Dr. Markus Eltges 
-DRAFT





May 2009

– First field report on the project HerO in the framework of the fast track initiative of the European Union with a view to the role of the Managing Authorities


Dr. Markus Eltges

Heritage as Opportunity (HerO) – Sustainable Management Strategies for Vital Historic Urban Landscapes – and the part of the Associated Managing Authorities 

First Report 

1. The idea

Ten historical cities from ten European countries work close together in the framework of the URBACT project „HerO- Heritage as Opportunity“. Apart from the regular exchange on the project, for which three meetings in different partner cities are annually planned, the purpose of the network is to work on implementation- oriented plans concerning how cities should deal with their cultural heritage. 

Three steps are planned:

1. The development of a so called „Cultural Heritage Integrated Management Plan“ (CHIMP) within a long-term perspective, longer than the period of the structural funds 2013

2. The short or medium- term development of a “Local Action Plan” (LAP) within the running time of the HerO- program until mid of 2011 in order to develop on its basis

3. the Local Implementation Plan (LIP)  within the current period of structural funds until 2013. With this LIP the priorities of the Local Action Plan shall be realized with concrete actions and projects 

Consequently, there is accordance to the triad of the programming in the framework of the European structural funds policies in form of 

· the strategic guidelines concerning the use of structural funds (CHIMP) 

· the national strategic reference framework (LAP) and

· the operational programs (LIP) 

and of its principles of organization (partnership, analysis of strength and weaknesses, the formulation of priorities and  measures) on the local level.

This approach is a great chance for the municipalities with a historical heritage in order to define and agree politically on strategies and moreover concrete measure that help to protect and develop the heritage of buildings in the cooperation with private and public groups of interests. The early integration of the Managing Authorities (MAs) into the process can be considered as an “added value” compared to the normal planning process.  

To support and accelerate the implementation on the local level with the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) the administrative authorities (MAs) of the ERDF are associated partner in the project and partly even belong to the staff of the Local Support Group. So this is the idea of the initiative “Regions for Economic Change”. Since HerO was additionally selected a fast-track project by the European commission, HerO is supported specifically by the Commission. The purpose is to build a bridge between the Local Implementation Plan and the political aims of the EU and the priorities and measures of the operational programs of the ERDF. This shall support a quick implementation of the project on the local level, which can serve as an example for “good practice” in and for Europe. All the Managing Authorities involved in the HerO- project have confirmed their support in the sense of “fast track” by signing the “letters of Intent”.

The aim of HerO is, apart from the intensive exchange of experience between the cities until the end of the project duration (May 2011), to start with the first measures on the basis of the LIP with financial support of the ERDF. 

2. The starting point

The particular operational programs (OPs) are the basis for the implementation of the projects based on the LIP with participation of ERDF. The basis for a financial participation of ERDF can be considered positively. At least six out of ten of the operational programs relevant for HerO contain a priority for the issue of Urban Development. Only Poitiers, Liverpool and Vilnius would have to work on the level of measures and ensure the financial support by bundeling different measures. There is no OP that uses the global grant for urban incentive measures offered in COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 1083/2006 of 11 July 2006 laying down general provisions on the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund and the Cohesion Fund and repealing Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 1083/2006 article 37, para. 6a. 

Tab: Characteristics of the Operational Programmes relevant for the HerO-Cities 



Urban Development Priority in the Operational Programme relevant for the HerO- City
Use of global grants for HerO- City



yes
no


Germany
Regensburg
X

no

Austria
Graz
X

no

Italy
Naples
X

no

Lithuania
Vilnius

X
no

Romania
Sighisoara
X

no

Great Britain
Liverpool

X
no

Poland
Lublin
X

no

France
Poitiers

X
no

Spain
Valencia
No answer

no

Malta
Valetta
X

no

Source: own interrogation of the cities 

Apart from the description of the promotional basics in the OPs the analysis of the grant policy of the basic data also belongs to the starting point

· In the kick-off meeting in Poitiers in December 2008 the MAs made clear that they will not favor the HerO- projects despite of the fast track initiative. Consequently, all projects relevant for financing by Structural Funds are in competition. 
· In the beginning of HerO no information was given to the cities that apart from financial support for concrete projects by ERDF, the development of the LAPs and LIPs can also be financially supported in the framework of the particular OPs of the ERDF by the technical assistance. Such information would have facilitated the relation between the cities and the MAs in the beginning and would have helped the cities to develop these plans. The plans have to be written by the Local Support groups themselves in the framework of the network via the exchange of experience. But this is a great challenge for the Local Support Groups as the capacity of staff on the local level is too little to develop the plans themselves and the experience with the tendering procedure is very small to commission an external expert with that. To resolve these deficits at least to a certain degree, an English version of the text for invitation to tender for external professional support and development of the LAPs and LIPs written by the city of Regensburg was given to all HerO- cities as a support. 

· The exchange with regards to contents on projects concerning the protection of the cultural heritage and the sustainable development of the historical townscape works very well and is professionally well supported. The translation of the exchange into the “promotional language” of ERDF has been insufficient so far. In this respect the basic principle should be conveyed that the central aspect is not the  “cultural heritage”,  but the aims of the promotion “growth and employment” by maintaining and extending the “cultural heritage”.

· In most HerO- cities the persons in charge do not possess the knowledge about the European structural policies which allow them to negotiate with the MAs on equal terms.

Therefore, it gets obvious that the designated quick connection between the LAPs and the LIPs on the one hand and the realization with the help of ERDF on the other hand has made little progress. 


3. Where are we now? 

In order to make an interim evaluation of the hitherto realization of the aims described above, in March and April 2009 the persons of the cities being responsible for HerO and the Managing Authorities were asked mainly about the cooperation between the Managing Authorities and Local Support Groups and about the regulations of the structural fund and the way of promotion. While the response of the cities, except for Graz and Valencia, was very good, only the four MAs of Regensburg, Poitiers, Vilnius and Lublin answered to the questions.

These were the results: 

Coordination between the Managing Authorities and Local Support Groups

· Until now some meetings have taken place between the Local Support Groups and the Managing Authorities.  Six cities have even had a regular exchange with their MAs since the first meeting in Poitiers. It can be stated that a majority of the Local Support Groups and the persons at the MA being responsible for HerO know each other personally. The geographical proximity only seems to play a minor role in this context. 

· According to the Managing Authorities themselves and the Local Support Groups, the Managing Authorities are involved in the Local Support Groups as it is intended by the fast track initiative. But only three cities have the impression that the Managing Authorities come up with suggestions how measures can be realized more quickly. This corresponds with the statements of the Managing Authorities who say that they only come up with suggestions in some cases. 

· The statement that the coordination between the Managing Authorities and the Local Support Groups respectively the coordination on the local level hinders the realization of the projects can neither be clearly affirmed nor denied. 

· Despite, the contact that has taken place so far cannot be regarded as an indicator for the support of the Local Support Groups by the Managing Authorities. The Local Support Groups consider the support rather moderate. This correlates with the statements of the Managing Authorities concerning the significance of the HerO- project. The Managing Authorities only attach a small or medium priority to the project and it seems that in most cases there only exists willingness to support, if questions from the Local Support Group appear. 

· That the coordination and cooperation between the Local Support Groups and the Managing Authorities does not work properly can be seen in the fact that some statements e.g. concerning the amount of meetings that have taken place so far, vary between the Local Support Group and the Managing Authorities.

The regulations of the structural funds

· Although the Local Support Groups have knowledge about the (relevant) operational programs and the Managing Authorities at least roughly know about the HerO- projects, it seems problematic that the mutual knowledge is not very detailed. The Local Support Groups have often only insufficient knowledge about the actual opportunities of promotion by ERDF. Five cities stated that they just have a rough idea of how the planned measures can be supported by ERDF. This contradicts to the statements of the Managing Authorities which apparently think that the cities are familiar with the regulations of the structural fund or at least possess rough knowledge

· The co-financing of the implementation by ERDF within the framework of the Local Implementation Plan is also difficult. At least six out of eight cities stated that the co-financing can be ensured. But this is regarded differently by the Managing Authorities. All the four Managing Authorities who commented on the co-financing consider this problematically. 

· The Managing Authorities generally have the opinion that the realization of the HerO- projects within the framework of the promotion by ERDF will be difficult within the next two years. In this context they also see a limiting factor in the n+2/3 rule. 

· A possible recommendation in order to facilitate the financing and promotion of the integrated local approaches based on the Cultural Heritage Integrated Management Plan would be the global grant. But the Managing Authorities do not consider this global grant a relevant method of resolution.

· At this point no MA considers any adjustments of the OPs of ERDF in the framework of this interim evaluation.

4. What is to be done? 

· The preparations and the realization of projects can only take place together with the Local Support Group and the Managing Authorities. The personal contact between the relevant persons should be intensified. This is the only way how to discover hindrances. 

· These hindrances have to be named clearly by the responsible persons in the HerO cities.

· The commission should forcefully remind the MAs of their active role in the fast track initiative 

· The set of problems should also be discussed together with the secretary of URBACT in the framework of the Thematic Pole Meetings in order to find appropriate strategies to improve the cooperation between the cities and the MAs. 

· The commission should better explain the background and purpose of the fast track initiative to the MAs and should demand more strongly the active role of the MAs also to support the local level in their efforts. 

· In the context of the upcoming interim evaluation of all the OPs a separate chapter on the results achieved by the managing authorities within the context of the fast track initiative could be incorporated. 

· In the next call of URBACT, the promotion of the development of the Local Action Plans in fast track projects should be considered an inherent part from the beginning. 

· For the future a communication strategy on how the contents of the particular OPs can be conveyed to the “end user” namely the cities, should be developed. The municipalities can only use the calculated means by having the according knowledge. 
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