Flights and 
accommodation: 
€414 

 the 
ive 

rts the TSUE, it should, in the 
l 

t and the summary report, collating 
 

on
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5) Post Platform Reaction Report Administrative 
Assistance (8 
days): 
€1,660 
Overheads:  
€3,000 
 

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environ
ment/urban/pdf/business_report.pdf).  
The budget seems realistic compared to 
the other stakeholder platform projects 
 
iv) Unlikely that the activities funded 
would have been more useful undertaken 
on another level. 
 

12. 
Stakeholder 
Platform at 
Metropole 
Hotel – Event 
Organisation 

workshops, 
prepare reports 
of each 
workshop and an 
overall report of 
findings and 
recommendation
s 

) Stakeholder position paper 
reports 

nt/workshops organisation 

erall report  

Consultants 

e 
e 

  
5,850 

 

 
 the 

, be effective in helping local 

 
 The 

iv) Unlikely that the activities funded 
would have been more useful undertaken 
on another level. 

To prepare 4 
position papers 
from different 
stakeholder 
groups, organise 
and run the 2 day 
event and 

To inform and 
facilitate the 
preparation of the 
Thematic Strategy on 

 
2) Eve

the Urban 
Environment through 
four priority areas for 
improvement 

 change, 

 
3) Ov

(climate
nature and 
biodiversity, 
environment and 
health and natural 
resources and waste) 

1 Contract with Land Use i) €61,573  
ii) €61,573 
ii) €61,573 i

 
The budget: 
Land Us
Consultants tim
inputs:  
€35,723 

nt Venue, Equipme
eshments: and refr

€20,000 
Travel and 
incidental 
xpenses:e

€

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii) Project remote from practice, but as it
supports the TSUE, it should, in
ong-runl

authorities become more sustainable. 
 
iii) The deliverables of four workshop 
session reports, the stakeholder platform
meeting and report were met.
budget does not seem excessive.   

 

To ensure that the 
Thematic Strategy 

ropp

13. Candidate 
Country Study 

To prepare a 
study on the 
situation in the 
Candidate 
Countries with 
regard to the 4 
priority themes 
of the Thematic 
Strategy, to 

erly reflects the 
situation in the 
Candidate Countries. 

1) 12 Candidate Country 
Overview Reports 
 
2) Initial Analysis Report 
 
3) Final Analysis Report 

Contract with European 
Academy of the Urban 
Environment 
 

i) €44,675 
ii) €44,675 
iii) €44,675 
 
Final payment 
pending 
 
The budget: 
Candidate country 

i) Relevant to the call and especially the 
Decision. 
 
ii )  Project remote from practice, but as 
it supports the TSUE, it should, in the 
long-run, be effective in helping local 
authorities in the former candidate 
countries to become more sustainable. 
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ean Environmental Policy, Ecologic and IEP, Prague liii

her 
the interim 
reports and 
reports of th
working gr
adequately 
reflect the n
of the Cand
Countries, t
collect goo
practice 
examples fr
the Candida
Countries. 

Overview Report

al 
 R rt:

ssis e: 

 &
ce: 

:  €1  

The twelve c report are 
ble at: 
www.e t/comm/environ

andidate co

uropa.eu.in
/pdf/initial_ove

lysis repor
uropa.eu.in

interim

bles wer
 seem to

t the act
n more 
. 
nigalli t
tood th
rt on re
 the Co
e field o
 I hereb
ible, un
ulation 

und the 
(under t
ctly fro
y frame
mote su
 

der platf
workshop

were m

assess whet

final 
e 4 

oups 

eeds 
idate 
o 
d 

om 
te 

€20,290 
Initial/Fin
Analysis
€17,245 
Project A
€4,400 
Travel
Subsisten
€1,440 
Overhead

epo

tanc

300

al C
o
o
St

onsultation e
he develop

mati
 th

vents 
ment 
c 

e 
ent 

• 

 

keh der 
tion 

Platform 
(23/24 

xpert

ollowi
NVAC
dvised 
avel ex

ment

the opinio
n 27 Marc
t reimburs
nses and 

rom 
F2 

ent
die
e 

i) €145,00
ii) €14
iii) €1
 

Jun
:  

24 
xpe

 Ju
1,21

s: 

 

 

availa
http://
ment/
.pdf  
 
The fi
http://
ment/
.pdf 
 
All th
budge
 
iv) Un
would
on an
i) The
that “i
prepa
of me
imple
urban
is ther
Anne
that y
the pa

ndi
5 “
erat
vel

 Th
d th
e de

e delivera e met and the 
t does not  be excessive.  

likely tha ivities funded 
 have bee useful undertaken 

other level

untry 

urban rview_reports

nal ana t is available at: 
www.e t/comm/environ
urban/pdf/ _reports_analysis

14. 
Commitment 
for meetings 
June 2003 to 
December 
2003 – Part C 

Formal financi
Commitment to 
use Part C funds 
to reimburse 
attendance of 
experts at 
various meetings 
during the latter 
half of 2003 
(stakeholder 
platform at 
Metropole hotel, 
transport 
working group). 

n t
f the The
rategy on

Urban Environm

Sta ol
Consulta
June 2003) 

• Independent E s’ 
Workshops (16 June, 
7/8 July and) 23 
September 

F ng n f
E  o h, 
a tha em  of 
tr pe per m 
pay s could be mad
under the usual conditions 
directly from the legal base. 
Based on email from Marco 
Panigalli (ENV) to Simon 
Goss (ENV). 

0 
4 093   
44 093 

The budget: 
Meeting 16 e 
(10 experts)
€10,000   
Meeting 23-
June (105 e rts):  
€112,875  
Meeting 7-8 ly: 
€1 8 
Meeting 23 
September:  
€10,000  

 email (Pa o Goss) states 
ers at this group is 

ring a repo commendations 
asures that mmunity should 
ment in th f sustainable 
 transport. y confirm that it 
efore poss der the terms of 

x C of Reg 1411/2001/EC, 
ou can ref travel costs of 
rticipants he usual 

co tions) dire m budget line B4-
30 Communit work for co-
op ion to pro stainable urban 
de opment””. 
 
ii) e stakehol orm consultation 
an e expert s were held. All 
th liverables et.  
 

t is 

Mid-term

Institute for Europ

und
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MID-TERM ASSESSMENT OF THE CO-OPERATION FRAMEWORK TO 
PROMOTE SUSTAINABLE URBAN DEVELOPMENT (Decision 
1411/2001/EC) 

 
 

Summary table for assessing the quality of work  (Source – Evaluating EU Activities – a 
practical guide for the Commission Services – November 2003)  

 
As regards this criterion, the evaluation report is: 

Unacceptable Acceptable 
 

Satisfact
ory 

Good Excellent

1. Meeting needs: Does the evaluation deal 
adequately with requests for information from the 
Commission and is it in line with the specifications? 

  yes   

2. Relevant scope: Have the rationale of the 
intervention, its outcomes, outputs, impacts, 
interactions with other policies and unexpected effects 
been studied in full? 

  yes   

3. Appropriate methodology: Is the design of the 
evaluation adequate and suitable for providing the 
findings required (within time limits) to answer the 
main evaluation questions? 

   yes  

4. Reliable data: Are the primary and secondary data 
collected or selected suitable? Are they sufficiently 
reliable in the light of the expected use? 

  yes   

5. Sound analysis:  Does the analysis of the 
quantitative and qualitative data comply with 
established rules, and is it complete and appropriate 
for answering the evaluation questions correctly? 

   yes  

6. Credible results: Are the results logical and 
justified by the analysis of the data and by 
interpretations based on carefully presented 
explanatory hypotheses?  

  yes   

7. Valuable conclusions: Are the conclusions  just, 
and are they unbiased by personal or partisan 
considerations? 

   yes  

8. Useful recommendations: Are the 
recommendations comprehensible, useful, applicable 
and detailed enough to be put into practical effect? 

   yes  

9. Clarity: Does the report describe the context and 
goal of the intervention evaluated and also the 
organisation and results in such a way that the 
information provided is easily understood? 

   yes  

Bearing in mind the specific constraints imposed 
on this evaluation by the background, the 
evaluation report is considered to be  

   yes  
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COMMENTS  ON ASSESSING THE QUALITY OF WORK AND ITS 
FINDINGS: 
 
 
 
1. Meeting needs: Does the evaluation deal adequately with requests for information from the 
Commission and is it in line with the specifications? 
Yes. It has to be taken into account that because of the characteristics of the programme (broad 
geographic scope and high  number of partners) it was a difficult task 
2. Relevant scope: Have the rationale of the intervention, its outcomes, outputs, impacts, 
interactions with other policies and unexpected effects been studied in full? 
Yes, although the Decision establishing the programme did not foresee an assessment based in the 
usual analysis and quantification of inputs, outputs and results 
3. Appropriate methodology: Is the design of the evaluation adequate and suitable for providing 
the findings required (within time limits) to answer the main evaluation questions? 
Yes, the methodology has been cleared conceived and applied, adapted to the needs and the 
available data. The performance of the consultants team  has been professional, very active and 
open-minded to the evolving needs of the assessment 
4. Reliable data: Are the primary and secondary data collected or selected suitable? Are they 
sufficiently reliable in the light of the expected use? 
Yes, the consultants have done the best they could do with the available data 
5. Sound analysis:  Does the analysis of the quantitative and qualitative data comply with 
established rules, and is it complete and appropriate for answering the evaluation questions 
correctly? 
The “soft” nature of the programme (exchange of experience among local authorities through 
established networks) makes difficult to assess the quantitative data. From a qualitative point of 
view, the analysis is useful to the EC needs 
6. Credible results: Are the results logical and justified by the analysis of the data and by 
interpretations based on carefully presented explanatory hypotheses?  
Yes, although the main results will be only able to be assessed at long term 
7. Valuable conclusions: Are the conclusions  just, and are they unbiased by personal or partisan 
considerations? 
Yes. The lack of sufficient information on LIFE+ did not permit to go any further. On the other 
side, the fact that the new ENV financial instrument has taken the name of a well-known 
programme leads to some misunderstanding about the nature of future calls of proposals and 
procedures to follow. 
8. Useful recommendations: Are the recommendations comprehensible, useful, applicable and 
detailed enough to be put into practical effect? 
Yes, but these recommendations have to be analysed in the light of the EC priorities, the financial 
perspectives and the policy priorities of DG ENV 
9. Clarity: Does the report describe the context and goal of the intervention evaluated and also the 
organisation and results in such a way that the information provided is easily understood? 
Yes. The report has been written in a clear and understandable way 
Bearing in mind the specific constraints imposed on this evaluation by the background, the 
evaluation report is considered to be  
Good. 
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