
we
make

europe

Cities
and City Makers 
enhancing
the (Im)Pact
of Amsterdam

we
make

europe

REPORT OF THE URBAN AGENDA MEETING ON 29TH MAY 2016 IN AMSTERDAM



On Sunday 29. from 14.00 – 16.30 hs as 
part of the New Europe City Makers Summit, 
URBACT, Eutropian, Agora Europa and 
Pakhuis de Zwijger jointly organised, in 
cooperation with the European Committee 
of the Regions the unique dialogue We Make 
Europe: Cities and City Makers enhancing 
the (Im)Pact of Amsterdam at FabCity. In 
a dialogue City Makers, city officials and 

political representatives have explored the 
role of cities and civil society actors in 
effectively addressing the pressing urban 
challenges of today.

The event aimed at creating a dialogue 
between Cities and City Makers to enrich 
the ongoing work of the Urban Agenda 
Partnerships with experiences “from the 
ground”. The discussion focused on the 
ongoing Partnerships on Urban Poverty, 
Affordable Housing, Refugees and Migrant 
Inclusion and Air Quality. The event was 
divided in three moments: a first one with 
a plenary session with a group of 80 people, 
where 4 Cities from the URBACT network 
and 4 City Makers briefly presented their 
innovative governance strategy or initiative, 
highlighting challenges and potentials of EU 
policy on the urban scale. A second moment 
took the form of working groups discussing 
in detail the 4 topics of the Urban Agenda 
Partnerships, with the aim of elaborating 
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If you would like to know more join the next events: 
8-9 July 2016: the European Summit of Regions and Cities in Bratislava, Slovakia
November 2016: City Makers workshops in Vienna and Bratislava
Spring 2017: the Makers Summit in Athens, Greece

Read the EU Urban Agenda signed by all Members States on 
30th June 2016. 
If you want to know more about work on the ground related 
to the 12 topics of the Urban Agenda, read the City Makers 
contribution in the New Europe Magazine and We Build the City 
by the European Cultural Foundation. A very comprehensive 
article was also published by URBACT on the parallel events 
of the Pact of Amsterdam.
Watch the video story Cities and City Makers enhancing the (Im)
Pact of Amsterdam and check out the social media coverage! 
#euurbanagenda #wemakeeurope #citymakerssummit

suggestions that may feed into the ongoing 
policy discussion. The last session was a 
plenary open to the wide public where 
the institutional representatives from the 
European Committee of the Regions, Dutch 
government and URBACT commented on 
the discussions of the working groups.

The expected impact of such event is to 
create an ongoing dialogue between City 
Administrations, City Makers with the 
Urban Agenda for the EU Partnerships and 
European Institutions in order to guarantee 
a richer variety of inputs into the policy 
elaboration. Since the acceptance of the Pact 
of Amsterdam on May 30 in Amsterdam, 
there has been an agreement on the further 

development and implementation of the 
Urban Agenda for the EU during the 
following Presidencies in Bratislava and 
Valetta. This will be first and foremost 
done along the lines of the Partnerships, 
existing ones as well as new ones to be 
added. It is therefore to be suggested that 
existing Partnerships should have 
continuous representation of Cities 
and City Makers on the tables, for 
example during the following presidencies. 

The organisers of the event are committed 
to share their networks of Cities and City 
Makers with the Urban Agenda Partnerships, 
which could be a valuable pool of relevant 
practices to foster further discourse. 
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h_y83ZSVsBc&index=52&list=PLhUJ26iqpEfZKz8kHyi1H7De69TearGdJ
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As an introduction Ivan Tosics showed some 
pictures about the forms of urban poverty 
in different European cities: on the one 
hand deprived neighbourhoods in Budapest 
inner city, Naples large housing estate, 
Sofia peripheral ghetto area, and on the 
other hand poor people photographed in 
rich parts of Budapest and Paris. Then he 
called the attention to the NEW EUROPE 
#01 publication, containing innovative 
city-maker examples how to tackle urban 
poverty, either based on vacant areas, 
temporary use or on knowledge/capacities 
of poor people. Besides concrete examples 
also an article (p.28-33) was devoted to the 
topic of urban poverty. Finally he raised 
the main questions for the roundtable and 
called for examples about EU (or national) 
regulations which hindered or even stopped 
innovative solutions and for examples about 
EU (or national) funding schemes which 
aimed to help the poor but did not in reality. 
In the course of the discussion it was difficult 

to separate issues of Better Regulations from 
issues of Better Funding. The following 
main points emerged. 
Joana Dias (Lisbon, PPT attached) : EU 
funding programs are too bureaucratic (forms 
are difficult to fill out), not transparent, 
elitist (bottom-up organizations can not be 
funded), not sustainable, and inefficient in 
cost covering. They are funding theoretical 
solutions instead of practical ones. The 
EU funding programs are inaccessible to 
most of the local and bottom-up initiatives. 
Moreover, many national decision-makers 
decide along their own criteria, not real 
quality. To overcome these difficulties EU 
funding programs need to be accessible to 
all citizens, give bigger security, cover basic 
organizational expenses, promote action. 
Tiago Saraiva (Lisbon): the last 5 years 
brought extreme decrease in national 
funding, as a result of which the importance 
of EU funding is increasing. However, the 
scope of EU funding is very limited. Parallel 
to the relative increase of the importance of 
EU funding more flexibility in its use should 
be allowed. Portugal – similarly to other 
countries – is not getting closer to other 
developed countries. Urban poverty has 
been growing over the last 5 years, therefore 
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City: AmAliA Zepou (City of Athens, GR) | part of the URBACT Refill network 
City of Athens runs the Synathina platform to map, connect and support local civic initiatives that run 
social kitchens, waste management, health care, and more to address the crisis in Athens.

City mAker: tiAgo SArAivA (Ateliermob – Lisbon, PT) 
Cozinha Comunitária das Terras da Costa is a process that engaged neighbours, architects, activists, 
Almada City Council and a private Foundation to take water to the center of a shanty town neighbourhood 
with 500 inhabitants. 

http://urbact.eu/Refill.
http://www.synathina.gr
http://ateliermob.com/cozinha-comunitaria-das-terras-da-costa-465018


the EU should rethink the regulations and 
the allocation of the Structural Funds: 
special funding should be given to bottom 
up initiatives and participatory processes, 
in order to reduce the huge and increasing 
gaps that exist between the richer and 
poorer countries.
Jelena Ricov (Zagreb): there are many 
problems with the rigid regulation of EU 
funding. State aid should be relaxed, the 
ban on housing investments should be eased 
or lifted.
Julien Van Geertsom (Brussels) : another 
problem with regulation is that it is not 
always followed by the member states. In 
the current programming period 20% of 
ESF should be spent on poverty, instead 
of simply on job creation. However, many 
countries simply do not apply this and the 
Commission does not do anything. Instead of 
keeping the rules some Commission officials 
make cynical statement that in the present 
situation all money has to be spent on job 
creation… The should not EC approve OP-s 
which are violating the regulations… more 
reporting, and ongoing city- and citizen 
control would be needed (not only ex-post 
controls many years later…)
Leonie Hulshof (Schiedam) pointed out that 
the EU regulations are not as strict as we 
often think. Regarding the ESF she stated 
that the national government is limiting 
the opportunities of the ESF by introducing 
regulation to ‘focus’ the use of the money. 
Tiago Saraiva emphasized that the 20% rule 
is not known by Portuguese cities – the 
EU should pay more attention on direct 
communication with cities and citizens!
Rik Baeten (Brussels) argued that more 
money should be given to integrated 
territorial programmes. This should be 
accompanied by more assistance given to 
cities how to prepare and implement such 
programs. 
Roman Haken (Brussels/Czech Republic, 
PPT attached) has shown how Community 
Led Local Development (CLLD) could 
become a good tool for public control through 

the Local Action Groups which are multi-
stakeholder groups, not dominated by the 
public sector. this tool could even be used in 
the case of larger city programmes provided 
that these are broken up in smaller pieces to 
fulfil the maximum 150.000 people criteria. 

In his concluding remarks the moderator, 
Ivan emphasized the following points:
The contributions from the side of the city-
makers has shown that despite the many 
good willing EU regulations and Structural 
Funds money, national and regional 
officials, local governments – the outcomes 
are in many cases problematic, i.e. the 
situation of the really poor strata of society 
does not improve or even an increase in the 
gaps can be observed compared to better off 
population groups.
The suboptimal outcomes are in many cases 
caused by the national or regional level thus 
the EU has a special responsibility to help 
the local level and the city makers to fight 
their own non-willing national institutions 
at different government levels. 
Some of the contributors argued for changes, 
new channels of EU funding for bottom 
up initiatives and participatory processes. 
The allocation of EU money is very rigidly 
regulated: it goes through national and 
regional bodies and programming processes 
and neither of these consider bottom up 
initiatives as important. An additional 
problem is that participatory processes 
usually remain weak (just to legitimize the 
decisions already taken). These regulatory 
and institutional barriers have to be broken 
through and more EU money has to be 
allocated directly to meaningful bottom-
up ideas to handle urban poverty. This can 
happen either through some unusual ways 
of funding (e.g. CLLD in urban areas, 
exceptional H2020 projects) or through 
changes achieved to the usual ways of 
funding (e.g. social and/or green clauses 
to the public procurement procedures in 
mainstream funding channels).  

Approximately 30 participants joined the workshop
Moderator & Rapporteur: Ivan Tosics (www.mri.hu)U



The workshop is introduced with a 
presentation about the topic “ affordable 
housing” in Europe, the work of the official 
partnership and some leading questions for 
discussions. The ppt is in attachment.  

On a first instance, the participants have 
been asked to talk about their experience 
on the ground focussing on advantages 
and barriers of the methods and strategies 
adopted in their local projects. On a second 
instance, the group of participants has been 
asked to link the information shared to the 
three pillars of the official urban agenda, 
namely better knowledge, funding and 
regulation, using posters and graphics that 
could help visualising those linkages. 

The scope was to detect suggestions, ideas, 
concrete feedback and examples from local 
practices, that could feed into the official 
work of the Urban Agenda Partnership 

Affordable Housing. 

The approach has been successful in the 
sense that many intervenors could work 
in the frame proposed and the workshop 
triggered a lively discussion.

The following points are brief glimpse of 
interventions in the workshops ( references 
in Italics) grouped according to Better 
regulation, better funding and better 
knowledge resulting from the exchange.

BETTER REGULATIONS

• New EU regulations should be tested and 
verified in face of existing regulations 
active within the MS. Should be also 
addressed which are the contradictions, 
and false promises, among national 
and EU regulations in the provision, 
management and reduction of 
affordable housing. In this respect has 
been highlighted two examples (UK 
participant):

• the issues related to the new UK regulation 
called “housing bill” which obliges local 
authorities to sell out social housing, and 

affordable
housing

City: rui FrAnCo (City of Lisbon, PT) | part of the URBACT Interactive Cities network 
City of Lisbon over the past years has initiated various regeneration projects of social housing 
neighbourhoods, including the Boavista eco-neighbourhood where the environmental upgrade allowed 
for social and economic empowerment. 

City mAker: miChAel Simon (Granby Four Streets CLT – Liverpool)
The Granby Four Streets is a Community Land Trust founded in 2011 to create an alternative to the 
possible clearance of the neighbourhood. Today the CLT is renovating 10 houses on Cairns St – five 
for shared equity sale and five for affordable rent.
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http://www.granby4streetsclt.co.uk/whats-a-clt/


to augment the flexibility of dwelling in 
the existing social housing. the result of 
this UK nationwide regulation puts more 
at risk the accessibility of needy people 
in social housing.

• Community land Trust solutions and the 
questions related to “land ownership”

• Eu regulations and MS should be 
harmonised and this requires a revision 
and update of existing norms and 
regulations that are active at MS level:

• e.g. verify and study regulation which 
could help to reduce maintenance costs.
(Portuguese participant)

• e.g. Verify the legal structures which 
allows the implementation or not of 
certain EU regulation (NL participant)

• differences among MS e.g. “assets 
tranfer” works in the UK but it not 
permitted by law in other MS (UK 
participant)

• Revision of old, as well as creation of 
new EU regulations concerning housing 
policies -especially in those cases 
involving devolution of responsibilities to 
the local level- should include grassroots 
inputs, as grassroots initiatives are 
closely working with the people more 
affected by the lack of affordability of 
housing. (NL participant)

• Revision of the competition rules esp. on 
State Aid Rule ( all participants)

• Experiment new regulation e.g. 
“regulation of the urban common” in 
Bologna (IT) allowing the construction 
of Social housing through PPCP (public, 
private, community partnership)

BETTER FUNDING

• ERDF has no open selection process 
and too much bureaucracy to allow 
experimentation in the AH sector (most 
participants)

• it is particularly hard for local initiatives, 
NGO to engage and know how to access 

EU funding especially if new forms of 
co-housing and shared ownership would 
be experimented. More information is 
needed on different forms of community 
finance, and what is possible to do with 
EU funding.

• lack of knowledge in the management 
and in the possibilities offered by EU 
funding for investment in affordable 
housing. Too often we encounter the 
case in which Local municipalities lack 
capacities or knowledge on how to make 
better use of funding, how to bundle 
them and how to create synergies among 
them for integrated approaches. Which 
assistance should be better for cities?(NL 
participant)

BETTER KNOWLEDGE

• In relation to the lack of infos on 
funding: creation of archive or examples 
in order to track-record how to access 
funding. Basically explain how a project 
X succeeded to get Y funding for a Z 
project rather than just presenting the 
project and the amount of funding 
dedicated.

• Sharing of knowledge around the 
topic of AH should take into account  
the possibility of collecting data and 
practices on experimental examples. 
Some innovative practice, e.g. using 
new forms of financing  may follow 
strategies that are not experimented 
before. Documenting is important in this 
sense. 

• examples “community cooperative” 
in which there is the participation of 
citizens associations, banks, private 
investors. the practice is ongoing in 
Bologna for building new affordable 
housing units within the Regulation of 
Commons defined and adopted by the 
municipality(IT participant); Community 
Land trust initiated by 5 women initiatives 
in Liverpool “it is important for us to 
own the project” (UK participant)

Approximately 25 participants joined the workshop
Moderator & Rapporteur: Laura Colini

LINK TO PRESENTATION 
(new one linked to URBACT server!)U

https://www.dropbox.com/s/h7vp8hshe8w5kmi/Presentation_housing.pptx?dl=0
https://www.dropbox.com/s/h7vp8hshe8w5kmi/Presentation_housing.pptx?dl=0


 Migrants, like all citizens, need services 
to be included in society: work, education, 
health and housing, reason why a synergy 
with the other Urban Agenda Partnerships 
would be beneficial to deal with this topic 
in an integrated manner. The recent 
refugee crisis has shown that Municipalities 

are the ones dealing on a daily base with 
the challenges and they need instruments 
to take quick and effective decisions. They 
can be effective if they have the can be 
supported by their local inhabitants, to do 
so a small grant system of AMIF funds to 
support local small scale migrant inclusion 
projects would be very effective. 

BETTER KNOWLEDGE

• To integrate migrants and refugees we 
should focus on their real needs, these 
are  housing, education health and work 
as for most other citizens. For this it is 
important to have constant synergies 
with other Urban Agenda Partnerships 
that deal with these topics.

• We should not only focus on adult 
migrants, but also focus on the education 

“See us as a return on investment!”
youneS , reFugee pArtiCipAnt oF the workShop

City: kAlypSo goulA (City oF theSSAloniki, pt) pArt oF the urBACt ArrivAl CitieS network

The City of Thessaloniki is currently receiving 4,000 refugees each day in transit to the northern Greek 
border, and as part of the Arrival Cities URBACT network it is looking into developing strategies for 

an improved social inclusion of migrants and refugees.      

City mAker: liAn priemuS (hooSt – AmSterdAm, nl)
Unknown makes unloved. Large-scale refugee centers in which refugees are taken out of society results 
in resistance. HOOST - an initiative by Gastvrij Oost - tries to turn this tide by providing small-scale 
shelters within neighbourhoods, where local residents help permit holders. In this way, residents and 
refugees can take control of the situation and exceptional connections can be made.

refugees 
and
migrant 
inclusion
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http://urbact.eu/arrival-cities
http://gastvrijoost.amsterdam/en/huisvesting/


of small children involving civic and 
professional organisations, as this is 
the greatest potential for an effective 
inclusion. 

• It’s important to recognise the value 
of civic collaboration, for example in 
Berlin it would have been impossible 
to handle 80.000 refugees without 
the support of civic society. Citizens 
are essential stakeholders to have on 
board and authorities must recognise 
and foster their contribution.  

BETTER REGULATIONS

• Most of the existing regulations at the 
moment are at national level and it’s 
essential for the EU to develop a policy 
that may deal with the inclusion of 
migrants both on short and long term. 

• We need to drastically reduce the time 
for implementation because the current 
policies have procedures that are too 
bureaucratic and too long to handle such 
a pressing issue.

• Municipalities are the level of Public 
Administration that are on the front 
line on a daily basis and currently they 
do not have effective legislation nor 
decision making space that may help 

them in tackling the challenges.

• In dealing with migrant inclusion there 
should be more attention to the role of 
neighbourhood management, as this 
can be a very fast and flexible scale to 
deal with. For example, small shelters 
for refugees distributed around the city 
rather than one big shelter would be 
much easier to handle and integrate in 
the city.

BETTER FUNDING

• The existing Asylum, Migration and 
Integration Fund (AMIF) are very hard to 
access at City level, because procedures 
are very complicated. 

• The AMIF Funds should target also 
smaller projects, as in the case of the 
distributed shelters we mentioned 
before, because these would be much 
easier to manage and provide for. 

• We should develop Start-Up Grants to 
support civic initiatives dealing with 
inclusion of migrant and refugees. In 
this respect, the European Cultural 
Foundation provided as an example its 
currently open call for civic initiatives 
focusing on such topics, the Idea Camp 
2017.

Approximately 20 participants joined the workshop

Moderators & Rapporteurs: Daniela Patti, Levente Polyak (www.eutropian.org)U

http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/financing/fundings/migration-asylum-borders/asylum-migration-integration-fund/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/financing/fundings/migration-asylum-borders/asylum-migration-integration-fund/index_en.htm
http://www.culturalfoundation.eu/idea-camp-2017
http://www.culturalfoundation.eu/idea-camp-2017


City: mAry-Ann SChreurS (City oF eindhoven, nl)
The City of Eindhoven is running the AiREAS initiatives which makes air quality measurements pu-
blicly available in real time.

City mAker: norBert wilmering (myeArth - AmSterdAm, nl)
The primary goal of the MyEarth cooperation is to contribute to the future resilience of our planet ear-
th. By means of implementing a green belt around the Metropolitan Region Amsterdam first, MyEarth 
aims to systematically connect green areas along the European prime meridian between Hamburg and 
Tanger. 

Air quality is one of the top priorities on the 
Urban Agenda for the EU. During round 
table on Air Quality people from Bucharest 
to Finland, and from inventors of air quality 
solutions to public authorities joined the 
dialogue of achieving ‘better regulation, 
better funding’ and ‘better knowledge’ 
as the Urban Agenda for the EU strives to 
involv urban public authorities.

BETTER REGULATION

• EU legislation often has direct and 
indirect implications for Urban 
Authorities and conflicting impacts for 
implementation at local level. The EU 
regulation therefore should anticipate 
these difficulties as described in the 
Urban Agenda for the EU.

• To find more effective and coherent 
implementation of existing EU policies 
and legislation the dialogue directly 
started with the remark to look at ‘what 
necessarily needs to be regulated?’ By 
asking ourselves the question ‘for who 
are we doing this? And who is responsible 
for the quality of air?

• This reflected on the common 
responsibility of air (in our cities). The 
responsibility of clean air is one of the 
(local) authority, corporations as well as 
citizens. Focusing at local level within 
the cities, it is necessary to simplify 
EU regulation and create more room 
for ‘localized solutions’ by taking 
‘blockages away’. Therefore, better 
regulations should also lead to better 
collaboration between City Makers, local 
authorities, educational institutions and 
corporations.

• It is important to acknowledge the role 
of citizens by ‘sharing information’ of 
air quality issues by the local authority’ 
and realize that ‘the participation of 

air
quality
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citizens can improve regulation’.

 

BETTER FUNDING

• The Urban Agenda for the EU describes 
that it will contribute to identify, 
support and integrate innovative and 
user friendly funding.

• The need for better funding and access 
to funding was underlined at the table 
but commented that there is also a need 
for  ‘different funding’. Nowadays, 
‘funding is perverse’ because 8/10 
decisions contribute to (air) pollution.

• The European structural and investment 
funds must be simplified as well as they 
do need to focus on New Value Reward 
Systems and new (different) business 
models that contribute to clean air. 
The Green Deals for example assumes 
sustainable economy and helps to remove 
obstacles and however follows later, is 
suitable in principle to be implemented 
in other cities.

 

BETTER KNOWLEDGE

• The Urban Agenda for the EU intends to 
enhance a better urban policy knowledge 
base and the exchange of good practices.

• The table conversation started by the fact 

that we have ‘plenty of knowledge’ and 
besides better knowledge the challenge 
for local authorities is sharing the 
knowledge between urban authorities as 
even more important sharing knowledge 
at local level with citizens, corporations 
and knowledge institutions.

• Therefore, not only better knowledge as 
well as creating a ‘data collection’ and 
share with ‘open data’ the air quality 
on local level will provide air quality 
solutions. As for example, the low cost 
system of Tree-WiFi raises awareness by 
showing local air quality levels and gives 
free WiFi when the air quality improves.

• There is a need for sharing the best 
practices but also for the failures and 
the visibility of air quality problems (at 
local level).

The participants concluded by sharing that 
there is an important need for effectively 
better regulations because many of the 
government interventions often end up 
increasing air pollution. All this has 
devastating effects on the health of citizens 
who are becoming increasingly active and 
good quality open data on air quality could 
help the improvement of civic monitoring.

Approximately 20 participants joined the workshop
Moderator & Rapporteur: Natasja van den BergU



Urban Agenda for the EU needs to involve 
city practitioners, decision makers and local 
stakeholders; they need support and learning 
to define and implement integrated urban 
policies. URBACT is committed to bring 
this experience coming from the ground in 
the process of the Urban Agenda for the 
EU. Working with urban practitioners, 
city managers, elected representatives and 
stakeholders from other public agencies, the 
private sector and civil society, URBACT 
has built over time a strong evidence-based 
capital of knowledge that will contribute 
to the Urban Agenda process.Through its 
contribution to the Urban Agenda for the 
EU, URBACT will benefit from a stronger 
multilevel policy framework in which the 
programme can embed its activities. This 
will also enhance the uptake of URBACT 
results and knowledge in EU, national and 
local urban policies, and thus reinforce the 
impact of the programme. On the other 
hand URBACT will also play a decisive role 

in the communication around the Urban 
Agenda for the EU at the local, regional 
and national levels of EU countries, 
especially among the representatives of 
local governments.

In order to reinforce the voice of cities within 
the Partnerships, URBACT envisages the 
following actions; URBACT will especially 
continue to support the 4 pilot Partnerships 
with its activities. 

• URBACT will propose relevant cities for 
new Partnerships during UDG and DG 
meetings

• Capitalisation workstreams to be 
launched during the first semester 2017 
on a on a number of priority themes 
or crosscutting issues, building on the 
URBACT II experience of 9 workstreams 
set up between 2013 and 2015, on social 
innovation, sustainable regeneration 
of urban areas, new urban economies, 
shrinking cities, energy efficiency, more 
jobs for cities, etc;

• Ad hoc inputs for Partnership activities 
such as good practices, city case studies, 
policy recommendations, experts, 
practitioners from URBACT cities 
involved in ongoing or past networks.

feedback 
from 
URBACT



The importance to reinforce the dialogue 
between city makers and EU institutions, 
as the European Committee of the Regions, 
for the implementation of the urban agenda 
for Europe, was underlined by the CoR 
President, Markku Markkula, during the 
two days events in Holland (city expeditions 
28 May, make Europe dialogue, Amsterdam 
29 May).
The need to encourage and support citizen-
driven initiatives in the context of ongoing 
urban partnerships is even one of the key 

messages coming out from the  CoR Forum 
on the EU Urban Agenda, organised  on 
Monday 31 May in in the Westergasfabriek 
in Amsterdam, alongside the informal 
ministerial meeting during which the Pact 
of Amsterdam was adopted ( About 500 
political representatives, policy makers, 
urban practitioners and experts attended).

In order to continue this dialogue the CoR 
the following actions can be envisaged:
following the invitation addressed by the 
CoR President in Amsterdam, the  European 
city makers  are welcome to join the next 
European Summit of Regions and cities, 
taking place in Bratislava on 8-9 July 2016.
A follow up meeting between the CoR, the 
city makers  board and the other European 
partners involved in the Summit, will be 
organised at CoR in order to share proposals 
and tools to continue the positive synergy 
and dialogue during the implementation 
phase of the urban agenda. ( Meeting to 
schedule before July 2016)
Involvement in other CoR relevant initiatives 
2016 such as EuropCom 2016 and ECWR, 
the European week of regions and cities.

feedback 
from 
Commitee 
of the 
Regions
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