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ABSTRACT 

This thesis sets out to analyze “Fast Track Networks”, a special kind of city and regional 

networks and instrument of the European Commission. As there has been no scientific 

research about the current instrument of Fast Track Networks so far, this thesis fills 

this research gap.  

The aim is to find out the special features of Fast Track Networks in comparing them 

with the concept of city networks.  

As a basis for this comparison first a literature review of the two different concepts was 

conducted after which the concepts were compared.  

It was found out that, despite smaller differences, Fast Track Networks are mainly 

based on the characteristics of conventional networks but do have many additional spe-

cial features. To find out if these features do not only exist in the concept but also in 

practice Fast Track Network members were polled with the help of a questionnaire. Ad-

ditionally the European Commission was interviewed. The result of the comparison be-

tween the concept and practice of Fast Track Networks was that the special features of 

the concept can also be found in practice. However, not all Fast Track Networks fulfil all 

characteristics of the concept. Some features were fulfilled very seldom. To improve the 

concept of Fast Track Networks recommendations were given at the end. 

The thesis delivered evidence that Fast Track Networks are a special instrument and 

provide the European Commission with the possibility to influence the topic for co-

operation in the networks and impact the local and regional level of the member states. 

Nevertheless, because Fast Track Networks are voluntary and not based on any regula-

tions, the concept of Fast Track Networks does not function in the manner it was origi-

nally expected or desired. Although the idea of Fast Track Networks was evaluated as a 

good approach it needs to be improved so as to increase the benefits for all actors.  

To do so the Commission should clarify their expectations on Fast Track Networks and 

either increase the pressure or offer more incentives to ensure the full implementation of 

the concept. Additionally the Commission could prolong the networking time. Further-

more it is essential to adjust national and Structural Funds regulations to those of EU 

regulations.  
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I. INTRODUCTION, RESEARCH QUESTION AND METHODOLO-

GY 

Introduction 

In 2006 the European Commission introduced a new initiative: “Regions for Economic 

Change”. It was started in the funding period 2007-2013. This initiative brings the exist-

ing EU regional policy instruments of territorial co-operation (Inforegio, 2006 p. 4) IN-

TERREG and URBACT and the member states of the European Union together. The aim 

is to develop new methods for the modernization of the economy and the increase of 

competitiveness in the EU. Having been developed and well-proven these methods shall 

be broadcast in all regions and cities of the European Union (European Commission, 

2006 E p. 3). 

With the new initiative, a new element for territorial co-operation, the “fast track option” 

was added to the framework of the “Regions for Economic Change” which allows the 

Commission to control the development of the EU regional policy in a certain way: The 

Commission proposes its own topics for a co-operation between the member states. These 

topics have an emphasis on the renewed Lisbon Agenda and economic modernization. 

The “fast track option” implies that the topics shall be tested in the so-called “Fast Track 

Networks”. For these networks among cities or regions the Commission provides expert 

support and administrative backup. With that new instrument the Commission gets a 

“testing ground” (European Commission, 2006 E p. 3) for its ideas and collects best prac-

tice results (European Commission, 2006 E p. 3). These best practice examples shall then 

be propagated in the rest of the EU through its mainstream programmes and be imple-

mented as fast as possible through a direct link between network and programme. Fur-

thermore, other cities or regions which are not part of such a special network, but which 

have developed successful concepts, get the possibility to contribute their own ideas into 

the Fast Track Networks so that they can be further used and widely broadcast (Euro-

pean Commission, 2006 E p. 5).  

According to their official homepage, the “Regions for Economic Change” initiative sup-

ports the new Europe 2020 strategy, which aims at making the economy of the EU grow 

so that it will be “smart, sustainable and inclusive” (European Commission, 2010 C). The 

“Regions for Economic Change”-initiative and especially the “fast track option” shall as-

sist the member states in the implementation of the Europe 2020 strategy (European 

Commission, 2010 A p. 3). 
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In spite of this newly introduced “Regions for Economic Change”-initiative, it must be 

said that the cooperation instruments INTERREG and URBACT have not changed their 

character. In contrast to the Fast Track Networks the conventional INTERREG and 

URBACT projects have still been based on topics which have been chosen freely by 

member states, regions and cities on their own (European Commission, 2006 E p. 3). The 

URBACT programme of the EU aims at exchanging practices and knowledge between 

cities of all EU member states to create a collective learning in the sustainable develop-

ment of cities (URBACT). The INTERREG IVC programme wants to “improve the effects 

of regional policies and instruments” (INTERREG IVC ), which shall be achieved by the 

exchange of experiences in “networking activities” (INTERREG IVC ).  

As you can see both original EU programmes are based on networks among cities or re-

gions, but these do not receive any special attention of the European Commission.  

 

Research question 

As there has been a lot of research done about conventional city networks, but so far no 

research on the current topic of Fast Track Networks, it is a challenge to deal with this 

topic and fill this research gap.  

The aim of this thesis is to explore Fast Track Networks in the European 

Union and to find out how they differ from conventional city networks.  

The characteristics of these special networks shall be explored by comparing them with 

conventional city networks. What is the incentive for the cities and regions to get part of 

these networks? Why did the European Commission introduce these networks? The con-

cept of Fast Track Networks in the EU documents and the way the networks work in 

practice shall be compared. This is done to find out if they are as special as it is pointed 

out in their concept, compared to the concept of conventional networks, or if there is a 

gap between concept and practice of Fast Track Networks.  

 

Methodology 

This thesis elaboration is divided into three parts: a literature review, the analytical part 

and the conclusion with recommendations.  

In the literature review first some basic information about the approach of city net-

works in general is given. For that purpose a literature and internet research about city 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

I-11 

 

networks is done. The theoretical premises and key literature are based on scientific re-

search papers and literature. The method of a literature review was chosen as a substi-

tute for the traditional theoretical framework. Its aim is to summarize the current diver-

sity of definitions of city networks in the scientific literature and to develop a basis for 

the further comparison with the Fast Track Networks. This can only be compiled with a 

literature review.  

Then a literature review about Fast Track Networks and the “Regions for Economic 

Change”-initiative was conducted. This is mainly based on official documents of the 

European Commission and the URBACT II and INTERREG IVC operational pro-

grammes. As this is a current topic there are hardly any non-EU documents available 

yet.  

Besides the electronic bibliographic databases ELIN, LIBRIS; ArkivEX, Google Scholar 

which are offered by the BTH, the library catalogue of the German Technical Universi-

ties Kaiserslautern, Cottbus and Bonn were searched because Germany has done a 

broad research in the field of city networks. Key words were network, fast track, Städ-

tenetz, Netzwerk, Schnellspur, INTERREG, URBACT and regions for economic growth. 

The aim of the analytical part is to analyze the characteristics of Fast Track Networks 

in comparison to conventional networks and to find out if there is a gap between concept 

and practice concerning Fast Track Networks.  

For that purpose, questionnaires for the participating cities of Fast Track Networks were 

developed. People responsible for the respective networks were asked about their experi-

ence and expectations on their network. Possible differences to conventional networks 

were requested. As the members of Fast Track Networks can either be cities or regions it 

was distinguished between them in the analysis. The question if regional Fast Track 

Networks are comparable to city networks was discussed. The questionnaires were sent 

to the respective lead partners by mail and some forwarded them to their member cities 

respective regions that participate in the Fast Track Networks. The network members 

had to answer the questionnaire on their own in written. They had to send back the 

questionnaires by mail. Because of the many different locations in many countries, it 

was impossible to conduct interviews face-to-face. To make sure that the questionnaires 

were completed and to get a high return rate, the lead partners were contacted by mail 

and asked about information material about the networks. This happened to get a first 

contact to the networks. On that way the lead partner were informed about the master 

thesis and the coming questionnaire beforehand. To get results as unbiased as possible 

the answers were treated anonymously. Nevertheless it was differentiated among the 
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individual Fast Track Networks. The method of questionnaires was used because no re-

search had been done before and the Fast Track Networks had not been evaluated ei-

ther. With the questionnaires the experience of the partners of this special kind of net-

work was requested and every participating city or region had the chance to evaluate the 

practice of this concept. In addressing the participants directly preferably unbiased find-

ings were achieved. This is important for the comparison to the rhetoric of the European 

Commission. Having got the answers in a prescribed period, the results were analyzed.  

Additionally two expert interviews with the European Commission were conducted. 

First, Claus Schultze was interviewed. He works in the DG Regio and is responsible for 

the Regions for Economic Change initiative and coordinator of the Fast Track Networks. 

He was interviewed about the background of the development and some general charac-

teristics of Fast Track Networks. With the interview, uncertainties which resulted from 

the vague formulations of the EU rhetoric were to be removed. Furthermore, the attitude 

of the European Commission and the current discussions about Fast Track Networks 

were requested. In addition, a second interview was conducted with another expert of 

the European Commission, Alexander Ferstl, who also works at the DG Regio and is re-

sponsible for urban development and Territorial Cooperation. This was done to comple-

ment the experiences of Claus Schultze who is mainly responsible for INTERREG Fast 

Track Networks with the urban dimension which is especially important for this thesis. 

Consequently, some additional questions concerning cities were asked. Both interviews 

were conducted by phone and were not recorded. The interviews were conducted after 

evaluating the first results of the questionnaire. Thus questions that arose from the first 

results could be asked. 

With the help of the results of the interviews and the questionnaire the comparison be-

tween the concept and practice of Fast Track Networks was drawn.   

In the end the results given before were used to draw a conclusive discussion of Fast 

Track Networks and their effectiveness in practice. In addition, recommendations for 

improving Fast Track Networks were developed. 

 

In the following the literature review about the concepts of city networks and Fast 

Track Networks is conducted. 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

1. What is a network? 

If you type “network” in Google and search for it you get 2.200.000.000 hits. For “plan-

ning” there are only a third of the hits of the term “network” (686.000.000 results). This 

shows that “network” is a very current and popular term. It is often used ambiguously: 

The Oxford English Dictionary has 14 different explanations for the noun network (Ox-

ford University Press). This shows that the term is not clearly defined and relatively 

open for use. This may be a reason why the term is so popular. 

Still there are some general characteristics: Networks consist of linked but not firmly 

connected nodes (Mayntz, 1993 p. 45), the connections between the nodes, exchange 

flows and meshes (Meijers, 2005 p. 767). The linked nodes are relatively independent 

(Mayntz, 1993 p. 45). Networks always consist of more than two nodes. The elements 

have a denser integration among each other than towards non-network elements. Net-

works usually show a horizontal co-operation in which all elements are equal and co-

operate in areas of common interest. Still it is possible that a kind of hierarchy exists 

among the elements (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 

1996 p. 14). Additionally networks are said to be “open and united” (Klaasen, et al., 2007 

p. 4). The nodes are differentiated to the area around them. So networks are not compre-

hensive. Networks have a “kinetic criterion” (Klaasen, et al., 2007 p. 4): there is a rela-

tion flow between the nodes of a network. If the speed of flows is high, networks are val-

ued to be successful. Additionally networks should not only adapt structures of other 

nodes of their network but also the wishes of its own users (Klaasen, et al., 2007 p. 4). 

The idea of networks originates from the economic field. Economic networks in a region 

are said to be crucial for the competitiveness and stability of regional economic struc-

tures (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 14). 

Roberta Capello, a professor of Regional and Urban Economics at Politecnico di Milano, 

defines network behaviour as a co-operation among individual actors, “corporate or terri-

torial partners” (Capello, 2000 p. 1925). She claims that the network model is becoming 

popular for economic growth (Capello, 2000 p. 1925).  

Networks are not only an organization structure but rather a process. The outflow of 

networks is a decentralization of tasks. For the success of economic networks it is essen-

tial to which extent the decentralization allows an independent steering of smaller deci-

sion units, how flexibly the regional potentials are defined, which possibilities for spe-
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cialization exist and what the common goals of co-operation are (The German Federal 

Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 14).  

Apart from economic networks there are also political networks. They are open horizon-

tal co-operations that co-ordinate themselves independently. Hierarchies exist, but they 

are flat and the networks are not much institutionalized. The existence of many charac-

ters at the same time is important so that stable contacts can develop. The theory says 

that political networks can be beneficial for negotiation processes, because of the 

autonomous but also interdependent character of networks which necessitate consensus. 

As trust and similar goals are the prerequisites for political networks, networks 

strengthen and develop common interests (The German Federal Office for Building and 

Regional Planning, 1996 p. 14f.).   

Dirk Messner, a former researcher of the German Development Institute points out that 

networks are self-organized and coordinated by autonomous actors. He adds that politi-

cal networks aim at solving problems together and learning from each other to shape 

politics over a longer time (Messner, 1999 A p. 15f.). 

According to Messner networks are being so popular at the moment because nowadays 

single actors like the state or single cities do not have enough autonomy anymore to 

solve their problems alone. In the co-operation though they can benefit from the knowl-

edge of others and solve problems collectively (Messner, 1999 A p. 15f.). This is also ac-

knowledged by Maier, professor for economical geography and regional planning at the 

University of Bayreuth: some cities are forced to co-operate with others (Maier, 1996 p. 

105). 

The term “network” is very popular. Networks also exist between cities.  

In the following first the eight most important characteristics of city networks that 

have been found in the literature review are explained. After that the experience with 

city networks in Germany is presented as there has been much research about city 

networks and their characteristics starting in the 90‟s.  To complete the picture of city 

networks, in the end of the literature review the experience of trans-national city net-

works in Europe is presented because Fast Track Networks belong to this group of city 

networks. Limitations of this literature review are that city networks have been de-

fined by many people in different ways but only the most important characteristics for 

the further comparison to Fast Track Networks are included.  
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2. Characteristics of city networks 

In the literature review eight main characteristics of city networks have been found: 

a) voluntary 

b) non-hierarchical  

c) autonomous 

d) long term co-operation 

e) action-oriented 

f) selective  

g) common goal/challenge 

h) exchange relationships. 

 

a) One of the most named characteristics of city networks is voluntariness. The par-

ticipating cities co-operate voluntarily (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 12), (Adam, 1996 p. 

28), (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 309), (Aguado, et al., 2008 p. 241) and decide indepen-

dently on a common task (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional 

Planning, 1999 p. 37ff.).  

City networks therefore mostly develop independently from bottom-up: Local stake-

holders come up with the idea of co-operation and talk to possible partners (Sinz, 

1999 p. 29f.). It is said that the trust in the co-operation, which is the basis for the 

common process, can only grow if the participants co-operate voluntarily. However, 

voluntariness does not imply non-committalism even though no external judicial 

guidelines exist. Every participant is ideally integrated responsibly in the work (The 

German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 37ff.).  

The voluntariness influences the co-operation: The interest in co-operation is the big-

gest in those subjects where all partners can expect advantages. Additionally con-

flicts are not decided by majority but by consensus. Everybody needs to agree (Melz-

er, 1999 p. 51). 

The will to cooperate and participate seriously is said to be very important for enlarg-

ing the benefits for the cities (Brake, 1996 A p. 21). This implies that they are open 

for changes and accept additional tasks (Fahrenkrug, 1996 B p. 109), (Capello, 2000 

p. 1930f.). The voluntariness also comprises that the outputs of city networks are not 

binding as they are no administrative units. This is not a problem according to 

Danielzyk, a scientific assistant for geography at the University of Oldenburg, and 

Priebs, a regional planner and researcher: They claim that it is not compulsory for 

intraregional city networks to have a hardened organisational and legal structure 

(Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 13). 
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However, there are also “normative” city networks that are decided by a higher level 

but this is discussed controversially in the scientific literature (see chapter II. 2.1.2). 

The author thinks that in reality there might be more “normative” networks than 

those that arise voluntarily: The competition between cities is high and it is consi-

dered to be not easy for competing cities to decide to co-operate. Higher levels, how-

ever, might have an increased awareness of benefits for the whole network area. 

 

b) A second characteristic of city networks is that the cities are mainly organized 

through horizontal organization structures and are hence said to be non-

hierarchical (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 310), (Capello, 2000 p. 1927), (Aguado, et al., 

2008 p. 240), (Lutzky, 2001 p. 85). The city network concept seems to displace or 

complement the traditional economic theories like the Central Place theory 

(Christaller, 1933) and Lösch‟s theory: Economies of scale and transport costs are not 

important in the network model (Capello, 2000 p. 1928). This is also acknowledged by 

Meijers (Meijers, 2005 p. 779). Still, these non-hierarchical city networks evolve in a 

hierarchical global structure of cities. The horizontal relations among the cities are 

often put on a level with the equal status of the partners (The German Federal Office 

for Building and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 37ff.). The power in city networks con-

sists of the relationship between the actors and has ideally got nothing to do with 

their special attributes (Stanley, 2005 p. 195), (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 12). Adam 

explains that the equality aspect helps to bear down different characteristics of cities 

and allows an even-handed co-operation (Adam, 1996 p. 31). This is also acknowl-

edged by the experience gained in the German pilot city network project: If the part-

ners did not have the same size, the cities were nevertheless to be treated equally 

and maintained their independence (The German Federal Office for Building and 

Regional Planning, 1996 p. 19), (Klaasen, et al., 2007 p. 2). City networks are often 

seen as a model of multi-level governance because they embrace different adminis-

trations and stakeholders (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 310). 

It is doubted by the author that city networks in practice only consist of non-

hierarchical relationships and equal partners. Relationships in these contexts are 

usually not totally symmetric and some actors, for instance those that put most ef-

forts in the co-operation, are often considered to be more important. However, the 

main tenor in literature says that hierarchies in city networks should be ideally 

avoided. This depends on the level of consideration and the definition of city net-

works. 
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c) City networks are said to be autonomous (Payre, 2010 p. 263), (Bulkeley, et al., 

2009 p. 309), (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 13): they are said to have a self-organizing 

character (Beauregard, 2005 p. 27), (Brake, 1999 B p. 36) and do not rely on help 

from the outside. However, the cities of a network are said to be still independent in 

administration and politics (Aguado, et al., 2008 p. 240): They remain independent 

entities.  

 

d) City networks are said to embrace a medium and long term participation (The 

German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 37), (Min, 2006 p. 

11). The German Federal Office for Building and Planning advices the participants of 

city networks to be interested in a permanent co-operation so that the network will 

be successful  (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 

p. 8). Baumheier, however, states that city networks are mostly temporarily re-

stricted (Baumheier, 1996 p. 41).  Priebs also considers the possibility that city net-

works can be cancelled after having reached a common goal (Priebs, 1996 p. 115). 

Ward and Williams reveal that the duration of city networks depends on the kind of 

network and its purpose (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 440ff.) as achieving the goal of a net-

work can take different amounts of time. The duration of a network is disputed but it 

is adjudged by the author that the long and permanent co-operation is desired by the 

concept. Additionally the co-operation would be rather called a project and not a net-

work if the aim could be reached fast. However, the time of a city co-operation is of-

ten already limited at the beginning of its existence. It often depends on the financial 

support of the co-operation. 

 

e) Brake claims that successful networks do have a strong project-centred approach 

(Brake, 1996 A p. 22). This underlines the dynamic action-oriented character of 

city networks (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 

p. 9). Bulkeley and Kern also acknowledge that:  within the cities of a network deci-

sions are said to be implemented directly (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 310), (Min, 2006 p. 

11). This goes hand in hand with what Capello found out in her research about city 

networks: cities that were part of a network were more successful in implementing 

urban policies because they got best practice know-how from other cities. The author 

doubts that all decisions are implemented directly in practice. Adam underlines the 

flexible character of networks in comparison to inelastic plans and programmes. City 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

II-18 

 

networks can react faster on current social and spatial developments (Adam, 1996 p. 

32). 

The range of activities for city networks is not predetermined and constricted (The 

German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 8). This is also 

acknowledged by Brake. He adds that the activities should be adjusted to the respec-

tive common challenge of the network and the type of network in general. The activi-

ties are very important to cross-link the cities (Brake, 1996 A p. 22). The difference to 

pure inter-city co-operations or special purpose associations is that the co-operation 

is multidimensional which means that several topics and sub-goals are worked on 

(The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 19). This 

characteristic is confirmed by many researchers like Brake (Brake, 1996 A), Daniel-

zyk and Priebs (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 14). 

 

f) City networks are selective concerning their co-operation partners, space and topics 

so they are not comprehensive but have meshes (The German Federal Office for 

Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 47), (Jurczek, 1996 p. 103). As the city net-

works are selective they do not need to take place within one administrative region 

either. City networks are also possible without bigger limitations in the form of cross-

border co-operations (Melzer, 1999 p. 54).  

 

g) The cities in a network do have a common goal. Würges, a graduate in geography 

of Goethe University in Frankfurt, and Melzer argue that this is more important 

than that the cities have similar characteristics (Melzer, 1999 p. 54), (Keiner, et al., 

2007 p. 1382). The construction of the network is not the goal itself but the frame-

work to achieve the common goals (Würges, 2000 p. 184). According to Melzer, goals 

are decided about corporately and consensually by the members of a city network. So 

the goals of a network can never be predetermined (Melzer, 1999 p. 52): The topics of 

networks can differ very much from each other (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 316) and are 

not dictated (Payre, 2010 p. 271). Having a common goal, city networks reflect and 

deputize the interests of the cities involved (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 314). The cities 

should represent the complexity of the whole network and not become one big city 

(Research Institute for Regional and Urban Development of Nordrhine-Westfalia, 

1999 p. 18). This would also contradict the idea of a network, because networks con-

sist of several centres which are linked over meshes (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 11). 
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The common goals of the network reflect the common challenge that the possible 

cities of a network face (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Plan-

ning, 1999 p. 37f.). Such a common challenge can be, for instance, the problems of 

structural change. These can influence the behaviour patterns of local stakeholders 

and make it necessary to develop a network because it is easier to cope with in coop-

eration with other cities that have different potentials (Brake, 1999 B p. 36), (Daniel-

zyk, et al., 1996 p. 30). The co-operation with the other cities harbours threats but 

also special chances which make cities accept additional tasks (The German Federal 

Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 37f.). However, city networks 

should always include “two-way flows” among the cities on a give-and-take basis 

(Aguado, et al., 2008 p. 240). The author doubts that the cities can always benefit 

from the networking to the same extent and it might be that some cities do not con-

tribute much to the network. This is due to two facts: the networks are voluntary and 

no obligations need to be fulfilled. Yet, she acknowledges that city networks do have 

an overall goal which every participating city wants to reach. 

 

h) Finally, all city networks comprise a high density of exchange relationships be-

tween the different nodes (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional 

Planning, 1996 p. 19). What is exchanged depends on the aim of the city networks 

(see chapters II. 2.1.2 and 2.2.2). The exchange leads to a production of synergies and 

benefits and these can be used by every participant because the cities distribute the 

advantages among each other (Capello, 2000 p. 1927f.). Aims could, for instance, be a 

know-how-exchange and pooling of potentials (The German Federal Office for Build-

ing and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 38f.). Usually externalities arise if a city had pro-

duced a kind of best practice which can also be implemented by other cities of the 

network (Capello, 2000 p. 1927f.).  

 

In the following the experiences with city networks in Germany are presented. 

2.1 Experiences with city networks in Germany 

City networks in Germany have a high band width. City networks consist of different 

amounts and sizes of cities that have different distances among each other. The spatial 

positions – peripheral areas or more dense areas – and the starting points also differ. 
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Additionally city networks have different aims and organization forms (Danielzyk, et al., 

1996 p. 28f.).  

After giving a short overview about the historical development of city networks in 

Germany the different aims to the concept of city networks are explored. At the end, 

problems of city networks in practice are discussed.  

2.1.1 History of city networks 

In Germany the idea of city networks was implemented in the regional planning policy 

guidelines (“Raumordnungspolitischer Orientierungsrahmen”) for the first time in 1992. 

The aim of these city networks was the exchange of services. The division of labour 

among city regions in Germany was to produce synergy effects and endogenous location 

potentials. This should lead to development impulses in the region and in the periphery 

(Sinz, 1999 p. 24). The ORA took only national city networks into account (Baumheier, 

1996 p. 38).  

In the “Raumordnungspolitische[r] Handlungsrahmen” (HARA) (The German Federal 

Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1995) from 1995 city networks got a new 

relevance concerning the competitiveness of Germany and its regions towards the me-

tropolis of the European Union: regional development processes should be started or 

supported through an improved and more intensive co-operation among municipalities 

(The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1993 p. 14). Danielzyk 

and Priebs claim that the establishment of the Single European Market and the EU 

enlargement to Eastern Europe influenced the development of city- and regional net-

works to a big extent. The widened competition for, for instance, funding and settle-

ments of companies made municipalities co-operate to be more competitive together. In 

the ORA the city networks were planned from a higher level, in the HARA the cities 

themselves should decide to start a network (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 13). Therefore the 

cities did not need to be neighbours and could have different characteristics (Baumheier, 

1996 p. 38).   

To test city networks, a research project about city networks was started in which 12 

pilot city networks were founded at the beginning of 1994 (The German Federal Office 

for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 5.) Since 1998 regional and city networks 

have been anchored in the German spatial planning law (“Raumordnungsgesetz” (The 

Federal Republic of Germany, 2008)). 

 

http://dict.leo.org/ende?lp=ende&p=Ci4HO3kMAA&search=regional&trestr=0x801
http://dict.leo.org/ende?lp=ende&p=Ci4HO3kMAA&search=policy&trestr=0x801
http://dict.leo.org/ende?lp=ende&p=Ci4HO3kMAA&search=guidelines&trestr=0x801
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2.1.2 Aims of city networks 

The aims of the city networks in Germany can be divided in three different main groups 

which are explained in the following.  

The first group uses city networks solely as a theoretical concept to describe and ex-

plain the physical and functional complexity of space. City networks shall complement 

the hierarchical “Central Place” -pattern  (Christaller, 1933) with flexible cooperating 

medium-sized towns (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 

1996 p. 46). According to the German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 

city networks are mainly used as an instrument and not as a pure concept (The German 

Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 8). The second and third 

groups‟ aim is to use networks as an instrument to benefit from the co-operation. How-

ever, different levels are addressed and supposed to benefit.  

The second group, normative networks, aims at implementing development poli-

tics, which have been decided on a higher level, in a top-down approach which should 

not only strengthen the cities but also the regional or national level. For instance, 

these networks aim at fostering polycentricity. The arising of city networks is also 

planned from a higher level than the local to achieve certain goals (The German Federal 

Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 17).  

The German state North Rhine-Westphalia, for instance, uses city networks to increase 

the competitiveness of its regions in the European integration process and foster 

cross-border cooperation and mobility. Through the co-operation the co-operating 

cities in a region can strengthen each other and benefit from synergy effects. So the 

whole region can profit and compete better with the other European regions (Höhn, 1999 

p. 9).  

In the German spatial planning law city networks are supposed to prepare or implement 

spatial development so they can support co-operation among different participants either 

for the development of a region or for cross-border concerns (The Federal Republic of 

Germany, 2008 p. §13 Abs. 2 Nr. 2). Yet, these networks always have a reference to 

planning in the territorial dimension: They are only used to assist specifically regional 

planning purposes in a smaller close-by area.  

Another overall aim is to strengthen less condensed areas and to disburden the metropo-

lis. Consequently spatial disparities shall be balanced with the help of city networks 

(Höhn, 1999 p. 10). These also strengthen the common interest and identity of a re-

gion (Melzer, 1999 p. 53).  
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In the literature, however, there is also some criticism about this second approach. 

Helmut Hormes, for instance, a technical deputy of the city of Mönchengladbach stated 

that city networks should not mainly be a strategy to be used by the upper levels, but 

rather by the local level. City networks as an instrument of the national level should 

only be implemented where regional or national borders need to be overcome and spatial 

concepts can be adjusted through the co-operation over city networks (Hormes, 1999 p. 

65). Runkel and Baumheier, furthermore, point out that these planned networks con-

trast the voluntariness and the willingness of cities which are said to be central for the 

successful process of city networks (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 18), (Baumheier, 1996 p. 

41). Fahrenkrug, a geographer and manager of the institute “Raum und Energie” in We-

del, however, states that the voluntariness of city networks does not exclude the initia-

tive for the networks from the upper level (Fahrenkrug, 1996 A p. 51).  

The third group is a horizontal co-operation which mainly aims at the benefit of 

the cities involved. This means in practice that different cities voluntarily start to co-

operate and negotiate with each other without being forced by and getting input from a 

higher level (Mehwald, 1999 p. 56). Adam, a German researcher for spatial planning, 

and Henseler, a student of geography, state that the aim of city networks is the co-

operation of separate elements (the cities) to strengthen each other in their centrality 

and functionality. In co-operating cities can benefit from complementarities and ex-

changing flows (Adam, et al., 2002 p. 37). Economic and infrastructural synergy effects 

can be developed and natural resources can be conserved by sharing infrastructure or 

services (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 5).  

The participating cities can aim at benefiting from the exchange of experiences in the 

field of politics (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 

17f.). The knowledge of different actors can be exchanged and so speed up the de-

velopment process of new ideas (Messner, 1999 A p. 16f.). Consequently, the effi-

ciency of local administrations can be improved. This can save costs and sustain ser-

vices for the public (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 

1996 p. 17) which is especially crucial in times of short financial resources of cities (The 

German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 23) and the decreas-

ing number of inhabitants in peripheral areas (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 14). Addition-

ally a city network can improve the location qualities of the cities (The German 

Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 17f.).  

However, networks can have a mixture of different aims.  Additionally there are more 

approaches in which the aims of city networks can be differentiated: 
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Danielzyk and Priebs differentiate between a “static” and a more “dynamic” approach 

(Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 11). Static networks are purely based on functional interde-

pendences (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 11f.). Functional, so-called passive networks, are 

flows of exchange that are not steered consciously, like the flow of commuters (Würges, 

2000 p. 183), (Kunzmann 1994, p. 4).  In contrast to dynamic networks they do not have 

any special strategic goal but develop naturally together. There is no point in comparing 

them to planned artificial Fast Track Networks. Therefore they are not discussed further 

in this work. Strategic networks exist because the member cities want to benefit from 

the co-operation and want to overcome a common problem. They are mostly planned for 

a long term co-operation (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 11f.).  

According to Danielzyk and Priebs dynamic networks can be divided further in two dif-

ferent types of networks depending on the level on which the cities co-operate. This diffe-

rentiation is considered to be reasonable by the author because an intraregional co-

operation is focused on the region and its structural conditions. City networks on higher 

levels have other priorities (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 13). Hence, the characteristics of 

these networks differ.  

Brake differentiates between two different kinds of city networks according to the prox-

imity of the co-operating cities (Brake, 1999 B p. 36). Danielzyk and Priebs state 

that networks that are composed of cities far away from each other mostly do not have 

that big direct impact on the region as intra-regional city networks have (Danielzyk, et 

al., 1996 p. 13). The German debate about city networks is mainly focused on strategic 

networks on the intraregional level that are related to regional development and plan-

ning. Only sometimes networks with bigger distances (inter-regional, trans-national 

networks) between the co-operating cities are examined.  

  

2.1.3 Problems of city networks in practice 

City networks have many advantages but also disadvantages. Most of the following prob-

lems have been experienced in the German pilot city networks.  

To achieve consensus in a city network can take longer than it does in just one munici-

pality (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 15). Sometimes no consensus among the different net-

work actors can be achieved. It is especially hard when there are many members. It is 

complicated to get common goals and to co-operate (Messner, 1999 A p. 20). If the cities 

in a network cannot get a consensus, the network structures interlock and the network 
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co-operation does not work anymore. Instead of this it can also happen that, contrasting 

to the non-hierarchical relationships in the network concept, the stronger actors can en-

force their goals (Messner, 1999 A p. 17). Consequently there can be a hierarchy among 

cities (Messner, 1999 B p. 40). 

Additionally the network members can get too similar attitudes after some time of co-

operation so that they do not bargain anymore. So the processes get standardized. 

This leads to a lack of new creative and innovative ideas (Messner, 1999 A p. 20).   

In practice city networks often do not develop from bottom-up but are decided upon on 

a higher level (Sinz, 1999 p. 29). This often implies a low motivation of the cities and can 

hinder a network to be successful. Such an experience has been made by the city net-

works in Saxony for instance. Because of the top-down decision about the city networks, 

the cities are not much motivated and the co-operation is reduced on what is absolutely 

necessary (Beyer, et al., 1996 p. 91).   

The bargaining about the division of benefits and costs can also cause dissatisfac-

tion among the participants if they feel to be treated unfairly (Messner, 1999 A p. 20f.). 

The pilot “ANKE” city network, which is special because it is a cross-border-co-operation 

between the Netherlands and Germany, experienced that the decision about the distri-

bution of costs for financing a project took a long time (Neswadba, 1999 p. 71). This was 

also experienced in the network “Lahn-Sieg-Dill-Städtenetz”: they even had conflicts 

concerning the financing of small stickers for a biking route which was not expensive 

(Zoubek, 1999 p. 76). 

In the pilot city networks “MHAL” and “Lahn-Sieg-Dill-Städtenetz” conflicts and diffi-

culties between the neighboring cities were experienced although they were part of the 

same city network. So the co-operation was challenging (Van Ginderen, 1999 p. 73), 

(Zoubek, 1999 p. 77). 

Also networks can have negative external effects on their periphery: As networks are not 

comprehensive, but selective they exclude outside areas (Messner, 1999 A p. 21). Not 

every city is able to participate in a city network, mainly because of financial reasons. So 

a city can be weakened even more when it cannot benefit from these co-operations 

(Messner, 1999 B p. 40). Danielzyk, Priebs and Ritter state that especially concerning 

the equal living conditions, which one tries to guarantee in Germany, the meshes of a 

network are a problem (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 15), (Priebs, 1996 p. 115). The selective 

character of city networks is not only linked to the space but also to the tasks that are 
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considered in the co-operation. Baumheier considers this as a possible risk of city net-

works. Important issues might not be considered because of a unilateral perspective 

which could have negative effects on the cities (Baumheier, 1996 p. 42). Scholich, Secre-

tary General of the Academy for Spatial Research and Planning, also mentions this prob-

lem: city networks do not consider the overall context (Scholich, 1997 p. 25). The expe-

riences made in the pilot city network “Bergische Städtedreieck” underline this. The ci-

ties faced difficulties when they tried to discuss sector-overarching questions (Schneider, 

1999 p. 68).  

Moreover, conflicting topics are often excluded. The German pilot city network 

“Städte Quartett”, for instance, excluded the decision about the settlement of a large-

scale retailing operation because it was feared that this conflict could have negative ef-

fects on the networking between the affected cities. So the benefits in the voluntary co-

operation of city networks were limited to areas with common interests. City networks 

did not work out as instruments for the balance of interests (Melzer, 1999 p. 52).  

The experience gained in the German city network research project was that the success 

of the networks was dependent on the support of the research project and the re-

gional planning authorities. Without this support, the co-operation would not have 

worked out in most networks (Melzer, 1999 p. 53). This shows that city networks need 

support from the outside and do not develop alone as they should in concept. However, it 

was also found out that this support from the outside can have negative effects on the 

motivation of cities as they see this support actor as responsible for the network. So they 

themselves do not have to get too much involved with the network  (Melzer, 1999 p. 47f.). 

There is the danger that the cities involved feel to be compelled by external help to be-

come part of the network, which makes them refuse the co-operation. At the same time 

external help can also disburden the administration and regional planning (The German 

Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 36), (Baumheier, 1996 p. 43). 

Another basic problem can be the non-binding character of city networks and their 

results. As instruments for spatial planning they cannot dictate any developments 

(Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 15f.). 

The German pilot city networks had several problems, especially in the starting phase 

like missing trust and lacking communication and exchange of information 

(The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 42). Further-

more the additional efforts and the financial burden for the municipal budget were 

reasons for resistance against the co-operation. This shows that it is very important to 
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develop the desire for the cooperation at the beginning (Melzer, 1999 p. 46ff.) These ad-

ditional efforts have been experienced, for instance, in the “Bergische Städtedreieck” 

which led to a decreasing motivation (Schneider, 1999 p. 68). This is also true for the 

“Lahn-Sieg-Dill-Städtenetz” where only a small number of personnel was available for 

each city (Zoubek, 1999 p. 76). In general, the personal continuity is very important for 

the mutual trust (Melzer, 1999 p. 54). 

 

In addition to these problems, Beauregard maintains that there seem to be gaps be-

tween the conceptual characteristics of a city network and its characteristics in 

reality  (Beauregard, 2005 p. 27). When exploring Fast Track Networks in the next 

parts of the thesis therefore also a comparison between concept and practice is drawn 

(see chapter III. 3).  

 

In a further research about city networks the German ministry stated that spatial close-

ness is a beneficial basic condition for cities in a network. This is explained with the fact 

that relative spatial closeness makes it easier to have regular personal meetings and a 

good knowledge of the regional situation and problems (The German Federal Office for 

Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 36).  

The next part of the literature review provides a picture of the international literature 

of European trans-national city networks in which cities co-operate, that are, how-

ever, not mainly located close to each other. 

 

2.2  Experiences with trans-national city networks in 

Europe  

This section of the thesis aims at broadening the picture of the concept of German city 

networks with the help of international approaches of city networks. Thereby it is fo-

cused on trans-national city networks because Fast Track Networks are trans-

national networks. These networks have been neglected to the greatest extent in the 

German research so in this chapter differences and additional information are to be 

added to the definition of city networks. Trans-national city networks indicate that 

the co-operation takes place between cities of different countries. Spatial proximity 

between the cities is still possible in cross-border-regions.  
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2.2.1 History of trans-national city networks in Europe 

Trans-national city networks have existed since the Middle Ages. An example is the co-

operation among the Hanseatic cities. But also today city networks are very popular and 

current, especially in the European Union (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 309). At the end of 

the 1980s many new trans-national networks were founded which boomed in the 1990s. 

Now some networks are tending to stagnate, but they are not decreasing (Bulkeley, et 

al., 2009 p. 314).  

Sassen, a researcher on globalization and professor of sociology at the Columbia Univer-

sity argues that trans-national city networks evolve through the globalization process. 

These networks implicate new forms of centrality (Aring, et al., 2008 p. 16). Additionally 

trans-national city networks are said to reflect and be part of the Europeanization 

process. This is explained further in the next chapter (II. 2.2.2). 

The document “Europe 2000” of the European Commission from 1991 propagated the 

city network approach in all member states of the European Union. The term “network” 

is not exactly defined in this document. According to this document city networks can be 

built on different levels: international, national, regional and local. The EU emphasizes 

especially cross border co-operations with city networks (Danielzyk, et al., 1996 p. 9ff.). 

The co-operating cities can have very different characteristics and the reasons for a co-

operation vary. The reasons mentioned are the same as in Germany (common use of re-

sources, economies of scale, exchange of experience) (European Commission Directorate 

General Regional Policy, 1991 p. 149).   

In the ESDP, the European Spatial Development Perspective from 1999 - a document 

prepared by the Committee on Spatial Development of the European Commission - ur-

ban networks are also discussed as “Spatial Development Issues of European Signifi-

cance”. The ESDP ascribes city networks a big influence for the further development of 

cities and regions in the future. According to the ESDP the co-operation between cities 

and regions of different countries increases but depends on equality and similar interests 

or competences of the partners. Differences in politics or administration can complicate 

city network co-operations. Sparsely populated areas with long distances are important 

examples where city networks could be used to produce synergy effects according to the 

ESDP (European Commission, 1999 p. 64f.).  

The Territorial Agenda (TA), the further development of the ESDP from 2006, also 

mentions urban networks. The EU should foster the “trans-European territorial integra-

tion” (Ministers for spatial development, 2006 p. 6) by stimulating - amongst others - 
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urban networks  (Ministers for spatial development, 2006 p. 6). Furthermore it is rec-

ommended to strengthen local networks to use them for exchange of information and 

experiences (Ministers for spatial development, 2006 p. 12). 

 

In the documents of the European Union it can be seen that the aims are consistent 

with the ones from Germany, but some more are added. These additional aims are 

presented in the following. 

 

2.2.2 Aims of trans-national city networks in Europe 

The reasons and the kind of co-operation in a network can change over time and develop 

from a pure using of synergy effects or exchange of experiences to common projects 

(Lutzky, 2001 p. 86). The cities in a network often still have different attitudes and ex-

pectations on the co-operation, which influences the way they contribute to and benefit 

from the network as well as the success of the whole network (Capello, 2000 p. 1939). 

However, like the aims of German city networks, those of the trans-national city net-

works in Europe can be divided in three groups (see chapter II. 2.1.2).  

An example for a purely theoretical concept are the world-city networks. City net-

works in this sense can describe the hierarchical alliance between all cities, but can also 

limit this network only to global cities (Stanley, 2005 p. 189ff.). This will not be dis-

cussed further. More interesting for this thesis are the strategic aims.  

The European Commission is said to be interested to foster trans-national city 

networks in a top-down approach. As the European Union developed a multi-level sys-

tem for decision-making and the European cities got more involved and active the model 

of city networks became popular again. The European Commission is said to be able to 

overcome democratic and subsidiary deficits and get in direct contact to the local 

level (Williams, 1996 p. 157). Consequently the Commission can get a comprised over-

view over European opinions and experience (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 443f.). The Euro-

pean Commission is said to be dependent on interest groups so it aims at using networks 

for the effective implementation of its policies. This can be secured by the exchange of 

experiences in the networks (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 313). The European Union aims at 

using city networks to improve the cohesion and foster the co-operation, also between 

rich and poor countries. With these co-operations the European identity shall be de-

veloped and spread (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 444). These reasons reflect the Europeanization 

process (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 310).  
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To develop a European identity only with the help of city networks is considered as a 

very optimistic belief by the author. Additionally it is doubted that the European Com-

mission can overcome all democratic and subsidiary deficits with the help of a few city 

networks. This can only be applicable to the cities involved and not to the rest of the EU. 

In the context of international city networks a fourth category needs to be introduced. 

Here the cities in a network do not only aim at having horizontal contacts but also to 

higher levels like the European Commission. So the cities have external activities 

with their network that have a direct benefit for the local level (bottom-up). So 

city networks can have mutual benefits and are used from both levels as a means to 

interact (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 443f.). In the fourth category the cities co-operating in a 

trans-national network aim at lobbying the EU level (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 315f.). 

Reasons for cities to participate can be the direct contact from the local to, for instance, 

the EU level. National governments can be bypassed like this (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 

445f.). Active actors of cities participate in meetings of the EU level and are very impor-

tant for the links between the different levels and the outcome of the network processes. 

The contact to the European Union in Brussels is said to be important because local po-

lices often have their origins on the European Union level. Thus this level needs to be 

influenced so that the policies are adjusted to the needs of the communities (Bulkeley, 

et al., 2009 p. 315f.). It is seen critically by the author that city networks really have so 

much power that they can influence policies on the European level. It is doubted that 

this can be achieved by every city network. Through the network cities can gain in-

sights into the Commission’s and other cities‟ thinking and are forewarned about 

upcoming new policies (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 445). Also the lobbying is considered to be 

important because the Commission can be a stakeholder of a project and these projects 

might get financial support from the Commission. Networks usually depend on finan-

cial help (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 324) if they do not collect their own membership fees 

(Keiner, et al., 2007 p. 1385). The co-operation among different networks hardly exists 

without EU support (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 319ff.). The author also considers money as 

an important reason for the arising of such networks. And because the European Com-

mission offers funding, it is said to have got “considerable influence” (Bulkeley, et al., 

2009 p. 324) on city networks.  

This external governance of city networks further aims at having impact on govern-

ments, having interrelations with non-governmental actors, for instance, other 

networks and means to intermediate (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 324). Additionally some 

networks are said to be deliberately founded to represent their members’ interests in 
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the international context (Brantner, et al., 2010 p. 6), (Lutzky, 2001 p. 86). An example 

of this is the network “Eurocities” (Hausmann, 2001 p. 25). Its aim is to get a better EU 

funding for big cities and to show the importance of big cities in the European Spatial 

Planning (Hausmann, 2001 p. 25).  

Further benefits of the involved cities in a horizontal co-operation can be the chance 

to get in contact with possible partners for further projects (Ward, et al., 1997 p. 445) 

and to attract the critical mass (Meijers, 2005 p. 766), (Capello, 2000 p. 1926ff.). How 

this can be achieved, however, is not explained in the literature. 

Payre states that cities often became members of city networks to prevent problems re-

lated to competition with other cities (Payre, 2010 p. 261). This sounds reasonable, but is 

not considered by the author to be a rule.  

According to Brantner and Rühle, two members of the European Parliament, networks 

can arise between twin cities and their respective other partners. Apart from the ex-

change of experiences another aim can be to have common projects (Brantner, et al., 

2010 p. 6) and to produce actively new knowledge (Keiner, et al., 2007 p. 1382). 

Keiner, a director for environment, housing and land management at the United Nations 

Economic Commission for Europe, and Arley, a researcher in urban planning and city 

networks at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zurich, state that city networks 

are generally seen as a most effective means to strengthen the cities’ capability for 

solving problems, providing their inhabitants with services for working out striking 

new ways how to manage and govern the city (Keiner, et al., 2007 p. 1371f.). This is ac-

knowledged by Capello. She states that cities can increase their efficiency in deciding 

because they get useful information through the network and can diminish risks of false 

decisions. The network co-operation, however, does not imply “joint local policy actions” 

(Capello, 2000 p. 1929). Furthermore Keiner and Arley argue that networks are - in this 

context - better than national governments because they are more flexible and geo-

graphically closer to the problems. Additionally cities can co-operate with each other al-

though they have very different characteristics. Outside a network they might rather 

compete (Keiner, et al., 2007 p. 1371f.).  It is doubted by the author that they do not 

compete at all during the co-operation. Additionally it is questionable if the cities in a 

network that usually compete with each other are not biased and reluctant in the co-

operation.  

Brantner and Rühle emphasize that co-operation between different countries is also 

pushing the image and the self-confidence of cities and all stakeholders involved 
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(Brantner, et al., 2010 p. 15): Payre says that the participation in city networks makes 

cities “become international” (Payre, 2010 p. 263). In this context an aim of cities can be 

that they are rewarded for good practices in a competition of the cities involved so 

that they get recognition for their efforts (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 321ff.).   

Furthermore all cities in the network can produce a common marketing which under-

lines the benefits from the co-operation (The German Federal Institute for Research on 

Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development, 2010 p. 34). The author thinks that 

this is an important reason for cities to co-operate in networks.  

 

In the following problems of city networks that can especially occur because of the 

international context are presented. This shall help to understand possible problems 

that might exist in the Fast Track Networks and complete the picture of city networks 

in practice.  

2.2.3 Problems of trans-national city networks in practice 

According to Capello, long distances do not influence city network co-operation (Capel-

lo, 2000 p. 1927). This is discussed controversially. In the respective literature several 

arguments are named why far distances between the co-operating partners can be prob-

lematic: Cities far away from each other face some problems like different identities, 

cultures and specific spatial characteristics (Aguado, et al., 2008 p. 241). Gra-

ham, a professor of cities and society at Newcastle University, GB, argues that still 

most good relationships are local (Keiner, et al., 2007 p. 1371f.). The author also 

thinks that distances between cities matter. 

For trans-national city networks language is an important issue which can hinder pos-

sible co-operations (Bulkeley, et al., 2009 p. 317). Further problems of cities that co-

operate with each other in a network and come from different countries are the differ-

ent kinds of administration and traditions (Lukic, 2010). 

The city network “Urban Pilot Projects” which consists of 26 member cities of the Euro-

pean Union experienced a complicated co-operation because of language barriers, differ-

ent structures, political frameworks and cultural attitudes (Reiff, 1999 p. 62). 

Min and García, a former professor for communication, culture and technology at 

Georgetown University, USA, state that new communication technologies are crucial for 

a successful co-operation in trans-national city networks. This can lead to the exclusion 
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of potential network partners because these new technologies are not available every-

where. Additionally skills for the utilization of the telecommunication technologies 

are important for the network to make use of all possibilities. The persons who are re-

sponsible for communicating with the other members have also a huge impact on the 

information flows of the network. These persons often have different positions and 

knowledge in every city which makes their communication even more complicated (Kein-

er, et al., 2007 p. 1384).  

In the study about the Basque region it was found out that the function of city networks 

in concept and their organization in practice differed to a great extent. The local con-

text influenced the ability to diminish this gap. It did not only depend on public actors 

but also on people and firms in the cities (Aguado, et al., 2008 p. 239ff.). In a co-operation 

with cities of different countries it is even harder to diminish this gap. However, the 

finding that there is often a gap between the concept of a network and its reality is con-

sidered by the author to be important. Therefore, when exploring Fast Track Networks a 

comparison between concept and practice is made.  

 

3. Fast Track Networks 

This chapter aims at defining Fast Track Networks. Therefore a literature research 

was conducted. As the instrument of Fast Track Networks is quite new, there are 

hardly any scientific articles available but mainly official documents of the European 

Commission. At this point it has to be stated that the EU rhetoric is not easy to un-

derstand because it is often verbalized vaguely and imprecisely. There is no other ma-

terial available which could make the idea of the European Commission more con-

crete and understandable. So the following characteristics, based on the official 

documents, are discussed in case they are not formulated clearly. 

Fast Track Networks have been implemented by the European Commission with the 

Regions for Economic Change initiative. Therefore this initiative - the framework of 

Fast Track Networks - is presented first. After that Fast Track Networks are defined. 

At the end of this chapter a short overview over the variety of the current 21 Fast 

Track Networks is given.  
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3.1 Regions for Economic Change initiative 

The Region for Economic Change initiative was adopted by the 

European Commission in 2006. It will be conducted in the pe-

riod from 2007 till 2013 and will use the existing instruments, 

Inter-regional Co-operation (INTERREG) and the Urban Devel-

opment Network Programme (URBACT) of the European Re-

gional Policy (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3ff.). The initia-

tive Regions for Economic Change is a part of the European Territorial Co-operation. 

Within this framework the projects will be co-financed. 375 million Euros have been 

made available for this initiative in the period between 2007 and 2013. The initiative is 

conducted by the co-operation of the European Commission with the member states of 

the EU (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3). 

 

The aim of this initiative is to test approved methods (European Commission, 2006 B p. 

3) and innovative ideas (European Commission, 2011) and to detect best practices 

(European Commission, 2006 B p. 3).  

 This raises the following questions: what are approved methods and innovative 

ideas? Who decides about that? Furthermore innovative ideas seem to contradict 

approved methods. Innovative ideas are something new, which cannot have been 

tested and approved already. Best practices are not innovative anymore because 

they have already been approved.  

After testing the best practices shall be directly made available for and implemented in 

the mainstream programmes of the cities and regions of the EU (European Commission, 

2006 B p. 3ff.).  

 For the process of testing as well as the implementation no guidelines are given so 

it remains unclear how this should be done. 

To achieve the aim of implementation cities that have already been developing best prac-

tices before can contribute their experience and propagate it.  

 Here it remains unclear who decides which cities have developed best practice. It 

could be the European Commission, but on which basis do they decide what best 

practice is?  Furthermore the EU rhetoric does not explain particularly how cities 

are to propagate their best practices and exchange their experiences. This would be 

important though, because otherwise the cities will not know what to do. 

Image 1: Logo of the Re-

gions for Economic Change 

initiative 

 (European Commission, E) 
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In a document from the European Commission about this initiative from 2009 “good 

practice[s]” (European Commission, 2009 B p. 6f.) were defined. For the Commission a 

good practice means that it has “fair and reliable procedures, a sound legal basis for pub-

lic action, financial control and control over policy funding” (European Commission, 2009 

B p. 6). Especially for this initiative the good practices should foster “sound policy ideas” 

(European Commission, 2009 B p. 6) and what is developed and tested through the pro-

grammes should be of high quality. However, the Commission states that good practice 

is hard to define (European Commission, 2009 B p. 6).  

 It can be seen that the Commission has tried to define good practices, yet this ex-

planation is still vague and raises new questions. Even the Commission itself ac-

knowledges that good practices are hard to define, but how are these then to be 

verified?  

To successfully implement a best practice in the mainstream programmes some charac-

teristics have to be fulfilled: First, the best practice needs to be appropriate to transfer it. 

Second, the implementing organization should be capable of facing the changes and 

third, the implementation should be desired (European Commission, 2009 B p. 6).  

 Here criteria for the implementation are given. These are not very clear though. 

What makes best practices appropriate to implement? How is it measured if the 

implementation is “desired” (European Commission, 2009 B p. 6) and who needs 

to want the implementation? These questions are not answered.  

The implementation shall strengthen the reduction of disparities between countries and 

regions and so the cohesion: This initiative fosters common strategic development pro-

jects on all levels as well as networks between stakeholders (European Commission, 

2006 B p. 4ff.). Hübner, the former Commissioner for Regional Policy, stated that the 

initiative mobilizes people from the local and regional level to combat the global chal-

lenges which the European Union is facing (European Commission, 2008 A p. 5). The 

European Cohesion Policy is assumed to be supported by this. With the initiatives‟ help 

the goals of the renewed Lisbon Agenda shall be achieved more easily: regional growth, 

the competitiveness and the modernisation of the economy in the European Union 

(European Commission, 2006 B p. 3ff.). Furthermore the decisions and actions by the 

Commission and the Council shall be complemented (European Commission, 2006 B p. 

6).  

 The aims of the Lisbon Agenda and the Cohesion Policy are quite abstract and it is 

not explained how they can be reached. Furthermore the goals of the European 

Cohesion Policy and the Lisbon Agenda seem to contradict each other. If a region 
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becomes more similar to other regions and the disparities are removed, it does not 

necessarily get more competitive. If it did, the disparities might grow again. Addi-

tionally, it stays vague how the initiative can complement the actions of the Com-

mission and the Council.  

Since 2010, after the Lisbon Agenda was replaced by the Europe 2020 Strategy, the ini-

tiative has been supposed to support the goals of the new strategy: “smart, sustainable 

and inclusive growth” (European Commission, 2011). On the homepage of the initiative 

it is announced that the Regions for Economic Change initiative will be renamed to a 

policy learning platform for the Europe 2020 strategy (European Commission, 2010 B). 

In this context regional ideas for “regional smart specialisation” (European Commission, 

2011) shall be developed (European Commission, 2011). Smart specialisation implies the 

involvement of as many regions as possible to achieve “smart growth” (European 

Commission, 2011).  

 The term “smart” seems to be a key word in the new initiative, but it is not ex-

plained what is considered as smart.  

As the regions and cities are diverse, they can complement each other with different ex-

periences (European Commission, 2011).   

 Further information how the initiative can support the abstract Europe 2020 goals 

is not given.  

However, on the next conference of this initiative these goals shall be discussed (Euro-

pean Commission, 2010 B).  

The character and approach of the INTERREG and URBACT programmes have not been 

changed. Regions and cities can still co-operate voluntarily with each other in networks. 

They can freely choose their topic of co-operation and projects which are co-financed by 

the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). Because the present programmes 

INTERREG and URBACT are used, the Regions for Economic Change initiative does not 

need new administrative structures (European Commission, 2006 B p. 6).  

However, with this initiative some new features are added. First of all, the European 

Commission proposed - in co-operation with the member states - its own topics for 

networking which have an emphasis on the economic issues named before (European 

Commission, 2006 B p. 3ff.).  

 The question arises how this co-operation between the Commission and the mem-

ber states has been organised because this could have influenced the decision on 

the final topics. This is not stated in the documents of the European Commission.  
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Secondly, Fast Track Networks are introduced. In these networks policy ideas of the 

European Commission shall be tested and fast implemented by cities or regions. The 

Fast Track Networks will be explained further in the next chapter (II.3.2).  

Thirdly, the communication of best practices and ideas experienced in networks 

shall be improved to foster the implementation of these in all regions and cities in the 

EU: Therefore annual conferences of this initiative were introduced (European Com-

mission, 2006 B p. 3ff.). In these conferences examples of best practice are presented and 

discussed. Especially managing authorities for Structural Funds should take part and 

can learn from the experience of others (European Commission, 2007 A p. 9).  

 It is not explained why especially managing authorities should take part. 

The results of these conferences are also released as a brochure. Furthermore a website 

for the exchange of practices was introduced in 2006 (European Commission, 2006 B 

p. 7).  

Fourthly, as an incentive, every year the best projects for economic modernization are 

rewarded with so-called “RegioStars” (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3ff.). The prize 

is that the winner‟s project will be presented and get “European recognition” (European 

Commission, 2009 A p. 7). They achieve a goblet and a video is produced about their pro-

ject (European Commission, 2009 A p. 7). This is done due to the aim to propagate the 

exchange of experience and to inspire others to take part in these networks (Ahner, Dirk, 

2010 p. 2).  

Fifthly, the implementation of best practices in the mainstream programmes and the 

exchange between the mainstream programmes and the development of best practices 

shall be improved (European Commission, 2006 B p. 5). Common priorities between the 

operational programme and a Fast Track Network of a region respective city should be 

identified and the city respective region should then identify actions which can be im-

plemented in the operational programme (Tünnemann, 2008 B p. 4).  

 The question arises who is responsible for identifying common priorities and ac-

tions? Additionally, it is not explained how best practices produced in mainstream 

programmes are detected, who suggests best practices that should be tested by the 

initiative and how those best practices are finally tested by the initiative. 

Another new and special feature of the Regions for Economic Change initiative is that 

several directorates of the European Commission are involved. Together they are 

supposed to try to address the current main challenges of European regions and cities 

(European Commission, 2006 B p. 6). Cities or regions that choose one of the topics for 
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co-operation proposed by the Commission have the possibility to get a closer support 

from them in a Fast Track Network (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3). The topics, 

other prerequisites to become a Fast Track Network and the closer support from the 

European Commission are presented in the next chapter.  

 Concerning the involvement of the European Commission in general it would be 

interesting to know what this involvement looks like and what the different direc-

torates are supposed to do. Concrete tasks are not stated in the EU documents. 

What are the main challenges of European regions and cities? Who decides this 

and how is the topic for the activities in the initiative chosen?  

To start a network in the Regions for Economic Change initiative, the lead partner of a 

network will apply for funding in the INTERREG respective URBACT programme. A 

monitoring committee decides then about the admission according to some criteria estab-

lished before (European Commission, 2007 A p. 9). For Fast Track Networks some other 

criteria apply. These are described in the following chapter.  

The EU names several reasons to participate in the Regions for Economic Change initia-

tive. This initiative shall foster the exchange of experience between cities respective re-

gions so that all have access to the experience and best practices of other cities respective 

regions. So cities respective regions are said to be able to adapt this gained knowledge 

and do not have to experience everything on their own (European Commission , A).  

 Here it would be interesting to know how easily regions or cities can adapt experi-

ence of other regions respective cities and how useful these experiences are in real-

ity.  

Furthermore policy learning shall be simplified and good ideas could be fast imple-

mented in the regional programmes. According to the Commission participating and 

sharing good practices are expected to increase the degree of popularity of the cities and 

regions involved  (European Commission , A).  

 

In the following the concept of Fast Track Networks is presented and discussed. 
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3.2 Fast Track Networks 

To define and explain the concept of Fast Track Networks, the 

rhetoric documents and some other information of the European 

Commission have been examined. The following text also contains 

a discussion of vague formulations of the EU documents. The 

chapter is divided into two parts. First, the characteristics of Fast 

Track Networks are introduced and after that the aims of Fast 

Track Networks are presented. Fast Track Networks are not only networks among cities 

but also among regions. Limitations for their comparison to city networks, to be conducted 

later, are discussed in chapter III. 1. 

3.2.1 Characteristics of Fast Track Networks 

Cities in Fast Track Networks cannot choose any topic for their co-operation but have 

to choose in between the topics proposed by the European Commission in the Re-

gions for Economic Change initiative (European Commission, 2006 B p. 6) and can 

choose one or more topics (European Commission, D). More information to these topics is 

presented later in this chapter.  

In comparison to the conventional city networks, in which the cities or regions get active 

in developing the network (European Commission, 2006 B p. 8), the European Com-

mission is said to be mainly responsible for developing Fast Track Networks (Euro-

pean Commission, 2006 B p. 5). However, these co-operations shall arise voluntarily 

(European Commission, 2006 B p. 3f.). When the cities respective regions apply for ei-

ther URBACT or INTERREG they can announce their interest for a Fast Track label. 

The European Commission, however, will decide about the label according to some selec-

tion criteria which are presented at the end of this chapter (European Commission , A).  

 It seems to be contradictory that the European Commission is said to be mainly re-

sponsible for the arising of Fast Track Networks but the networks themselves 

should arise voluntarily.  

The time of the network cooperation of Fast Track Networks is limited. URBACT Fast 

Track Networks are funded for three years, INTERREG projects only two years (Ferstl, 

2011).  

The European Commission is supposed to be more active in Fast Track Networks than 

in other networks and the main actor (European Commission, 2006 B p. 6) in “actively 

accompany[ing] and participat[e][ing] in the networks” (European Commission, 

Image 2: Logo of Fast 

Track Networks 

(European 
Commission, E) 
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2007 B p. 63). Furthermore the Commission is said to be the leader of the testing of 

selected ideas in networks (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3). The Commission is sup-

posed to inform about priorities and examples of other good practices according to the 

topic of the network (European Commission, D), and collect and evaluate the results. 

Fast Track Networks are planned to test the European Commission’s ideas for the 

economical modernization and competitiveness. The Commission is expected to ensure 

that the good ideas are propagated in the European Regional Policy programmes 

funded by the ERDF (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3). The Commission is further-

more supposed to monitor the involvement of the managing authorities, the trans-

fer of best practice and the quality of peer reviews (European Commission, D). In 

return, the European Regional Policy will support the networks (European Commission, 

2006 B p. 8).  

 The whole involvement of the European Commission is not explained further and 

remains vague. Additionally it would be interesting to find out how the Regional 

Policy is to support the networks. 

The European Commission is represented by a co-operation between the different Com-

mission services (European Commission, 2006 B p. 9) as already stated before.  

To lead the network, however, not the Commission but one of the regions respec-

tive cities of the network will be responsible (European Commission, 2006 B p. 8). The 

lead partner of a network has to animate the actions of members, establish deadlines 

and control them. Furthermore he or she needs to distribute the results to all members 

(European Commission, 2008 B p. 11).  

Not only the Commission itself supports Fast Track Networks but also experts and 

administrative help are said to be provided especially to assist in the development of 

action plans (European Commission, 2006 B p. 6). This is an incentive for regions and 

cities.  

 What kinds of experts and how the Commission will provide these experts is not 

clarified.   

With the experience of experts and experience out of the network through exchanges and 

developing strong partnerships through “Local Support Groups” (Tünnemann, 2008 A p. 

12) the members of a URBACT Fast Track Network are expected to be better informed 

how to prepare project applications for funding in the best way (Tünnemann, 2008 A 

p. 12).  
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 This raises the question where this expert and administrative help comes from and 

how the networks get to know these experts.  

Another incentive is that the projects of Fast Track Networks regularly present their 

ideas and experience to European audiences (European Commission, 2009 B p. 13). 

So the regions‟ degree of popularity is supposed to rise.   

Not only the Commission and the cities respective regions benefit from Fast Track Net-

works: Managing authorities, it is not clarified from which level, are also expected to 

benefit from new insights for the capitalising of best practices. In participating in the 

meetings of the networks they can get knowledge but also get in contact with the actors 

and other managing authorities. Additionally they are said to have the possibility to 

support the implementation of local action plans (Tünnemann, 2008 A p. 13).  

For all participants the contact to and the support of the European Commission is 

expected to be an advantage in comparison to conventional networks (Tünnemann, 2008 

A p. 14).  

Besides the co-financing by the ERDF, Fast Track Networks can also try to get finan-

cial support from programmes of the European Investment Bank and the European 

Bank for Reconstruction and Development. The Jaspers initiative could support net-

works technically (Inforegio, 2006 p. 5).  

Like the other projects in the Regions for Economic Change initiative, the best prac-

tices of networks have the chance to be rewarded with the (European Commission, 

2006 B p. 8) so-called „RegioStars‟.  

The topics for Fast Track Networks are published and described in the Commission 

staff working document SEC (2006)1432 and have been developed in a co-operation 

among the Commission services (European Commission, 2006 B p. 9). The topics pro-

posed can be divided according to the three main policy fields of the Community Strate-

gic Guidelines on Cohesion 2007-2013 (European Commission, 2006 A p. 2):  

a) “Making Europe and its regions more attractive places to invest and work”, 

b) “Improving knowledge and innovation for growth” and 

c) “More and better jobs”. 

A forth cross-cutting category was added with the topic “The territorial dimension of 

European cohesion policy”.  

 This presetting of topics is a typical top-down approach. These four categories are 

assumed to be relevant for all regions in the EU. There seems to be no room for re-

gions to formulate their own topics based on the situation they are facing. 
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Each of these categories has six till nine sub-topics. All of them shall result in achieving 

the goals of the renewed Lisbon Agenda and thus in an economic modernization and in-

creased competitiveness of the European Union (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3f.).  

 It would be interesting to know if these topics will be changed because now the 

Europe 2020 goals shall be achieved. Until now, however, no changes have been 

published.  

Despite the categorization of the themes into four categories, the topics are very diverse. 

Not only can purely economic topics be chosen but also topics related to the environment, 

for instance water and air quality and social issues like migration. Other topics concern, 

for instance, economic change and trade, waste, information systems, research and inno-

vation, structural change, entrepreneurship, demographic change, life-long learning, 

climate change and economy in rural regions (European Commission, 2006 A p. 2ff.). By 

adapting the themes in the network co-operations the governance shall be improved and 

the private sector shall be more involved (The German Federal Office for Building and 

Regional Planning, 2007 p. 2).  

 To cope with these topics the question arises if Fast Track Networks are the right 

form of co-operation. Doubtlessly it is good that cities which have similar problems 

exchange their experience, for instance, about structural change. However, it is 

questionable if exchanged practices are applicable to other locations. Furthermore 

there is the danger that the result of networks will be more a form of communica-

tion than real implementation of experience. Local decisions and campaigns might 

be more successful in coping with these topics especially if they have specifically lo-

cal characteristics. Topics coping with climate change, for instance, seem not to be 

reasonable to discuss among different local or regional levels as in Fast Track 

Networks. Climate change is a comprehensive topic which should better be dis-

cussed on a national and trans-national level to be able to improve the situation.  

However, the European Commission chose 17 out of 30 topics that have priority and 

specified them. In chapter III. 3.2.3 the topics of the current Fast Track Networks are 

presented. Additionally seven topics are relevant especially for city co-operation:  

a) “Making healthy communities;  

b) Integrated policies on urban transport;  

c) Developing sustainable and energy-efficient housing stock; 

d) Integrating marginalised youth;  

e) Managing migration and facilitating social integration;  

f) Achieving sustainable urban development; 

g) Re-using brown field and waste disposal sites” (URBACT, 2010 p. 46). 
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The European Commission developed eleven criteria that have to be fulfilled in order to 

become a Fast Track Network. The first criteria belong to the Regions for Economic 

Change topics. Fast Track Networks need to choose one or more of the themes pro-

posed by the European Commission as explained above. This chosen topic should also be 

currently important according to the Commission. Furthermore, the projects need to 

contribute to the European Cohesion Policy.  

 It is not explained in the documents how the contribution to the Cohesion Policy is 

measured.  

It does not only depend on the network if networks can become a Fast Track Network, 

but also on the European Commission: They need to be able to look after the topics 

and participate actively in the topic chosen by the network. This depends among others 

on their priorities and resources available  (European Commission, C).  

The second bunch of criteria depends on the characteristics of the network members. 

Fast Track Networks should consist of between six to ten countries and should include 

a mix of new and old member states. However, no information about a concrete num-

ber of participants is provided. The partners of a Fast Track Network should have a co-

herent approach so that they can learn from each other. It does not mean that they 

need to be on the same stage of action. Additionally it is important that some of the 

members have already worked together in a network before (European Commission, 

C).  

 It would be interesting to know who evaluates the coherent approach.  

The third issue Fast Track Networks have to fulfil is connected to the “Two-way bridge” 

(European Commission, 2006 B p. 6). As already stated before, each member of Fast 

Track Networks needs to involve the managing authorities that are responsible for the 

implementation of the action plans. 

 It would be interesting to get to know what this involvement requires and if they 

actively participate or what their tasks are. How is this involvement controlled?  

With the promise of the managing authorities that they will participate and implement 

the practices in the mainstream programmes it shall be ensured that these best prac-

tices are implemented and distributed quickly. 

Furthermore the Convergence and Competitiveness programmes of the participat-

ing cities respective regions should contain a link to the Regions for Economic 

Change initiative which makes sure that the action plans will be implemented.  
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 How this link is implemented practically and how this link can insure the imple-

mentation is only vaguely stated.  

However, the European Commission mentions that being a Fast Track Network does not 

imply that the action plans will be funded by the respective managing authority (Euro-

pean Commission, C). So the managing authorities are not bound to a Fast Track Net-

work and can decide autonomously. Besides the working methods of the networks 

need to be able to be supported by the Structural Funds (European Commission, C) 

so the topic and activities are able to be funded.  

The fourth and last topic the networks have to fulfil is transparency and communication: 

Networks need to work transparently, and communicate their progress among others 

on the web. They should have a strong focus on the propagation of their findings and 

experience from the beginning and need to show their planned activities for the ex-

change in the network (European Commission, C).  

After checking these criteria the European Commission will decide if the networks can 

become a Fast Track Network.  

 How these criteria are evaluated and if all criteria have to be fulfilled is not stated.  

To sum it up, these assessment criteria show, in addition to the characteristics of Fast 

Track Networks mentioned before, that there do exist quite precise requirements and 

regulations for a Fast Track Network.  

The European Commission seems to be very fond of this special kind of networks and the 

initiative Regions for Economic Change. Yet, the European Commission does not explain 

them very clearly. This probably makes it hard to use them in reality and can be a rea-

son for gaps between concept and practice. This is explored in chapter III. 

 

3.2.2 Aims of Fast Track Networks 

Although Fast Track Networks use the structures of the INTERREG and URBACT pro-

gramme they often have different aims in comparison to the conventional networks of 

the URBACT II and INTERREG IVC programme. The conventional networks‟ aim is the 

exchange of experiences and mutual learning (The German Federal Office for Building 

and Regional Planning, 2007 p. 50). Most Fast Track Networks, however, all those of the 

INTERREG programme, and some of the URBACT programme, aim at capitalizing on 

the “results of interregional cooperation and generate synergies between cohe-

sion policy and other EU policies” (European Commission, 2007 B p. 62). Capitalisa-

tion describes the collection, evaluation and the spreading of good practices. The aim of 
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capitalisation is to transfer best practices in the mainstream programmes. Possibilities 

how to fulfil the goals of the European Union according to its economy are to be shared 

and implemented (INTERREG IVC, 2007 p. 40). So the aim of the network is not to pro-

duce best practice through co-operation but to share best practice, experienced before the 

co-operation, and then directly implement it. In practice this means that cities respective 

regions that have a similar problem and do not know how to deal with that best should 

be provided with good practices and the experience made by other cities through a fast 

and direct transfer (The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 

2007 p. 50). So the networks should connect cities respective regions that face similar 

challenges or are interested in similar fields with cities respective regions that have 

experience and already developed best practices.  

 The connection between capitalization and synergies between cohesion- and other 

EU policies is formulated very vaguely. It would be interesting to know what the 

capitalization of interregional co-operation can contribute to these synergies.  

The cities respective regions shall then develop action plans (European Commission, 

2007 B p. 62) with the help of the experience gained in the exchange. These action plans 

need to be implemented in the mainstream programmes. 

 This raises the question if and how the implementation of the action plans can be 

dictated by the European Commission. 

The implementation should be carried out directly after finishing the networking in IN-

TERREG projects (Schultze, 2011) and during the networking time in URBACT net-

works and is mandatory (European Commission, 2006 B p. 5). The experiences in im-

plementing shall be exchanged (Ferstl, 2011). The best practices shall also be made 

available in the European Union through an open communication of the best prac-

tices and can help other cities respective regions which are not part of the network to be 

successful (European Commission, 2006 B p. 3ff.). 

The fast implementation of best practices which also gives the network its name is the 

main aim of Fast Track Networks (European Commission, 2006 B p. 8).  

However, city networks funded by the URBACT programme do not necessarily need to 

be capitalization projects. But they need to have potential to develop best practices for 

Europe (Ferstl, 2011). Nevertheless also the URBACT II Programme states that the 

main aim of Fast Track Networks is the capitalization of best practices (European 

Commission, 2007 B p. 62). 
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3.2.3 Current Fast Track Networks 

For the project period 2007 until 2013 in the INTERREG programme among regions and 

cities and in the URBACT programme only among cities 21 Fast Track Networks have 

been approved by the European Commission (European Commission, D).   

In the INTERREG programme, the following Fast Track Networks have been or are still 

being funded: 

B3 REGIONS: Re-

gions for Better 

Broad Band Connec-

tion 

Region of Piemonte (IT), Region of Sterea Ellada (GR), Re-

gion of Catalunya (ES), Region of Malopolska (PL), Region and 

City of Lodz (PL), Region of Lower Silesia (PL), Kriti (GR), Re-

gion of Sardinia (IT), North Yorkshire (UK), National Communi-

cations Authority (HU), Extremadura (ES), Kibris (CY), Kozep-

Magyarorszag (HU), Yugozapaden (BG), Sardegna (IT),  

C2CN: Cradle to 

Cradle Network 

Limburg (NE), Flanders (BE), Milano Metropoli (IT), Graz 

(AT), Rhone-Alpes (FR), Kainuun Region (FI), West-

Transdanubia (HU), Suffolk County (UK), North-East Romania 

(RO), Slovenia (SL) 

CO2FREE: Coope-

rating 2 Foster Re-

newables and Ener-

gy Efficiency 

Donegal (IRE), Derry (UK), Västernorrland (SE), Yugoiztochen 

(BG), Basque Country (ES), Itä-Suomi (FI), Kärnten (AT), Vest 

(RO), Castilla y Léon (ES) 

 

ERIK ACTION: 

Upgrading the inno-

vation capacity of 

existing firms 

Tuscany (IT), Lower Austria (AT), Emilia-Romagna Region 

(IT), Alentejo (ES), Andalusia (ES), Stredne Slovensko (SK), 

Bretagne (FR), Flanders (BE), South-East Romania (RO), 

Småland with islands (SE), West Macedonia (GR) 

ESF6 CIA: Emer-

gency Support Func-

tion Art. 6 - Capital-

ising Innovative Ap-

proaches towards 

Demographic 

Change 

Leipzig Region (DE), Region of Western Greece (GR), Roses 

(ES), Regione Abruzzo (IT), Mechelen (BE), London (UK), Sofia 

(BG), Rome (IT), South Transdanubia Region (HU)  

 

IMMODI: Imple-

menting Digital De-

velopment in Moun-

tain Areas 

 

TECLA associazione (IT), Basilicata Region (IT), Blekinge 

(SE), Kainuun Region (FI), Saxony (DE), Auvergne Region (FR), 

Badajoz (ES), Granada County (ES), Region of Peloponnese 

(GR), Region of Thessaly (GR), European Mountain Forum (EU), 

Euro Perspectives Foundation (EU), Association européenne des 

Elus de la Montagne (EU) 

MKW: Making 

Knowledge Work 

Eindhoven Region (NE), Stuttgart Region, Milano (IT), Hel-

sinki Region (FI), Flanders (BE), Navarra (ES); North-France 

(FR), Kujawsko-Pomorskie Region (PL), Northwest Region (UK), 

Öresund Region (SE+DK), Lodz Region (PL), Birmingham (UK), 

ERRIN (EU) 
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PIKE: Promoting 

Innovation and the 

Knowledge Economy 

Derry (UK), Donegal (IRE), Olomoucký kraj (CZ), Väster-

norrland (SE), Bologna (IT), Sterea Ellada (GR), Galway (IRE), 

Cantabria (ES), South East Region (BG), ERNACT (EU),  

PIMMS CAPITAL: 

Capitalising on 

Partner Initiatives 

in Mobility Man-

agement Services 

Darmstadt (DE), Ostrava (CZ), West Midlands, Worcestershire 

and Herefordshire (UK), Western Greece and Patras (GR), Sofia 

(BG), Stockholm (SE), Treviso (IT), Almada (PT), Rotterdam 

(NL), Serres (GR), Bratislava (SL), Klaipeda (LIT), Maribor (SL), 

Gdansk (PL), Basilicata (IT), Veneto (IT), Treviso (IT), Southern 

and Easter Ireland (IRE), Moravia-Silesia (CZ), Central and 

West Transdanubian Region (HU), Kibris (CYP) 

RAPIDE: Regional 

action plans for in-

novation develop-

ment and enterprise 

South West England (UK), Észak-Alföld (HU), Galicia (ES), 

Kujawsko-Pomorskie Region (PL), Lapland (FI), Örebro (ES), 

PreSov (SL), Saxony-Anhalt (DE), South Bohemia (CZ), Tartu 

(EST), Wales (UK), Western Greece (GR) 

 

SCINNOPOLI: 

Scanning Innovation 

Policy Impact, Creat-

ing Synergies among 

European Initiatives 

Lower Austria (AT), Flanders (BE), Bretagne (FR), Navarra 

(ES), Nyugat-Dunantul (HU), Provence-Alpes-Cote-d‟Azur (FR), 

Puglia (IT), Schleswig-Holstein (DE), Wielkopolska (PL) 

 

 

Fast Track Networks of the URBACT programme are: 

BHC: Building 

Healthy Communi-

ties 

Torino (IT), Lodz (PL), Belfast (UK), Baia Mara (RO), Lecce 

(IT), Lidingo (SE), Madrid (ES), Amaroussion (GR), Bacau (RO), 

Barnsley (UK) 

CASH: Cities Action 

for Sustainable 

Housing 

Echirolles (FR), Bridgend (UK), Frankfurt/Main (DE), Ptole-

maida (GR), Yambol (BG) 

 

HERO: Heritage as 

Opportunity 

Regensburg (DE), Vilnius (LIT), Lublin (PL), Graz (AT), 

Sighisoara (RO), Poitiers (FR), Naples (IT), Liverpool (UK), 

Valetta (MALTA)  

InteGROW: Social 

inclusion of young 

people at risk of ex-

clusion 

Madrid (ES), Nagykálló (HU), Gondomar, (PT), Venice (IT), 

Basildon (UK), Pescara (IT), Mediaş (RO), Sundvalls (SE), Zefyri 

(GR) 

MILE: Managing 

Migration and Inte-

gration at Local 

Level 

Venice (IT), Nea Alikarnassos (GR), Charlois-Rotterdam (NE), 

Amadora (PT), Seville (ES), Timisoara (RO), Vantaa (FI), Turin 

(IT), Komotini (GR) 

OPEN: Openness 

and the Competitive 

Advantage of Diver-

sity 

Belfast (UK), Dublin (IRE), Poznan (PL), Bilbao (ES), Düssel-

dorf (DE), Sofia (BG), British Council Madrid, Nitra (SK), Vi-

enna (AU) 
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RegGov: Regional 

Governance of Sus-

tainable Integrated 

Neighbourhood De-

velopment 

Duisburg (DE), Nijmegen (NE), Satu Mare (RO), Athens (GR), 

Nyíregyháza (HU), Siracusa (IT), Budapest, Ruda Slaska (PL), 

Södertälje (SE) 

 

Roma-Net: 

Integration of Roma 

population 

Budapest (HU), Glasgow (UK), Kosice (SK), Almeria (ES), He-

raklion (GR), Torrent (ES), Bologna (IT), Karaviná (CZ), Udine 

(IT) 

UNIC: Urban Net-

work for Innovation 

in Ceramics 

Limoges (FR), Aveiro (PT), Seville (ES), Stoke-on-Trent (UK), 

Cluj-Napoca (RO), Delft (NE), Castellón (ES), Faenza (IT), Pécs 

(HU 

URBAMECO: Cre-

ating Competitive-

ness & Social Cohe-

sion in Deprived Ur-

ban Areas 

Grand Lyon (FR), Tatabánya (HU), Arnhem (NE), Göteborg 

(SE), Lodz (PL), Constanta (RO), Birmingham (UK), Wroclaw 

(PL), Nea Ionia Magnesias (GR) 

 

 

On the basis of the Fast Track Networks‟ names the diversity of the topics can be seen.   

The networks consist of five (CASH) till 31 (PIMMS CAPITAL) members from various 

member states of the European Union.  

MILE and URBAMECO have been pilot Fast Track Networks in the URBACT pro-

gramme. CLOE (Cluster Linked Over Europe) has been the pilot Fast Track Network for 

the INTERREG programme and has already been tested in the INTERREG IIIC period. 

This is the reason why it has not been named above (European Commission, B). 
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III. ANALYSIS 

This analytical part of the thesis shall complement the theoretical background of the 

concept of Fast Track Networks and clarify the question if Fast Track Networks are 

different than city networks. First, the comparison between the concept of conven-

tional city networks and the concept of Fast Track Networks is drawn. This is based 

on the literature review from the previous chapter. Second, the practice of Fast Track 

Networks is analyzed and the results are presented. To get information about the 

practice a survey with Fast Track Network members in the form of a questionnaire 

and two interviews with the European Commission were conducted. The question-

naire and the interviews can be found in the appendix. To complement the results of 

those, the follow-up reports of three Fast Track Networks that did not participate in 

the questionnaire are analyzed. Based on that, the concept of Fast Track Networks is 

finally compared to its practice. The final aim of the thesis is to present a picture of 

Fast Track Networks as comprehensively as possible.  

 

1. Fast Track Networks versus conventional city net-

works: Differences between the two concepts 

In this first part of the analytical chapter the characteristics and the aims of Fast 

Track Networks are compared to conventional city networks. The characteristics and 

aims of conventional city networks are taken as the basis for comparison. The com-

parison is illustrated in the form of tables to make it clearer. The characteristics and 

aims named in the tables have been explained in the respective chapters before. Addi-

tional features that belong only to Fast Track Networks are added in the text under-

neath the tables. After each table the results of the comparisons are summed up 

briefly.  

 

Limitations 

Before comparing the concept of conventional city networks with Fast Track Networks it 

has to be stated that the concept of Fast Track Networks cannot only be developed and 

conducted among cities but also among regions. The aims of concept of Fast Track Net-

works, however, are the same. The character and organization between these two kinds 

of Fast Track Networks show small differences. The first is that they are funded in the 
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two different programmes URBACT and INTERREG that differ little in the methodol-

ogy. The funding of URBACT city Fast Track Networks is limited on three years. IN-

TERREG Fast Track Networks are shorter and only co-operate two years. The longer co-

operation of URBACT networks is due to the fact that they are divided in two phases 

and the first phase is used to prepare the co-operation: find all partners, decision of a 

work programme etc.. After the development phase the URBACT networks are assessed 

for a second time which decides over the further co-operation (URBACT, C). INTERREG 

projects have to develop this before and present it in their application for participating in 

the network. Another difference is that although both have to implement action plans, 

URBACT Fast Track Networks already have to implement them during the networking 

time. INTERREG Fast Track Networks have to do it after the end of the project. The last 

difference is that URBACT networks are always supported by a lead expert, this is inde-

pendent from the Fast Track label (Ferstl, 2011), (Schultze, 2011). However, as the con-

cept of Fast Track Networks does not change, apart from minor characteristics, the com-

parison between city and Fast Track Networks in general is adjudged as reasonable.  

CHARACTERISTICS OF CITY NETWORKS 

Categories Conventional city net-

works 

Fast Track Networks 

Voluntariness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Co-operation is voluntary  but limitations 

Independent and consensual de-

cision on a common goal 

 but cities have to choose among 

some given topics 

Development from bottom-up  cities have to apply for it, but 

the Commission decides if net-

works become FTNs or not 

Local government and politicians 

start process 

 but also regional government 

and politicians 

Every member is responsibly 

integrated 

  

Consensus decisions No information 

High benefits for participants are 

promoted 
 

Non-binding outputs Binding outputs: action plans are 

mandatory, their content should 

be implemented  

No hardened organisational and 

legal structure 

Predetermined organisational 

structure (lead partner, ...) 

Member need to be open for 

changes and additional tasks 
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No hierarchy 

 

  

Non-hierarchical, horizontal 

structures 

No, lead partner is more powerful 

than the other members 

Equal partners (power has noth-

ing to do with attributes) 
 

Economies of scale and transport 

costs are not important 
 

Multi-level governance  

Autonomy Network is autonomous  Fast Track Networks are not 

autonomous, but an instrument of 

the European Commission to test 

best practices and rely on help 

from outside 

Self-organization  by lead partner, but limited: 

EC and experts influence and 

support it 

Help from the outside is not 

needed 

Help from the outside is needed 

Cities stay independent in ad-

ministration and politics 
 

Long term 

participation 

Co-operation until the goal is 

achieved  

No, FTN are only fostered for 2 

years, (after that maybe independ-

ent voluntary network but not 

FTN) 

Co-operation is temporarily re-

stricted  
 

Action- orien-

tation 

Project-centred approach   

Decisions are implemented di-

rectly and more successful 

 implementation is prerequisite 

Flexible reaction on current de-

velopments 

 but do have several prerequi-

sites that have to be fulfilled 

Range of activities is not prede-

termined and restricted 

No, activties are restricted on 

what is fundable  

Actions cross-link the cities  experiences with the actions 

are exchanges 

Multi-dimensional topics  it is possible to choose several 

topics 

Selective Selective co-operation partners   

Not spatially comprehensive   

No sector-overarching topics   

Not in one administrative region   

Common goal 

and chal-

lenges 

Cities face similar challenges   

Cities have a common goal  a common approach is prereq-

uisite  
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Common goal 

and chal-

lenges II 

Goal is not predetermined  but is constricted by predeter-

mined topics 

Network represents complexity 

of the whole network (partners) 

  

Co-operation harbours threats  No threats 

Co-operation harbours chances   

Give-and-take-basis   

Exchange re-

lationships 

Exchange    

Production of synergies and 

benefits 

  

Benefits for every participant  even for the whole EU 

 

Additional characteristics of Fast Track Networks 

Fast Track Networks have three more actors in comparison to conventional networks. 

First, the European Commission is the main actor in the network and accompanies, 

participates and informs the network. It is expected to lead the testing of best practice, 

to evaluate results and monitor the whole process. Consequently it has impacts on the 

autonomous and voluntary characteristics. Second, managing authorities that are 

responsible for the implementation of policies in the participating regions respective 

cities should be integrated. Additionally Fast Track Networks can involve experts to 

support the specific networks as a third actor in Fast Track Networks.  

Prerequisites of Fast Track Networks are that some of the members have already 

worked together in other projects and that those have already produced best practice. 

Furthermore Fast Track Networks need to be transparent and propagate their process 

and the outcomings in the internet so that all information is accessible for other regions 

or cities not participating in these networks.  

 

Summing up, the characteristics of Fast Track Networks are mainly based on the con-

cept of conventional city networks. However, they show several differences to the basic 

characteristics of conventional city networks. Fast Track Networks show more restric-

tions, made by the European Commission, than conventional city networks and cannot 

be seen as autonomous. With these regulations the Commission tries to strongly influ-

ence these networks so that they implement their aims. Fast Track Networks have to 

choose between predefined aims, they have to be admitted by the Commission and they 

have some basic organizational structure with a lead partner. Furthermore the time of 
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co-operation and the activities are restricted. Additionally Fast Track Networks show 

some more basic characteristics that need to be fulfilled.  

AIMS OF CITY NETWORKS 

Categories Conventional city net-

works 

Fast Track Networks (FTN) 

Theoretical 

concept 

City networks as pure theoreti-

cal concept 

No 

Implementing 

development 

politics  

(top-down) to 

strengthen the 

area in which 

the cities co-

operate in 

Implementing politics  Main goal 

Polycentricity No 

Foster European integra-

tion/Cohesion/ Balance spatial 

disparities 

  

Strengthen regional common 

interest  

No, they already have common 

interests  

Strengthen regional common 

identity/ European identity  

 but it is not the main goal 

EC: overcome democratic and 

subsidiary deficits 

  

EC: Information of opinions and 

experience on local level, means 

to interact 

  

EC: use networks as interest 

groups 

  

External activi-

ties that have a 

direct benefit 

for the local 

levels that par-

ticipate  

(bottom-up) 

 

 

External activities    

Lobbying &  influencing  but not on EU level, more on 

regional and local level; (EU 

level influences networks)  

Direct contact to EU level (in-

sight in EU thinking, bypassing 

of national level) 

  

Impact on new EU policies   

Financial support from higher 

level 

 funding/co-financing by EU 

but also EIB and EBRD 

Consulting and information 

from higher level/ from the out-

side of the network 

 Support from experts and 

technical support from Jas-

pers initiative is possible and  

Represent their members‟ inter-

ests 

No 

  



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

III-53 

 

Internal activi-

ties of horizon-

tal co-operation 

 

 

 

Internal activities   

Strengthen centrality and 

functionality of co-operating 

cities 

No 

 

Prevent problems to the other 

cities related to competition 

 

No 

Complementation of partners No. Complementation only in the 

sense of experience and practices 

Synergy effects No. Synergies not between cities 

but between EU policies (cohesion 

and others) 

Exchanging flows   

Exchange of experience  collection and exchange of 

good practices 

Common projects   

Speeding-up of the development 

process of ideas 

  

Improvement of efficiency of 

local administration and deci-

sions  

 but not main reason 

Production of new knowledge No 

Reward of good practices (incen-

tive for cities) 

 is possible  

(Regio and CityStars) 

Strengthening of self-confidence 

and prestige for the cities 

No 

Improve the location qualities of 

the cities 

No information 

Attract critical mass Depends on the topic of co-

operation  

Common marketing No 

 

Additional aims of Fast Track Networks 

The European Commission wants Fast Track Networks to evaluate practices. Regions or 

cities that have produced best practices outside the Regions for Economic Change initia-

tive, for instance, can get their practice evaluated in Fast Track Networks.  

Additionally the Commission wants the networks to share the evaluated best practices 

with cities respective regions that are not participating in the network. These shall 

adapt these practices. For that purpose best practices have to be communicated and ac-

tion plans have to be transferred into the main stream programmes of each city respec-
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tive region which shall be implemented. Moreover the networks shall present their ex-

perience made in these networks to European audiences.  

Especially the goals of the renewed Lisbon Agenda respective the Europe 2020 Strategy 

shall be implemented by Fast Track Networks.  

An additional aim from the outside of the network is that the managing authorities can 

benefit from new information provided in the network as well as new important contact 

to local actors and other managing authorities. Having contacts on the local level manag-

ing authorities can actively help and influence the implementation of action plans. 

A benefit for the cities from external activities is that the cities respective regions do not 

only have a direct contact to the European Commission but are also said to be supported 

by it. The involvement of the managing authorities shall make the implementation of 

best practices more probable.  

Summing up it needs to be said that Fast Track Networks share the most important 

aims with the original concept of city networks. However, Fast Track Networks are nei-

ther used as theory to explain any spatial developments nor do they show aims which 

city networks in which the cities are allocated close to each other usually have. This is 

understandable because the co-operating cities of Fast Track Networks are not close to 

each other. Additionally Fast Track Networks do not aim at producing new knowledge 

but the main focus is on the exchange of practice. They have additional aims. The Euro-

pean Commission shows, for example, a big interest in these networks as they are an 

instrument of it.  

 

To conclude, Fast Track Networks differ from conventional city networks to a high 

extent concerning their characteristics. At the same time, some similarities can be found. 

At some points of the comparison, however, it is not possible to evaluate the similarity 

because the Fast Track Networks‟ characteristics are not clearly stated in the official 

documents of the European Commission. The vague characterization of Fast Track Net-

works is based on the fact that they are quite new instruments and have not been inves-

tigated, in comparison to city networks, yet. Fast Track Networks have the basic aims as 

conventional city networks but nevertheless show some differences. 

As the aim and the characteristics of Fast Track Networks differ in some points to con-

ventional city networks the question arises if Fast Track Networks are real networks or 

only project teams that finish the teamwork after having reached the results of a specific 

project. The European Commission may have adopted the term „network‟ as it is very 
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popular today. Like project groups Fast Track Networks exist only for a certain time. 

However, Fast Track Networks fulfil the character of networks which means that they 

consist of cities or regions, as nodes that are linked to each other. Through co-operation, 

several flows of exchange arise between the nodes. Fast Track Networks also fulfil the 

other criteria of networks provided in chapter II. 1. This shows that Fast Track Net-

works can be called network. Because Fast Track Networks are networks between re-

gions, respective cities, they can be called regional or city networks. This is underlined 

by the fact that Fast Track Networks are funded under the INTERREG respective UR-

BACT programme that support regional respective urban co-operation. However, Fast 

Track Networks show certain special criteria which differentiate these networks from 

conventional city networks and make Fast Track Networks special.  

As the definition of Fast Track Networks is mainly based on the EU rhetoric and its offi-

cial documents because no other scientific literature exists the author of this thesis con-

siders it as crucial to analyse the practice of Fast Track Networks to complete the pic-

ture of Fast Track Networks. Moreover it is doubted that the EU rhetoric is consistent 

with the reality of Fast Track Networks. So it could be that Fast Track Networks in 

practice are not as special as in their concept. This shall be explored in the next part of 

the analysis. 

 

2. Fast Track Networks in Practice  

According to Claus Schultze, expert and responsible for Fast Track Networks at the Eu-

ropean Commission, Fast Track Networks have been implemented by the European 

Commission to increase the Commission‟s influence on topics of co-operation. With the 

help of the Fast Track Networks the Commission offers regions respective cities the pos-

sibility to get a Fast Track label and the support of the European Commission if they 

choose one of their proposed topics. Additionally Fast Track Networks aim at implement-

ing the results of their co-operation on the regional and local level (Schultze, 2011). So 

the European Commission indirectly influences these levels with their chosen topics. 

The incentive for cities respective regions to participate in such a network is not addi-

tional money (URBACT, 2010), but that the European Commission takes a closer look at 

them. In addition to that the compulsory methodology is said to be beneficial for the 

network members. They have to decide on a common goal which is to be implemented 

together with their managing authorities  (Schultze, 2011). Ferstl, another expert for 

Fast Track Networks from the European Commission, adds that the members of Fast 
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Track Networks are invited to join conferences and seminars of the Commission and 

thus have a communication platform (Ferstl, 2011). Another advantage is that it is easi-

er as a Fast Track Network capitalization project to be accepted for funding by the EU 

because only few apply for this (Schultze, 2011).   

Schultze states that the communication of the European Commission about the Regions 

for Economic Change initiative from 2006 (SEC(2006)1432) is a declaration of intentions 

rather than a blueprint to be followed slavishly. This can be a reason for gaps between 

concept and practice (Schultze, 2011). In the following these possible gaps in the practice 

of Fast Track Networks are to be presented. 

 

The main basis for the picture of Fast Track Networks in practice is delivered by the 

results of the survey with Fast Track Network participants. In the following an over-

view of the characteristics of the Fast Track Networks that completed the question-

naire is given to show the basis for the further analysis of the questionnaire. Addi-

tionally possible biases are discussed. After that the practice of Fast Track Networks 

is analyzed. 

All images that do not refer to special sources are compiled by the author and based 

on the results of the questionnaire. 

 

2.1 Characteristics of the participating Fast Track 

Network partners 

The spreading of the participants on the different Fast Track Networks can be seen in 

image three. The Fast Track Networks UNIC and IMMODI showed the highest partici-

pation with five partners each. From the other networks only one or two persons partici-

pated. Consequently, the following results might be influenced by the experience of those 

two Fast Track Networks.  

Only 38% of the questionnaires were completed by lead partners. 62% were normal 

members of Fast Track Networks. 41% of the participants of the questionnaire are 

funded by the URBACT, 59% by the INTERREG programme. Cities respective regions 

from 12 out of 25 countries participated in the questionnaire. Most answers came from 

Italy, Spain and Sweden. The high participation of Italy and Spain can be explained with 

the fact that they have the highest involvement in Fast Track Networks (27 respective 

23 times). Although the United Kingdom and Greece have participated 21 respective 18 
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times in Fast Track Networks, they have not completed any questionnaire. Poland and 

Germany having participated 12 respective 10 times, comparable to the Swedish in-

volvement (11 times), have not completed their questionnaires either.  

 

Image 3: Participants of Fast Track Networks (n=27)          

 

Image four shows that the size of the regions and cities that par-

ticipate in Fast Track Networks varies much. 60% of the cities have less than 100.000 

inhabitants. Most of the regions have between one and five million inhabitants.  

Image 4: Inhabitants of cities (n=15) and of regions (n=11) 

 

However, the members of a Fast Track Network do not need to have a similar number of 

inhabitants. The Fast Track Network “Building Healthy Communities”, for instance, 

consists among others of the Swedish city Lidingo with ca. 45.000 inhabitants (Lidingö 

stad, 2010) but also of the city Madrid with ca. six million inhabitants (Instituto 

Nacional de Estadística d' Espana, 2010). There are also networks with more similar 

sizes. As there is no emphasis on a similar size of the partners it is supposed that this is 

not important for the co-operation or at least depends on the topic of co-operation. 

54% of the participants started their Fast Track Network in 2008 and 15% in 2009. The 

rest are at the beginning of their Fast Track Network experience. The main part of the 
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participants‟ networks has already finished (26%) or will finish the network co-operation 

this year (63%) (2011). This is an indicator that most participants have a good overview 

about Fast Track Networks in practice and are able to answer the questionnaire with a 

well-founded experience. Additionally most of the participants of the Fast Track Net-

works participated in national and European networks before. Only 8% of the network 

participants did not participate in European networks before. This shows that almost all 

of the cities respective regions that completed the questionnaire had already had experi-

ence in networking and can be expected to have answered the questionnaire on a funded 

basis.  

The number of Fast Track Network members can vary much. The participants co-

operate in networks that consist of five until 17 members. A majority of the networks 

consists of nine or ten members.  

The number of people that are involved in each partner city or region also varies to a 

great extent. The number is between one person and 30 persons.  

The main responsible body for the Fast Track Network co-operation is the local respec-

tive regional public administration. 22 out of 25 participants said so. Only a few cities 

respective regions are presented by other organizational forms like politicians, private 

stakeholders and companies as well as universities and research institutions. Often 

these exceptions act only additionally to the public actors. The company that is responsi-

ble for the Fast Track Networks is a joint-stock company in Sweden that aims at stimu-

lating the co-operation between business, universities and public bodies and so fostering 

the regional development (LTC AB). Furthermore an agency which aims at fostering 

international co-operation and regional innovation is a partner of a Fast Track Network. 

It consists of regions and public bodies (TECLA Association). Universities are, for in-

stance, involved from the Region Blekinge and the city Lecce. The involved politicians 

and private stakeholders have not been named in the questionnaire. 

Besides the funding of Fast Track Networks in the EU in the INTERREG and URBACT 

programme 40% of the participants state that they get additional funding. Only few par-

ticipants of the URBACT programme have this opportunity (27%), in the INTERREG 

programme 50% stated that they get additional funding.  

Concerning the topics of the Fast Track Networks, which have to be chosen among four 

different categories, the second category “Improving knowledge and innovation growth” 

is clearly the most important for the participants of the questionnaire (see image five). 

This could be due to the fact that this topic is overlapping with the main topic for the 

cohesion policy and so the chances could be higher to get funding in the implementation 
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process of the action plans. The broadest topic “The territorial dimension of European 

cohesion policy” has the fewest nominations.  

Image 5:  Categories of the networks’ topics (n=25, multiple answers) 

 

The two participants that declared to have this topic, however, are wrong, because their 

Fast Track Network is not registered with this aim. Consequently none of the partici-

pants chose this topic. Reasons could be the relatively new approach of the territorial 

dimension and the fact that this topic is only offered in addition to the three other the-

matic guidelines (European Commission, 2006 A p. 2 ). The wrong answers show that 

not all members know so much about their own network.  

Concerning the topics, Claus Schultze states that in the project application it is crucial 

that the idea is good and the application is formulated in a good way so that the topic of 

co-operation fits somehow to one of the prescribed topics. 

Most of the participants (77%) named that they are facing problems of structural change. 

Almost all INTERREG networks are facing problems of structural change (93%) while 

only half of the URBACT Fast Track Networks do so. So problems of structural change 

seem to be often the common challenge which makes INTERREG network co-operations 

appear. URBACT Fast Track Networks also have other reasons to start the co-operation 

process.  

The co-operating regions respective cities of Fast Track Networks are mainly situated 

quite far away from each other. So these European networks are a possibility for trans-

national co-operation with participants located in different parts of Europe. Even the 

closest region respective city is mostly more than 600 km away. The cities most far away 

in the polled Fast Track Networks are more than 2000 km away from each other. Differ-

entiating between URBACT and INTERREG participants, significant differences can be 

experienced: URBACT participants declared that the closest cities are never closer than 

100 km and mostly over 600 km far away. The distance in INTERREG Fast Track Net-

works is more balanced. This also applies for the regions most far away. The farthest city 

of URBACT cities is never closer than 600 km. This shows that Fast Track Networks 
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mainly consist of participants that are located far away from each other. This can be ex-

plained with the prerequisite of Fast Track Networks to consist of between six and 10 

countries with members of old and new member states. This prerequisite prevents net-

works with close distances. In image six the examples of the two URBACT projects BHC 

and UNIC can be seen. The UNIC Fast Track Network seems to have shorter distances 

than the BHC members.  

Image 6: Distribution of partners BHC and UNIC (URBACT, B) 

  

The majority of the respondents of the questionnaire (67%) considered it important or 

crucial to become a member of a network with the Fast Track label. The lead partners 

assess the label as more significant than normal network members. This is probably be-

cause they were mostly responsible for the application of the Fast Track label. In general 

more URBACT members considered the Fast Track label as important (see image seven). 

However, more than half of both programmes say that the Fast Track label was impor-

tant. 

Image 7: Importance of the Fast Track label for INTERREG (n=16) and URBACT (n=11) 

  

To sum up the characteristics of the respondents of the questionnaire, it can be stated 

that the networks of the respondents as well as the characteristics of the respective cities 

and regions that completed the questionnaire vary much and represent the variety of the 

Fast Track Networks. Yet, most of them do have some common characteristics like the 
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responsible bodies for co-operation, the far distances and the experience in other net-

works. The latter is considered as very important because this experience improves the 

quality of the answers when assessing and comparing Fast Track Networks to conven-

tional networks. A restriction, however, is that the persons that completed the question-

naire do not need to be the ones that have participated for the city respective region in 

other networks before. Networks from different development stages completed the ques-

tionnaire. Especially the networks that have finished or almost finished the network are 

considered to be more experienced. In the following analysis it is also differentiated be-

tween the development stages of the networks.  

Although less lead partners than normal network partners answered the questionnaire 

the lead partners are considered to be mainly responsible and more aware of the Fast 

Track label. The fact that lead partners are mostly responsible for the Fast Track label 

has been stated by many participants because they got to know about the Fast Track 

label from their lead partner. Therefore the experience and appraisals of the lead part-

ners will often be analyzed separately. 

Among the participants of the questionnaire the distribution of INTERREG and UR-

BACT networks is almost balanced: 16 participants are part of INTERREG, 11 part of 

URBACT. In the further analysis it will also be differentiated between these two pro-

grammes to find out if Fast Track Networks among regions respective among cities show 

different characteristics and appraisals. If this was acknowledged it would speak in fa-

vour of the assumption that regional networks are different than city networks.  

 

2.2 Limitations of the analysis 

However, it needs to be stated that only 27 questionnaires have been answered and 

the response to some questions is even lower. 13 out of 21 Fast Track Networks par-

ticipated in the questionnaire. Eight networks did not participate at all so their opinion 

and experience have not been included and the results might look different if they had 

participated. A frequent problem was the strong occupation of the networks due to some 

final presentations so that they stated not to have enough time to complete the ques-

tionnaire. Concerning already finished Fast Track Networks some mail addresses have 

not been current anymore and it was not possible to contact the networks. As the partic-

ipants of the questionnaire show a diversity in their characteristics it is considered that 

the results of the questionnaire are representative though. Yet, not all answers to ques-

tions might represent the opinion of an average Fast Track Network member.  
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Therefore, in addition to the results of the questionnaire and the interviews, the follow-

up reports of the already finished Fast Track Networks MILE, URBAMECO and PIKE 

are used. These three networks did not participate in the questionnaire and the experi-

ence stated in the reports consequently complements the picture of Fast Track Networks 

in practice. So the general comparison is adjudged as reasonable. 

 

2.3 Expectations and satisfaction of Fast Track Net-

works 

The exchange of experience and mutual trust were evaluated as the most important 

characteristics of networks (see image eight). However, all predetermined characteristics 

of the questionnaire were evaluated as important. A common identity in the network 

was considered by the participants as least important. The Fast Track label, however, 

was evaluated as secondary insignificant.  

Image 8: Mean value of the importance of specific network characteristics on a scale from 1-10 (10= very 

important; 1=not important)(n=27) 

 

This shows that networks have more important characteristics than the Fast Track la-

bel. The special characteristics of Fast Track Networks like the financial and thematic 

support, the involvement of the managing authorities and the rapidity of the process, 

however, are assessed as quite important and are placed on the first eight positions of 13 
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in total. To sum up the most important characteristics, networks should be provided 

with financial thematic support for the exchange of experience on a mutual trust basis. 

Comparing the importance of specific characteristics of networks and the satisfaction 

with those (image eight and nine) it attracts the attention that the satisfaction with the 

special characteristics of Fast Track Networks which have been evaluated as important 

before is lesser than the satisfaction with basic characteristics of city networks. The sat-

isfaction with the involvement of the managing authorities is the lowest and is only a 

little over the threshold to the dissatisfaction: This is especially significant as this char-

acteristic was evaluated before as quite important. The same applies to the financial and 

thematic support. Regarding only the answers of the lead partners it can be seen that 

they especially are not satisfied with the involvement of the managing authorities. The 

mean value is 4.7, which is very low. Also the rapidity of the process belongs to the five 

less good evaluated characteristics. However, the satisfaction with the Fast Track label 

in general is quite high as well as the satisfaction towards the traditional characteristics 

of city networks. 

Image 9: Mean value of the satisfaction with the characteristics in the FTN (1-10, 10=best)(n=27) 

 

The low satisfaction with the managing authorities can be explained with the fact that 

the involvement of the managing authorities is communicated as an important advan-

tage of Fast Track Networks by the EU rhetoric. So the expectations are high. However, 

the European Commission does neither have the power to enforce the development of the 

managing authorities nor the power to ensure the implementation of the best practices 
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by the respective managing authority. Schultze, an expert of Fast Track Networks at the 

European Commission, states that the Commission is not willing to enforce the imple-

mentation either. Yet, the Commission can try to intervene so that the managing au-

thorities take notice of the Fast Track Network and its action plans (Schultze, 2011). 

21 out of 27 participants named advantages of Fast Track Networks. The others did not 

answer this question. One reason could be that they did not know much about Fast 

Track Networks. The most frequently named advantages were the close contact to the 

European Commission and the managing authorities. The involvement of the managing 

authorities, however, has been graded with a low satisfaction before. This contradicts 

each other. It is expected that Fast Track Networks get special attention from the Euro-

pean Commission, other institutions and stakeholders because the networks are more 

visible. The close contact with the Commission is connected with a better support and 

help from the EU level which could go hand in hand with a higher quality of work. In 

this context, a difference between Fast Track Networks and conventional networks was 

mentioned. Fast Track Networks have a higher focus on innovation and economic growth 

and get more guidance by European calls. Another advantage often mentioned is the 

faster course of the networks with concrete results (action plans) that are to be imple-

mented fast. This is also expected to be supported by the Commission. The implementa-

tion of the mainstream programmes shall increase the dissemination of results. The fo-

cus on capitalisation is a special feature of Fast Track Networks. Additionally it is stated 

that Fast Track Networks are more likely feasible for funding than conventional net-

works. At the same time the financial support has been graded low in the satisfaction. 

This contradicts each other. More advantages are the fostering and assessment of spe-

cific policies, benefits for administration due to mutual learning, regular meetings, clear 

focus and flexibility. Another difference is that no new best practice is produced but ex-

isting best practices are used and implemented.  

When comparing the given advantages and differences with the concept of Fast Track 

Networks in the rhetoric of the European Commission it must be stated that most as-

pects have been named by the participants.  

Seven out of 12 participants stated to see their expected advantages of Fast Track Net-

works in practice. However, the rest of the participants could not see these advantages. 

Too few participants answered this question so that it did not make sense to split the 

data in different groups according to their stage of network. Reasons for not seeing these 

advantages in their own Fast Track Network in practice can be the early stage of the 

network, the missing involvement of the managing authorities and missing provision of 
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expected expertise by the Commission. Additionally it was declared that there was no 

contact to the European Commission and other organisations although it had been prom-

ised. It was stated that the lead partners benefit more from the close contact to the 

Commission. Normal members do not. They only experienced small scale advantages. 

The reason for the two URBACT pilot Fast Track Networks MILE and URBAMECO to 

participate in Fast Track Networks - which have been stated in their follow-up report -

was especially the collaboration with the managing authorities to exchange ideas be-

tween different levels of government, enlarge the impact of the project in the main-

stream programmes and the hope to get more European funding. With the help of the 

Fast Track Network URBAMECO the participants also wanted to make sure that the 

networking will produce results that can be used in practice (URBACT Secretariat, 2008 

p. 5). 

Concerning the differences of Fast Track Networks to conventional networks it was 

stated that there are no differences on the local level and one participant stated that 

there are no differences at all. Some did not answer this question which makes the au-

thor assume that no differences were experienced. Disadvantages of Fast Track Net-

works, however, have not been named in the comparison to conventional networks. 

Maybe there are none or the Fast Track Network members are only used to hear advan-

tages from the EU rhetoric so that they do not think about disadvantages when asking 

about differences. 

Apart from the stage of networks the other shortcomings show that Fast Track Networks 

sometimes differ from their concept and do not always fulfil the expectations of the cities 

respective regions. This acknowledges the results of the first two questions analyzed.  

To finally get to know why the cities respective regions decided to apply for a Fast Track 

Network it was asked why the cities chose to be a partner of a Fast Track Network. Im-

age 10 shows that the most important reasons were the special support by the European 

Commission and the fast implementation of best practices in the mainstream pro-

grammes. INTERREG networks were more interested in the fast implementations, UR-

BACT networks more in the special support by the Commission. Financial reasons do 

not seem to be so important for the decision to participate in Fast Track Networks. How-

ever, they were regarded as important for networks in general. URBACT projects have 

also been very interested in the support by experts; INTERREG participants have been 

interested in the important topics. So there are some differences. Only one participant 

stated that the participation in a Fast Track Network had none of the named reasons. It 

was only tried because it sounded like a good idea. The lead partners, however, which 
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are considered to be the ones that are mainly responsible for the Fast Track label of their 

networks named the same main reasons: support by the European Commission and the 

implementation in the mainstream programmes. Financial reasons are not named at all 

and the special support by experts has also been named by only two out of 10 lead part-

ners. Participants that already had experience in international networks evaluated the 

important topics chosen by and the special support of the Commission as main reasons. 

This is interesting and might indicate that Fast Track Networks are supposed to have 

more important topics than conventional networks. The reasons for choosing a Fast 

Track Network, however, have something to do with the special involvement of the 

European Commission. When adding the three reasons that are connected with the sup-

port of the Commission, the Commission is the most frequently named reason for choos-

ing a Fast Track Network. 

Image 10: Reason for applying for a FTN (n=26, multiple answers) 

 

To sum it up, the expectations on Fast Track Networks correspond much to the EU 

rhetoric and the concept of Fast Track Networks and go beyond the conventional city 

network concept. This shows that the concept of Fast Track Networks has been commu-

nicated well and has not been questioned by the members. So the trust in the European 

Union is high. Fast Track Networks are therefore expected to have the special character-

istics named in the rhetoric and these are also evaluated as important as they have been 

the reasons for applying to get this Fast Track label. However, not all expectations have 

been fulfilled completely or as expected. This shows that the practice seems to differ 

from the concept.  
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The reasons of the INTERREG and URBACT programme for joining the Fast Track 

Networks differed to a small extent. However, this is not considered to be a sign that 

Fast Track Networks between cities respective regions differ much. 

 

2.4 Benefits from the partners 

According to the Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning the main purpose of 

a network co-operation is to benefit from the partners (The German Federal Office for 

Building and Regional Planning, 1996 p. 8). 39% of the network participants declared 

that they meet all the other regions respective cities every two till three month. 43% 

stated that they meet each other every four till five months. Most INTERREG members 

meet each other every two till three months (53%) and so more frequently than most 

URBACT members who meet each other mostly every four till five months (73%).  

According to the participants of the questionnaire, the main benefits that can be 

achieved in Fast Track Networks from the partners are the exchange of practices, meth-

ods, knowledge and experiences. Experiences can also imply problems that arose before. 

The mutual learning can be achieved via thematic seminars, common projects, critical 

discussions and field visits. Field visits have been highlighted as an important measure 

to exchange experiences by the PIKE Fast Track Network: The execution of the best 

practices can be viewed alive and information about these practices can be discussed on 

the ground with the key experts (ERNACT, 2010 p. 3). According to Schultze, it is not 

prescribed how the exchange of experience is to take place, but the development of an 

action plan and its implementation in the mainstream programmes have to be the result 

of the exchange (Schultze, 2011). According to the participants, the main activities in 

networks are the exchange of experience and workshops (see image 11). These can be 

seen as the easiest and basic activities of a network. This is the reason why most partici-

pants chose them. The evolving of synergy effects and joint projects can be seen as fur-

ther development of the activities. When cities respective regions have joint projects it is 

considered to be easier for them to implement their own experience in the mainstream 

programmes. Nevertheless, joint projects are rare. This could be a reason for the low rate 

of implementation of best practices.  

INTERREG and URBACT networks do have a similar distribution of activities and do 

not differ much. Additional activities besides the development of synergy effects and 

joint projects are the development of action plans and staff exchanges. 

 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

III-68 

 

Image 11: Activities in Fast Track Networks (n=25, multiple answers)  

 

Possible synergy effects that can be used in networks are similar to those effects that 

were given in the answers for the benefits of Fast Track Networks: The mutual learning 

in the sense of complementing knowledge and experience of the partners is named very 

often. Additionally the similarities and common identities of the network members can 

develop synergy effects concerning similar action plans, strategies and projects. Fur-

thermore the possibility for common lobbying and direct contact to the European Com-

mission and other European networks as well as the finding of partners for further co-

operation and projects are seen as possible synergy effects. Fast Track Networks are also 

said to animate and to support planned tasks.  

However, the synergy effects described in the German city network concept that arise 

because of spatial closeness of the partners - like the sharing of common infrastructure -

are not named by the participants of the questionnaire. This goes hand in hand with the 

result that the co-operating cities and regions in a Fast Track Network have big dis-

tances among each other. INTERREG respective URBACT members showed a different 

meeting frequency, however, the activities were mainly the same. 

 

2.5 Support of Fast Track Networks in practice 

The active co-operation with the European Commission and managing authorities was 

planned in the documents of the European Commission. Furthermore special experts 

should help the network (European Commission, 2006 B p. 6). The Fast Track Network 

members also joined their networks with these expectations.  

According to the rhetoric of the Commission, it itself is supposed to be the main actor 

(The German Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, 1999 p. 6) in “actively 

accompany[ing] and participat[e][ing] in the networks” (European Commission, 2007 B 

p. 63). The term “active”, however, depends on the members because the participants 

declared various frequencies (see image 12). According to the answers given in the ques-

tionnaire, 50% of all participants have either no regular contact or no contact to the 
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Commission. 23% of all network members polled state that they have contact each 

month, which can be considered to be quite often (Schultze, 2011). The overall satisfac-

tion with the contact to the European Commission is 55.6%. This makes it probable that 

the participants who have a regular contact to the Commission are satisfied and the oth-

ers are not. INTERREG projects have a slightly more frequent contact and are also more 

satisfied (62.5%) than the URBACT members (45.5%). The assumption that the lead 

partners have a more frequent contact to the Commission has been approved by the an-

swers. Five out of 10 lead partners declare to have contact to the Commission each 

month. However, two lead partners state that they never have contact to the Commis-

sion, which contradicts the frequent contact to the Commission put down in the EU 

rhetoric. The lead partners, however, are more satisfied with the contact to the Commis-

sion (70%) than the normal members (50%).  

Image 12: Frequency of contact to the European Commission from conventional members (n=15) and lead 

partner (n=10) 

  

Schultze states that the Commission follows the activities of the network. The involve-

ment of the Commission, though, depends on the topic of the network and the interest of 

the Directorate Generals (DGs) according to their policy portfolio. Most of the participa-

tion of the Commission is motivated by pure idealism and personal interest. However, 

the Commission staff is said to be able to benefit from their insertion in projects because 

they get involved with decision makers on the regional and local level and learn more 

about these levels. The participation of the Commission in the networks also depends on 

the activity level of the network. Besides network meetings the Commission usually only 

has a frequent contact to the lead partners  (Schultze, 2011). This explains the satisfac-

tion of the lead partners. In contrast the PIKE Fast Track Network experienced an un-

balanced support of the European Commission because the responsibilities in the Com-

mission changed four times in the networking time. Consequently no continuous support 

was given and the support of the Commission was evaluated as limited (ERNACT, 2010 

p. 18). In an evaluation report of the INTERREG IVC programme from 2010 it is ac-
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knowledged that the involvement of the Commission helped two Fast Track Networks 

and showed the usefulness of the Fast Track Network label: A managing authority was 

made to join a network and helped to implement action plans despite political changes 

after elections. This shows that the Commission can really have a good impact on net-

works, facing challenges.  

 

The contact to the lead partners of the Fast Track Networks is considered to be fre-

quent. All network members stated that they have a monthly contact to the lead partner. 

This makes the author assume that the co-operation between the cities works out well, 

especially the lead partners do a good job. This is also acknowledged by the members‟ 

satisfaction. 94.4% are satisfied, only one URBACT member is not. 

 

Concerning the frequency of contact to thematic experts that are offered by the Euro-

pean Commission more than half of all participants state that they never had contact to 

them. However, 17% do have a monthly contact. 45.8% of the Fast Track Network mem-

bers are satisfied with their contact to the thematic experts. URBACT participants seem 

to have a more frequent contact to those experts than INTERREG participants. 38% of 

URBACT members declare to have a monthly contact (see image 13). In URBACT Fast 

Track Networks, in comparison to INTERREG projects, a thematic expert accompanies 

the network all the time. Yet, this expert does not have anything to do with the Fast 

Track label, but belongs to the URBACT programme (Ferstl, 2011). It might be that 

some of the URBACT participants have considered this lead expert to be offered by the 

Commission. However, 50% of the URBACT participants do not have any contact to the 

experts and 33.3% of the URBACT participants are satisfied. INTERREG participants, 

however, are more satisfied (53.3%) despite a lower frequency of contact. Six out of eight 

lead partners do not have any contact to thematic experts (see image 14). This shows 

that the normal network members seem to get more support from thematic experts than 

the lead partners. Despite that less normal members are satisfied with the contact 

(37.5%) than the lead partners (57.1%). The expert support which is anchored in the first 

communication from the Commission from 2006 does not seem to be so important any-

more today: In the interview with Claus Schultze he was asked about this expert support 

from the European Commission and he did not know in the beginning what the inter-

viewer was referring to. This could also be a reason for the result that half of the partici-

pants stated that they never had any contact to the thematic experts. However, Claus 
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Schultze clarified that the experts offered by the Commission are the DGs‟ that can as-

sist the network in specific questions with their expertise.  

Image 13: Frequency of the contact to thematic experts of all (n=24) and URBACT (n=8) 

  

Image 14: Frequency of the contact from the lead partners (n=8) and normal members (n=15) to thematic 

experts  

 

The frequency of contact to the managing authorities, which has already been criti-

cized in the analysis before, differs much among the different Fast Track Network mem-

bers. According to the concept the cities and regions that want to participate in Fast 

Track Networks and get some funding need to involve the respective managing authority 

which is responsible for the implementation in the co-operation to make sure that the 

practices are implemented (European Commission, 2006 B p. 5). In practice some Fast 

Track Network members have a very frequent contact but 24% of all participants state 

not to have any contact at all (see image 15).  

However, most of the Fast Track Network members have some contact to the managing 

authorities. 53.8% of all participants are satisfied with the contact to the managing au-

thorities. INTERREG projects seem to have a more frequent contact to the managing 

authorities than the cities in the URBACT networks. A possible explanation could be 

that the managing authorities are mostly located on the regional and not on the local 

level. Therefore INTERREG participants have a high rate of satisfaction (73.3%) and 

most URBACT participants are not satisfied (72.7%). 
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Image 15: Frequency of the contact to the managing authorities of all (n=21) and INTERREG (n=11) 

 

Ferstl admits that it might be harder for cities than for regions to get in touch with their 

managing authorities but the involvement of the Commission should diminish these dis-

advantages (Ferstl, 2011). Problems experienced by the two URBACT pilot Fast Track 

Networks URBAMECO and MILE were the finding of the relevant managing authority 

and the right contact person as well as to decide about the relationship to the managing 

authority: It was found out that the authorities need a certain distance. Still a trustful 

relationship for co-operation to the managing authority is needed. Additionally the MILE 

network experienced that it was hard to find out if and how their network topic respec-

tive the action plan can be funded in the mainstream programmes. The managing au-

thorities of the URBAMECO project had the problem to evaluate the importance of the 

project for Europe (URBACT Secretariat, 2008 p. 7). Concerning the contact to managing 

authorities, frequent staff changes or political changes are a reason for the complication 

of the co-operation. These have been experienced amongst others by the PIKE Fast 

Track Network (ERNACT, 2010 p. 16). Additionally the Irish cities could not implement 

their action plans because of special characteristics of funding by the ERDF in Ireland: It 

was impossible for local authorities to apply for funding (ERNACT, 2010 p. 6f.). This 

shows another shortcoming of Fast Track Networks as the European Commission did not 

consider country-specific limitations of the implementation. 60% of the lead partners and 

50% of the normal members are satisfied with the contact to the managing authorities. A 

reason for the reluctance of managing authorities to participate and give their promise to 

implement the action plans might be that the final action plans do not comply with the 

requirements of the mainstream programmes (URBACT Secretariat, 2008 p. 9). How-

ever, it was stated that some managing authorities in the two pilot Fast Track Networks 

appreciated the participation in the networks because they were able to contribute to the 

development of good projects which they could implement in their programmes. This 

shows that a topic which fits to the mainstream programmes can influence the involve-

ment of the managing authorities. 
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To sum up the support of Fast Track Networks it can be said that the most frequent 

contact which is also satisfied the highest is the contact to the lead partners of the net-

work.  The Fast Track Networks are supported in practice by the Commission, managing 

authorities and thematic experts, but not in all cases and so not fully in the way it is 

described in the Fast Track Network concept. Additionally not all members are satisfied 

and the extent of satisfaction could be higher.  

 

2.6 Production and implementation of best practices 

The concept of Fast Track Networks says that the members of Fast Track Networks 

should already have produced best practice before starting the network (European 

Commission, 2006 B p. 6). However, URBACT Fast Track Networks are an exception. 

They do not have to produce best practices before they start their co-operation although 

it is recommended (Ferstl, 2011). Yet, half of the INTERREG members have not pro-

duced best practices so far. A reason could be that some of these network members that 

participated in the questionnaire are not experienced yet but the main part of their net-

work partners already developed best practice. The lack of produced practice might lead 

to a smaller extent of benefits from the co-operation and so to a smaller probability of 

implementation. However, the term “best practice” might be interpreted differently by 

the Commission and participants of Fast Track Networks. The regions respective cities 

of a Fast Track Network evaluate the best practices of each other via peer reviews. If the 

network members have higher demands on best practice than the Commission, which 

does not judge best practices (Schultze, 2011), this could be a reason why only 50% of the 

participants declared to have produced best practice.  

65% of the cities respective regions have not implemented best practices of other 

cities respective regions yet. 18% of the participants have not implemented their 

best practices although they have already finished their co-operation. 55% of those that 

did not implement the best practices will end their project in 2011. Apart from the status 

of the network process for the non-implementation, the different characteristics and 

goals in comparison to the other network members were named. Gaps between the ac-

tion plan and the regulations of the managing authorities and the mutual development 

of best practice examples with the other members were also mentioned. The adoption of 

best practices of the other partners seems to happen very late in the network process or 

after the end of the network. However, it is not sure if best practices of the other part-
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ners will be implemented at all. This shows that the implementation of best practices is 

often not successful and questions the benefits and synergy effects of the co-operation for 

the network members which are mainly based on the exchange of experiences and mu-

tual learning. Until now, no follow-up evaluation of Fast Track Networks has been con-

ducted, so Claus Schultze could not give an appraisal how many best practices have been 

implemented so far. However, the German partner of the CLOE Fast Track Network, 

has successfully implemented best practice in the regional mainstream programmes. 

The implementation of the best practice results in the EU mainstream programmes was 

said to be the purpose of Fast Track Networks (European Commission, 2006 B p. 7) but 

does not necessarily occur in practice: Only 23% of the interviewees declared that they 

had implemented their best practices in the mainstream programmes. From the six that 

did implement the best practices 50% will finish their project in 2011. However, only one 

URBACT participant implemented their best practice in the mainstream programmes. 

From the ones that did not implement the best practices three out of 18 cities respective 

regions have already finished their co-operation. Reasons named to explain that the best 

practices had not been implemented were that the network was in an early stage, that 

the Fast Track Network co-operation was stopped before the implementation phase and 

that the implementation of the action plan had not been supported by the structural 

funds of the managing authority. 69% of the participants did not know if their best prac-

tices had been implemented or not. The reason given was that the feedback was missing. 

As the EU rhetoric does not explain particularly how cities are to propagate their best 

practices and exchange their experiences, the cities might not know what to do. This can 

be an additional reason for the low implementation rate because the successful exchange 

of experiences is the prerequisite for the implementation of best practice. 

A study conducted for the INTERREG IVC programme from 2010 evaluated amongst 

others the outputs and results of the INTERREG Fast Track Networks. The number of 

action plans that have been developed in Fast Track Networks is evaluated as “strong 

underachievement or even non-achievement to the initial targets” (Buiskool, et al., 2010 

A p. 91) and it is said to be very unlikely that these gaps will be fully recovered until the 

end of the funding period. These results are explained with the high expectations on the 

newly introduced instruments in combination with a high complexity of the implementa-

tion (Buiskool, et al., 2010 A p. 92ff.). From 2007 until 2010 from 250 expected imple-

mented action plans until 2013 none has been implemented (Buiskool, et al., 2010 B p. 

49). However, this is deemed to be only for the INTERREG Fast Track Networks.  
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Almost all participants declared that the network co-operation has impacts on the local 

level. In image 16 it can be seen that the local level mainly benefits from new ideas, 

partnerships and projects. URBACT participants mainly benefited from new partner-

ships, INTERREG participants benefited from new ideas. New policies on the local level 

which can be considered as the most advanced impacts and not easy to achieve were 

named by nine out of 26 participants and mainly by INTERREG participants. However, 

they are the main goal of Fast Track Networks. This acknowledges again that the im-

plementation of best practices is hard and rare. Apart from that no additional impacts 

were stated.  

Image 16: Impacts of the network co-operation on the local level (n=26, multiple answers) 

 

To sum up the implementation of best practices in practice it has to be stated that only 

a few best practices either from the partners or in general have been implemented. As 

this is a main aim of Fast Track Networks it demonstrates a huge shortcoming of Fast 

Track Networks. Nevertheless the networking had several impacts on the local respec-

tive regional levels, which shows that Fast Track Networks seem to have a positive in-

fluence. Concerning the implementation the only difference between URBACT and IN-

TERREG Fast Track Networks was how the network influences the local respective re-

gional level. Regions benefit more from the implementation of new policies than cities.  

 

2.7 Communication of the network 

Transparency and communication are very important characteristics of Fast Track Net-

works according to its concept (European Commission, C). All participants declared that 

they inform the local level about their network. Their main measures were public meet-

ings and local debates and discussions (see image 17). Public meetings have been evalu-

ated by the MILE pilot Fast Track Network as very important for the communication. 

These discussions enlarge the awareness of the project and foster the adoption of the 

best practices (Saad, 2009 p. 11).  
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Image 17: Information of the local level (n=26, multiple answers) 

 

There is no difference between URBACT and INTERREG networks in this aspect. How-

ever, other ways of information named were printed and online media (website), emails, 

personal face-to-face contacts and conferences. This shows that Fast Track Networks are 

in practice also communicative on the local level.  

88% of the participants share the experiences made in the network in a certain way. 

Only three participants from the URBACT programme declared that they do not share 

practices. All those that declared to share their experiences did so with other depart-

ments or organizations. Most of them also shared their experiences with other cities re-

spective regions (see image 18). This shows that the benefits of the networking process 

go beyond the network members, which is intended by Fast Track Networks 

(INTERREG IVC, 2007 p. 40). Other bodies named are other networks, local companies, 

Structural Funds and managing authorities.  

Image 18: Bodies with which experiences of the network are shared with (n=21, multiple answers) 

 

In the PIKE Fast Track Network it was experienced that the participation in interna-

tional conferences is important because a large number of people was reached. These 

conferences, however, do not have a big impact on the local level.  To reach the local and 

the international level newsletters were distributed in the local languages which also 

contained a short summary in English. Additionally the project website informs about 

the co-operation (ERNACT, 2010 p. 15).  

Summing up, the communication of the network seems to work out successfully com-

pared to the concept. 
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2.8 Getting to know the Fast Track label 

The network partnership needs to be based on an earlier project co-operation and the 

partners should therefore get to know each other before. However, before applying for 

the funding, networks can also consult the Commission or the respective Secretariat of 

INTERREG or URBACT and ask them for a suggestion of possible partners if needed. 

Besides the Commission, also the Secretariats are interested in consulting because they 

need to justify the funding and spending of money. This consultancy gives them a subtle 

mechanism to shape what is coming in terms of applications. Though, the Commission or 

the Secretariats do not propose the partners for Fast Track Networks because they are 

not authorized to do so. Yet, when deciding about the application, the composition of 

partners can play a role for the final decision about the approval (Schultze, 2011).  

As already stated before, most of the conventional members got to know the label from 

their lead partners and did not know it before. The lead partners were informed about it 

either through the URBACT or the INTERREG programme. Other occasions often 

named are personal relations and meetings with earlier partners on the EU level. Some 

others got to know about Fast Track Networks via the homepage of the Regions for Eco-

nomic Change initiative.  

This shows that the lead partners of the networks were mainly active and informed 

themselves respective have been informed about the Fast Track possibility in applying 

for their network. Additionally it is acknowledged that communication and lobbying on 

the EU level are very important. However, the Fast Track initiative only gets to be 

known if the people inform themselves or when they apply for the funding of their net-

works. 

2.9 The success and future of Fast Track Networks 

The funding of Fast Track Networks is temporarily limited. Yet, the participants of Fast 

Track Networks think that there is a feasibility to co-operate after the end of funding 

(see image 19). Only one person thinks that the possibility for a further funding is low. 

The distribution of the answers stayed relatively the same when looking at lead part-

ners, INTERREG and URBACT and experienced network members. 15 out of 20 partici-

pants stated that they already plan to co-operate further after the ending of the Fast 

Track Network.  
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Image 19: Feasibility for a further co-operation after the end of funding (n=26) 

 

In the Final Report of the PIKE Fast Track Network it was stated that the partners of 

the network still co-operate and exchange information concerning the former topic of the 

network (ERNACT, 2010 p. 13).  

Despite some unfulfilled expectations and satisfaction rates that could have been higher, 

92% of all participants would chose a Fast Track label again. Fast Track Networks do 

not have any negative impacts which would make the participants avoid them. Not the 

label but the topics of the co-operation decide which network is to be chosen. The two 

members that stated that they would not chose a Fast Track Network again, one from 

the INTERREG, the other one from the URBACT programme, explained that the label 

did not help to achieve the project objectives and the added value was very small. The 

Fast Track Networks did not offer help and support as it was proposed.  

Claus Schultze, a representative of the European Commission, considers the impact of 

Fast Track Networks concerning the exchange of experiences as an important and suc-

cessful instrument. Concerning the impact on the regional mainstream programmes in 

relation to the input of money he says that it is not possible to provide a judgement so far 

as the final evaluation of the programme is still to be carried out (Schultze, 2011). The 

evaluation of the INTERREG IVC programme in 2010, which was already mentioned 

before, however, shows that concerning the INTERREG Fast Track Networks the expec-

tations on the development and implementation of action plans have not been fulfilled so 

far at all. Furthermore it is said to be doubtful if the expectations can be fulfilled until 

the end of the funding period in 2013 (Buiskool, et al., 2010 A p. 91f.). This shows, at 

least for the INTERREG Fast Track Networks, that they are not as successful as ex-

pected. The PIKE INTERREG Fast Track Network, however, stated that some partners 

implemented action plans. Additionally it is said that the partners could learn from each 

other and could avoid mistakes: Consequently they saved money and time. Also it is said 

that the interregional co-operation improved the discussion of regional and local bodies 

with their managing authorities (ERNACT, 2010 p. 13). This shows that some projects 

are also successful in using Fast Track Networks. 
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According to Schultze, a weakness of the Fast Track Networks is that the operational 

programmes have not been adjusted well to the instrument of Fast Track Networks so 

that there are mismatches (Schultze, 2011). Ferstl sees the main weakness of Fast Track 

Networks in their very soft regulation. The pressure which the Commission or the net-

works can oppose upon, for instance, the managing authorities to ensure the implemen-

tation of best practices in the mainstream programmes is not strong (Ferstl, 2011). This 

is the reason why Fast Track Networks can only be fully successful when all involved 

parties of Fast Track Networks voluntarily put all their efforts into the co-operation. 

 

2.10 Improvement of Fast Track Networks 

As some characteristics of Fast Track Networks did not fully satisfy the participants and 

some shortcomings of Fast Track Networks have been revealed, the participants sug-

gested some ideas for the improvement of Fast Track Networks. As the main document 

from the European Commission is more a declaration of intentions that a regulation and 

no new adjusted documents have been published, the Commission should clarify their 

expectations on Fast Track Networks. It is supposed to give more guidance for the par-

ticipants so that they can orientate themselves in the process and can have a more tar-

geted co-operation.  

The contact to the European Commission and to the managing authorities as well as the 

contact to experts that support the networks should be improved. Additionally the im-

plementation of the action plans should be fostered through a better and longer co-

operation with the managing authorities. To improve the implementation of the action 

plans, national and Structural Funds regulations should be adjusted to EU regulations.  

 

The main comparison between the concept of Fast Track Networks and its practice 

will be drawn in the following chapter. 
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3. Differences between the concept of Fast Track Networks and its practice 

In the following the characteristics of the concept of Fast Track Networks that either contradicted the conventional city networks concept or 

were missing in it are taken as a basis for comparison. The characteristics of conventional city networks are also shown in the table but have 

a grey background because they are not in the focus of the comparison. The comparison is conducted to find out if Fast Track Networks in 

practice are also special in comparison to conventional city networks, or if the differences only exist in the concept. Concerning the aims, it 

was analyzed how far all aims of Fast Track Networks are achieved. It was to be found out how successful the instrument „Fast Track Net-

works‟ is.  

The reasons for illustrating the comparison in the form of tables are the same as for the first comparison, stated in chapter III. 1. After 

the tables the results of the comparisons are summed up briefly. 

CHRACTERISTICS OF FAST TRACK NETWORKS 

Categories Conventional city net-

works 

Fast Track Networks (concept) Fast Track Networks (prac-

tice) 

Voluntariness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Voluntary  Limited voluntariness  but hardly limited 

Independent and consensual 

decision on common goal 

Cities have to choose the common goal  among 

some given topics 

 but networks can get help 

from professional consultan-

cies how to best write the ap-

plication and probably formu-

late that the project idea fits 

into one of the topics. 

Development from bottom-up Cities have to apply for Fast Track label, but 

the Commission decides if networks become 

FTNs or not 

  

Non-binding outputs Binding outputs: action plans are mandatory, 

their content should be implemented  

Non-binding, because EU cannot 

enforce it  
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Voluntariness II 

No hardened organisational and 

legal structure 

Predetermined organisational structure: Lead 

partner who controls, animates, establishes 

deadlines and distributes results [...] 

  

No hierarchy 

 

Non-hierarchical, horizontal 

structures 

Hierarchy: Lead partner is more powerful 

than other members 

 It is important that the lead 

partner is demanding 

Autonomy Network is autonomous  No autonomy: Fast Track Networks are an 

instrument of the European Commission to 

test best practices and are to be funded by 

Territorial Cooperation and supported from 

the outside 

  

Self-organization 

 

Limited self-organization because many actors 

(EC, experts) have impacts on it 

 but impacts can be bigger and 

smaller 

European Commission is involved in network-

ing 

Mostly, but some tasks are not 

fulfilled 

Experts are involved Seldom 

Long term par-

ticipation 

Co-operation until the goal is 

achieved  

 FTN co-operation is limited in time (2 respec-

tive 3 years) 

but further co-operation after end 

of funding is wished 

Action- orienta-

tion 

 

 

 

 

 

Flexible reaction on current de-

velopments 

Several prerequisites that have to be fulfilled, 

flexibility is limited 

No information 

Range of activities is not prede-

termined and restricted 

Range of activities is restricted on what is 

fundable  

  

- Working methods need to be able  

to be supported by Structural Funds 

otherwise no implementation 

- Regional respective local programmes should 

secure implementation of action plans 

Not easy, is often not like that 

  



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

III-82 

 

Selective 

 

 

Is not a prerequisite Some members already produced best practice 

before 

 is needed 

Is not a prerequisite  Some members already worked together be-

fore 

 is needed 

Is not a prerequisite Participants out of  6-10 countries  is needed 

Is not a prerequisite Mixture among old and new member states  is needed (exception: IM-

MODI) 

Common goal 

and challenges 

Co-operation harbours threats Co-operation harbours no threats  no disadvantages have been 

experienced 

 

Comparing the characteristics of Fast Track Networks in concept and in practice it has to be stated that most characteristics of the con-

cept have been acknowledged in practice. However, some characteristics exist only to a certain degree and some almost do not. These have 

been coloured orange in the table. This shows that there are definitely gaps between concept and practice concerning the characteristics. 

Especially the implementation of action plans and the involvement of experts have rarely been fulfilled. The activities of the European 

Commission leading of the testing of best practice and the evaluation of the results, which have been stated in the concept of Fast Track 

Networks, could not be observed in practice. Consequently some of the characteristics of city networks constricted before have not been con-

ducted or do not exist in practice. Although the output of Fast Track Networks should be binding and implemented, the reality does not 

meet the expectations. The Commission cannot enforce the outputs. In this respect Fast Track Networks resemble the characteristic of city 

networks whose outcomes also have a non-binding character. This shows that the concept of Fast Track Networks is not strict.  
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AIMS OF FAST TRACK NETWORKS 

Categories Conventional city 

networks 

Fast Track Networks (concept) Fast Track Networks (prac-

tice) 

Implementing 

development 

politics (top-

down) to 

strengthen the 

area in which the 

cities co-operate  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Implementing politics is the main goal Implementation of best practice is not 

working out good 

- Transfer best practices into mainstream pro-

grammes  implementation of action plans 

only some, cannot be enforced by the 

Commission and many problem in 

implementation of action plans 

  Foster European integration/Cohesion/ Balance 

spatial disparities 

No information 

  Strengthen regional common identity/ Euro-

pean identity 

 Common identity is developed but 

at least important and not very 

high satisfaction (6,15) 

  EC: overcome democratic and subsidiary defi-

cits 

 European Commission gets con-

tact to the local and regional lev-

els, but it cannot be evaluated if 

this aim is implemented. When 

implementation of action plan also 

intermediation between EU and 

local/regional level (not always!) 

  EC: Information of opinions and experience on 

local level, means to interact 

  

  EC: use networks as interest groups   

- Fostering of the goals of the Renewed Lisbon 

Agenda/ Europe 2020 Strategy 

No information, topics are considered 

to be important but if application is 

well written maybe by-pass of topics 

- Best practices shall be evaluated  peer reviews are conducted by the 

network members 
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Implementing 

development 

politics (top-

down) to 

strengthen the 

area in which the 

cities co-operate 

II 

-  Managing authorities shall be involved  but only sometimes, cannot be 

enforced 

- Managing authorities shall benefit from infor-

mation and contacts in the network 

No information (have not been inter-

viewed), only if they have been in-

volved 

- Managing authorities for implementing policies 

and decision makers are integrated to 

strengthen the action orientation 

 but seldom 

- Communicate best practices to share them with 

non-network members 

 with other regions, cities, other 

departments, other networks, lo-

cal companies, managing authori-

ties, Structural Funds, all inter-

ested over conferences, websites, 

newsletters 

- Presentation of experiences to European audi-

ences  

  

External activi-

ties that have a 

direct benefit for 

the local levels 

that participate  

(bottom-up) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  External activities    

 mainly on higher levels 

(EU, institutions,...) 

Lobbying and influencing on regional and local 

level  

 influence on regional and local 

level (ideas, partnerships; projects 

and policies only sometimes) 

 sometimes Direct contact to EU level (insight in EU think-

ing, bypassing of national level, extra support) 

 are supported and have contact 

but not always as much it is 

wished/expected 

- Involvement of managing authorities (imple-

mentation is more probable) 

Contact depends, implementation is 

not successful 

  Impact on new EU policies No information 

 Financial support from 

higher level 

Funding/co-financing by EU but also EIB and 

EBRD 

 by EU, but no information  about 

EIB and EBRD 

  



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

III-85 

 

External activi-

ties  

(bottom-up) II 

 mostly from higher 

level/ outside of the 

networks 

Support by experts from outside the network 

(+Technical support by Jaspers initiative) 

Support by experts is limited (no in-

formation about Jaspers) 

Internal activi-

ties of horizontal 

co-operation 

  Internal activities   

  Exchanging flows   

Exchange of experience  collection and exchange of good practices  24 out of 25 members exchange 

experience, other activities that do 

not contribute to that are not 

funded and are not stated 

  Common projects No information 

  Speeding-up of the development process of 

ideas 

No information 

  Improvement of efficiency of local administra-

tion and decisions  

No information 

Production of new knowl-

edge 

No production of new knowledge, only sharing 

of experiences 

 but some regions respective cities 

are only benefiting from knowl-

edge from others as they do not 

provide their own best practice 

  Reward of good practices (Regio- and CityStars)  is possible 

 

Comparing the aims of the concept of Fast Track Networks and their implementation in practice shows that all aims except of the imple-

mentation of politics and in the same context the involvement of the managing authorities and of experts are somehow achieved in Fast 

Track Networks. Nevertheless it needs to be stated that the author was not able to evaluate the implementation of all aims. Especially 

broad aims like the fostering of the goals of the Renewed Lisbon Agenda and the Europe 2020 Strategy were impossible to evaluate with the 

results of the questionnaire. Additionally as no managing authorities have been interviewed it cannot be said if the managing authorities 

benefit from the co-operation and want to help to implement the action plans. This would be interesting though and could be found out in 
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another study. However, as the participation of the managing authorities is not high, it is supposed to be seldom that the managing authori-

ties are so much motivated that they co-operate with the networks in their own interest. Many aims were named as possible benefits of Fast 

Track Networks but it was not requested concretely if they are fulfilled in practice. 

 

To conclude, it can be said that the comparison between the concept and practice of Fast Track Networks shows that the special charac-

teristics and aims of the concept of Fast Track Networks do also exist respective are implemented in practice to a high extent.  

However, some of these acknowledged characteristics only apply to some networks or members so that not all Fast Track Networks have all 

these special characteristics that spot them. Among those some characteristics have been fulfilled very rarely: The support of special actors 

like experts and managing authorities and the European Commission is not as high as expected. A possible consequence of this is the very 

rare implementation of action plans which leads to a gap in the achievement of aims. 

The aims of Fast Track Networks are supposed to be fulfilled in practice and there are some examples where they are fulfilled quite well, 

but not all networks do so. The practice of Fast Track Networks shows many shortcomings. The reason for this is that many aims are ab-

stract and formulated vaguely so that there is often no way to monitor and evaluate their implementation. Furthermore many aims of Fast 

Track Networks are based on voluntariness. Although it is said that they should be achieved, the European Commission does not have any 

authority to prescribe them.  

This shows that Fast Track Networks in practice do not thoroughly meet the definition of the concept of Fast Track Networks but mostly 

fulfil their aims and contain the main characteristics.  

In the scientific literature it was also stated that the practice of city networks often looks different than the concept (see chapters II. 2.1.3 

and 2.2.3). Not always the characteristics of the concept were fulfilled which resulted in problems in achieving the aims. And if the concept 

was followed, it did not mean that the instrument led to the desired outcome. This shows that these gaps can be considered as normal. How-

ever, to sustain Fast Track Networks as a successful instrument the aims should be fulfilled, otherwise it would be meaningless to use 

them. This is discussed further in the next chapter. 
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The problems that have been experienced in trans-national city networks (see chapter II. 2.2.3) like language problems, differences in ad-

ministration, culture, identities and responsibilities have not been stated in the questionnaire. At least it can be said that these do not espe-

cially apply to Fast Track Network. 
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IV. CONCLUSIVE DISCUSSION: FAST TRACK NETWORKS AND 

THEIR EFFECTIVENESS IN PRACTICE 

The aim of this thesis was to explore Fast Track Networks, a special instrument of 

the European Commission. It was to be found out what is special about these networks 

and how they differ from conventional city networks.  

This research contributes to the research field of city networks because a peculiar spe-

cies, Fast Track Networks, is explored. Furthermore the research adds to the broad re-

search field of European Spatial Planning, as Fast Track Networks are an instrument of 

the European Commission. This thesis fills a research gap as Fast Track Networks have 

not been explored before in any research paper.  

Therefore a literature review about conventional city networks and Fast Track Networks 

has been conducted. After having knowledge about these two concepts, the concept of 

Fast Track Networks has been compared to the concept of conventional networks. With 

the help of a survey with members of Fast Track Networks and two interviews with the 

European Commission Fast Track Networks have been explored in practice. After that 

the concept of Fast Track Networks has been compared to its practice.  

To conclude, this paper delivered evidence that the concept of Fast Track Networks is 

quite special in comparison to conventional city networks. Yet, the concept is based on 

general characteristics of city networks. It excludes some of them and adds special fea-

tures. For instance, Fast Track Network relationships are only focused on the exchange 

and evaluation of experience. They foster mutual learning but do not co-operate to pro-

duce new knowledge or complement each other with services. Besides the exchange of 

experience the Fast Track Networks are targeted to further action: action plans for the 

local respective regional level in which the exchanged experience is applied have to be 

developed. These action plans shall be implemented in the regional mainstream pro-

grammes to broadcast the best practices and to make them available for other cities or 

regions so that these can benefit from these ideas. This shows that Fast Track Networks 

have quite a precise and targeted aim that is based on the exchange of experience in the 

network. To achieve this Fast Track Networks are said to get special support from the 

Commission. Moreover other features are added. The goal of the European Commission 

that is behind this Fast Track label is to influence the topics of co-operation in the net-

works. With the exchanged practices the regional and local level of the member states 

shall be influenced indirectly. These topics have to be considered as important by the 
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Commission to achieve the goals of the Europe 2020 Strategy. However, Fast Track 

Networks are a voluntary co-operation and based on a soft regulation. The Commission 

cannot pedal the network members or the managing authorities with stronger pressure. 

Consequently the final goal of implementation in the mainstream might be achieved only 

if all parties involved are motivated and put all their efforts into the co-operation. In 

practice so far only a few action plans have been implemented.  

Comparing the concept and the practice of Fast Track Networks is not easy because the 

concept is formulated vaguely in many aspects and leaves freedom of interpretation.  

Therefore in the questionnaire it was often asked if some characteristics occurred and if 

these were experienced as being satisfactory. Thus it was made possible to evaluate, for 

example, the contact to the European Commission which should according to the docu-

ment “actively” participate in the networks. Due to the vague formulations it was noticed 

that the satisfaction with the special features of Fast Track Networks was not the high-

est. The author assumes that the participants of the Fast Track Networks expected more 

from - to come back to the example - an “active” participation of the Commission. Fur-

thermore it is considered to be hard to fulfil the requests of Fast Track Networks when 

they are not stated clearly and when there are no clear instructions for the actions given. 

This could also explain the low implementation rate of the action plans.  

 

So weaknesses of Fast Track Networks are the partly vague concept with missing guide-

lines for the cities and regions as well as the soft regulation. Both weaknesses have an 

impact on the effectiveness of Fast Track Networks in practice. Especially the intended 

aim of Fast Track Networks - the transferring and spreading of experience caused by 

policy learning - is influenced negatively.  

 

The funding of Fast Track Networks is limited to two respectively three years. Conven-

tional city networks usually exist longer. The limited time for funded co-operation and 

the tight plan of action shall contribute to the Fast Track of implementation of best prac-

tices. However, it also restricts the further co-operation of the members which could 

have brought more useful results. Nevertheless the network members can co-operate 

after the end of funding without the support of the Commission and without the Fast 

Track label. The feasibility for a further co-operation is also assessed as quite high by 

the Fast Track members. In the financed networking time of Fast Track Networks, how-

ever, the networking relationships are limited to the exchange of experience as already 
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stated above. This exchange of experience is mainly carried out at the beginning of the 

networking, because later local action plans have to be developed, which is done mainly 

on the respective local level. So the frequency of co-operation in the network is expected 

to be low after the exchange of experience and the network seems to resemble more a 

project.  

 

However, the idea of Fast Track Networks makes it possible to implement experiences 

that have been exchanged or bring them closer to be implemented. This idea is evaluated 

by the author as a good approach: With this instrument the European Commission fos-

ters and strongly supports the mutual exchange of experience not only horizontally but 

also vertically, i.e. the communication between EU- and local level. Furthermore the 

Commission can foster the discussion of important topics. Nevertheless, the concept of 

the European Commission has not worked out in the manner it was expected or desired 

and thus needs to be improved so that its aims can be completely achieved.  

 

Although the Fast Track participants have not totally been satisfied with some charac-

teristics concerning the network almost all would choose a Fast Track Network again. It 

was stated that it does not make any difference to have this label or not. The co-

operation is said not to have any negative impacts. Consequently the Fast Track label is 

not important but the topics of co-operation decide if a network is joined or not. At the 

same time almost 70% of the participants said that it was important for them to become 

a member of such a Fast Track Network.  

 

At the moment the decision process is going on about the new regulations of the Territo-

rial Programmes. These new regulations will be presented after summer this year. The 

future of the Regions for Economic Change initiative and thus the future of Fast Track 

Networks has not been decided yet. It might be that the experience made with Fast 

Track Networks will be used to develop other strategic networking schemes (Schultze, 

2011). 

 

Due to the limited time of this master thesis the research about Fast Track Networks in 

practice is mainly based on the answers of 27 Fast Track Network participants. If more 

members had participated and all had already finished the co-operation it could have 

been possible that other findings would have resulted. Consequently further research on 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

IV-91 

 

this field, after the end of the funding period in 2013, could be done to complement the 

findings of this research. To explore regional networks and compare those to INTERREG 

Fast Track Networks would have meant to go beyond the scope of this master thesis. 

Nevertheless it would be interesting and could be explored in a further research project.  

 

Based on the experiences with Fast Track Networks in practice and because of the 

deficiencies that were found out in this thesis some recommendations are given. It is 

proposed how Fast Track Networks - or other networking schemes which might be 

developed out of Fast Track Networks - could be improved.   
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FAST TRACK NETWORKS 

In this last chapter the results given before are used to develop recommendations for 

improving the practice of the Fast Track Networks.   

 

1. The first recommendation refers to the vague description of the concept of Fast 

Track Networks. As already stated before, the blurry picture of Fast Track Net-

works and its processing can have an impact on the effectiveness of Fast Track 

Networks concerning the outcome. Consequently it is recommended by the author 

that the Commission should clarify their expectations on Fast Track Networks 

and give more guidance for the participants so that they can orientate themselves 

in the process and can have a more targeted co-operation. If the participants of 

Fast Track Networks knew more about what they can expect from Fast Track 

Networks before they start the co-operation they might be more motivated. This 

motivation is crucial for an active participation of the network members.   

 

2. The second recommendation refers to the soft framework of Fast Track Networks. 

To increase the implementation of best practices in the mainstream programmes 

the Commission should either increase the pressure via regulations and sanctions 

or, as the Commission does not have any competence for restrictions, provide in-

centives for the partners to co-operate better. The implementation of those two 

measures should comprise all parties of Fast Track Networks, i.e. the cities re-

spective regions, the managing authorities, the responsible DGs and possible ex-

perts that are supposed to support the networks. It is considered by the author to 

be very important that the Commission improves the communication of these ad-

vantages: Not only the cities respective regions should be addressed with these 

incentives but also managing authorities, the regional policy and the Commis-

sion. This can increase the acceptance of the action plans and their implementa-

tion.  

 

3. Third to increase the feasibility of implementation the national and Structural 

Funds regulations should be adjusted to EU regulations.  
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4. The fourth recommendation is to prolong the time for co-operation to make sure 

that there is enough time for the exchange of experience as the time for a co-

operation in Fast Track Networks is very short. In this context the network co-

operation should not finish with the action plan but also comprise its implemen-

tation as it is envisioned for URBACT Fast Track Networks. This could increase 

the feasibility of implementation. So the participants and the managing authori-

ties could be pushed more to implement the best practices.    

 

The responsibility of Fast Track Networks is divided into the operational programmes 

URBACT and INTERREG C. The experts responsible from the different programmes are 

not always informed about each other. As the two programmes have slight differences in 

coping with Fast Track Networks it could help them to mutually exchange experiences 

about these networks besides implementing the other recommendations. So they could 

learn from each other about strengths and weaknesses of the practice of Fast Track 

Networks in the respective programmes and adjust their regulations to improve them.  
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VII. APPENDIX 

A) First Expert Interview with the European Commission 

Claus Schulze, an expert of the European Commission was the interviewee concerning 

Fast Track Networks. He works in the DG Regio and is responsible for the Regions for 

Economic Change initiative and coordinator of the Fast Track Networks. He was inter-

viewed about the background of the development and some general characteristics of Fast 

Track Networks. With the interview, uncertainties which resulted from the vague formu-

lations of the EU rhetoric were to be removed. Furthermore the attitude of the European 

Commission and the current discussions about the Fast Track Networks were requested.  

This interview was conducted by phone and was not recorded by request of the inter-

viewee. The answers presented contain no direct quotations and are a summary of the 

statements made by Claus Schultze. The interview was conducted after evaluating the 

first results of the questionnaire. Thus questions that arose from the first results could be 

asked. 

1. Why did the EU introduce Fast Track Networks? 

Conventional INTERREG projects make their participants learn, but there is not neces-

sarily a transfer of good practice taking place as a cause of policy learning. Fast Track 

Networks are a model network experiment. The managing authorities are either part-

ners in these networks or are asked to declare in written that they will support the ac-

tion plans. Those action plans result out of the ideas developed or shared in the network. 

So the things learned in the Fast Track Networks are implemented or are brought closer 

to implementation with this instrument.  

Additionally with these networks the European Commission got the possibility to influ-

ence the topics of co-operation. Normally, the European Commission has hardly any in-

fluence on the topics of INTERREG and URBACT co-operation projects because the 

member states representatives in the Monitoring Committee choose the project for fund-

ing based on an evaluation done by the Programme Secretariats. The Member States 

draw up the operational programmes based on strategic guidelines at EU level. The 

European Commission has no vote in the Monitoring Committees. The Fast Track Net-

works are a chance for the Commission to influence the topics of cooperation networks in 
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a much closer way than what it can do through the process of negotiating the programme 

with the programme authorities. 

2. What is so special about Fast Track Networks? How do they differ from conventional 

city networks? 

a) Different partners: 

Usually networks consist of public and public eligible bodies without any prescription 

as to the standing of the partner. The eligibility of the partners is defined in the IN-

TERREG IVC documents. Fast Track Networks however involve the managing au-

thorities either directly or indirectly. In the latter case the managing authorities 

compose an informal writing, stating that they will pursue the networking and then 

see what they can implement of the outcomes of the network. Schultze, however, 

calls the relation between managing authority and network somewhat artificial, as 

the follow-up, so the implementation of the action plans of these networks is not en-

forceable. Only the action plan is prerequisite of the network. However, the European 

Commission can try to intervene for instance by seeing to it that the managing au-

thorities, if they are not the official partners of the network, which is not always the 

case, take good notice of the action plan, if it deems the content of the action plan 

relevant for the region in question. 

However, there are some problems, particularly in the case of partners that are not 

Managing Authorities, which is often the case in URBACT projects. One example in 

question is the case of Stoke-on-Trent, a member of the UNIC Fast Track Network, 

which reported that the West Midlands managing authority did not deem its recom-

mendations in the Action Plan concerning the local ceramics cluster relevant for the 

regional development objectives and hence, did not want to invest in implementing 

the recommendations related to supporting the Ceramics cluster. The European 

Commission does not have any power, nor is it willing to enforce the implementation 

of an Action Plan against the will of a regional managing authority. 

b) Co-operation between different DGs: 

In following the activities of the Fast Track Networks different Directorates of the 

European Commission usually co-operate, depending on the theme of the network 

and the interest of the DGs according to their policy portfolio. Fast Track Network 

projects enjoy the privilege of direct involvement of Commission officials, for instance 

by their participation in network meetings.  

c) Action plans  



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-103 

 

Action plans are the result and end of the network (implementation is outside of 

network co-operation!) 

d) Best practices need to exist already before the co-operation starts and the partici-

pants of the network need to know them very well through having cooperated before 

within an EU-funded projects or on their own. This needs to be proven in the project 

application, which is prescribed in the INTERREG IVC applicant guide.  

  

3. What do Fast Track Networks offer cities respective regions? Do Fast Track Net-

works have an impact on the EU level or are the impacts only top-down? 

Fast Track Networks offer more advantages than conventional networks. Firstly, the 

Commission takes the time to have a closer look at the regions or cities involved in a 

Fast Track Network. Secondly, Fast Track Networks do have a compulsory method-

ology: Fast Track Networks decide together with the respective managing authority, 

which is responsible for the funding of projects, on a special aim. This aim is to be 

implemented with the help of an action plan.  

Fast Track Networks might be chosen because it is easier to get accepted as a Fast 

Track Networks than as a conventional INTERREG or URBACT project. This is due 

to the smaller amount of applicants for the capitalisation networks, or because there 

is an ambition by the partners involved to get things down, to move towards actual 

transfer of good practice.  

Concerning the impact, Fast Track Networks do not only have a top-down influence. 

The regions and cities are encouraged to align their goal-setting to EU policy goals 

(e.g. Europe 2020, Structural Funds, Commission Communications) and foster policy 

learning on strategic themes seen as vital by the Commission. This should ideally in-

fluence investment decisions in the mainstream Structural Funds, where the Com-

mission can only influence the direction of funding when the seven year operational 

programmes are negotiated with the Managing Authorities  

4. How many best practice examples have been implemented so far? Was this result 

expected?  

Concerning the implementation, until now no follow-up evaluation of the finished 

Fast Track Networks has been conducted. So it is not known how many action plans 
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have been implemented so far. However, anecdotal evidence suggests, that recom-

mendations from Action Plans have been taken on board in some cases. For instance, 

from the Lead Partner of the CLOE Fast Track Network (INTERREG IIIC), the Re-

gional Development Agency of Karlsruhe in Germany, claims that as a result of its 

work through CLOE, cluster initiatives have been implemented by the managing au-

thority, the region of Baden-Württemberg, in the mainstream programmes.  

As to the involvement of the Commission in FTNs it has to be said that the Commis-

sion does not have enough dedicated staff resources for following the Fast Track 

Networks. Involvement is thus rather limited on the whole because this work does 

not always have the highest priority, given the many other priority tasks of the 

Commission staff and is often motivated by pure idealism and personal interest of 

the personnel involved. The Commission staff involved, however, can benefit from the 

insertion in projects, as it helps them to get in direct contact with decision-makers at 

the regional level and learn more about opportunities and bottlenecks in individual 

regions and the overall trends in the regions. Regions often benefit from the experi-

ence of the Commission staff that can input their vast experience and overview in in-

dividual policy fields,  

5. What is the role of managing authorities in Fast Track Networks and how is their 

involvement monitored by the European Commission? 

The European Commission, respective the responsible DGs, join the presentations of 

the Fast Track Networks and will also probe the quality of the contacts with the 

managing authorities. If needed, the desk officers of the European Commission will 

try to intervene between managing authorities and cities respective other regional 

partners and suggest that managing authorities implement action plan recommenda-

tions with, for example, unused or returned funds. However, the Commission has not 

the eligibility to command the managing authorities to implement the action plans. 

To give more weight to their action plan the networks can hold their final conference 

in premises of the European Commission in Brussels, to which the respective desk of-

ficers of the DG REGIO country desks will be invited. 

6. What is the role of the European Commission in Fast Track Networks?  

The European Commission participates in the form of a lead directorate and several 

associated general directorates.  
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It participates in the meetings of the Fast Track Networks and comments the topics 

discussed, for example, the action plans. It also watches the quality and impact of the 

networks. Furthermore it provides advices how to foster the implementation of the 

action plans and can contact the managing authorities (see question 5).  

The lead directorate should stay in regular contact to the lead partner and the net-

work and is considered as the direct link between Commission and the Fast Track 

Network. As such it also explains the expectations of the European Commission on 

Fast Track Networks and their impact. The lead partner of a Fast Track Network 

should be supported by the Commission to make sure that the network members in-

volve the respective managing authorities and other important regional or local ac-

tors in developing action plans.  

The lead DG should also inform the associated directorates and the Commission as 

well as the public (website) about the network progress. The action plans and results 

are distributed by the Commission to the relevant directorates.  

The associated directorates mainly support the lead directorate and provide the net-

work with their specific knowledge and experiences from their policy area and can 

give advices.  

 

7. How often is the European Commission in contact with the networks? Are they only 

in contact with the lead partners or with all members of a network?  

It differs how often the Commission is in contact with the networks. An interval of 

two months can be considered as having a relative frequent contact but depending on 

the activity level in the network and the dedication of the individual Commission 

staff involved these contacts can be quite frequent. Usually the contact exists only to 

the lead partner. For that purpose the European Commission involves actively in the 

meetings and discusses the action plans and gives hints how to implement these 

ideas.  

8. How much freedom do the Fast Track Networks have in choosing their topic? 

The Fast Track Networks need to choose a topic, which fits into the predefined 

themes. However, the idea must be good and the application must be formulated in a 

good way. To make sure that the application will be written perfectly, applicants, 

particularly if they do not have the staff resources or abilities to write the applica-

tion, often consult firms that are specialized in writing these applications. These 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-106 

 

firms are specialists in guiding the negotiations between the partners and in direct-

ing their ideas in a way that they will fit the eligibility and quality criteria of the 

programme. Yet, it is also important that there are not too many funded networks 

with the same topic. The INTERREG respective URBACT Secretariat evaluates the 

applications, the Monitoring Committee takes the final decision about whether a pro-

ject is funded or not based on the evaluation. Network partners often try to lobby the 

Monitoring Committees and the Secretariat, but ultimately the decision to fund a 

network is based on the quality of the application. 

9. How do you provide “expert support” (SEC(2006) 1432)? 

The communication of the European Commission from 2006 is a declaration of cer-

tain intentions more than a blueprint to be followed slavishly. It is not a regulation in 

terms of legal instrument, but a communication. So the reality of the implementation 

within the programme does not always fully match the contents of this document, for 

instance concerning the requirement that the managing authorities set aside dedi-

cated funds within their operational programmes for the implementation of action 

plans.  

However, the specific DGs involved can assist the network with their expertise. 

 

10. How do you decide what is best practice? And how are best practice results applied to 

other cities and regions?  

Best practice is not judged. There is no obligatory method recommended. The method 

is the peer-review between the regions, as often the regions respective cities claim 

that whatever they think they are doing well can be considered best practice, a criti-

cal peer review, which the Fast Track Networks are asked to follow is a check against 

that.  

11. Do all the cities respective regions in Fast Track Networks need already best prac-

tices before they start to co-operate or do only some partners need best practices 

which they exchange with cities that have a similar problem? If yes, what is the 

benefit for cities that already have developed these best practices? 

Yes. At least the network co-operation needs to be based on an earlier project or co-

operation. This is the difference to conventional networks. In the application the 
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network has to show a list of best practice, from which the regions want to develop 

their best practice transfer through action plans. This is evaluated in the application 

and decides about an admission of the network. The regions or cities should therefore 

have got to know each other before. However, a Fast Track Network can also include 

some cities respective regions that have not produced best practice yet and want to 

learn from other members. But the other cities respective regions should be experi-

enced and be able to benefit from the other members with best practice.  

12. Is the European Commission proposing partners? How do the members of a Fast 

Track Network get to know each other? 

The Commission is not proposing the partners of a potential Fast Track Network be-

cause it is not authorized to do so and the application process is only single-staged so 

it is decided on the whole network. However, it is possible that the regions, respective 

cities visit the Commission and the Secretary for consultation about their idea and 

try to get their approval (informal lobbying). In this consultation the Commission and 

the Secretariat can also propose possible partners if needed. The Secretariats need 

good projects to justify the funding and spending of money to show that the money is 

spent target-oriented. So the Secretariat is interested in such meetings and consulta-

tions also because it gives them a subtle mechanism to shape what is coming in 

terms of applications.  

The members of a Fast Track Network know each other from former projects (see 

question 11). 

13. How do the cities respective regions exchange best practice? Are there any other 

ways of co-operation? 

It is not prescribed how the exchange of best practice is to take place but each par-

ticipant needs to develop an action plan and implement the practices through it. Fast 

Track Networks only exchange experiences. Other activities are not funded because 

Fast Track Networks are pure capitalisation projects in which the best practices 

should already exist before the co-operation. Pilot activities are not considered as eli-

gible costs in FTNs.  
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14. Do you consider Fast Track Networks to be a successful instrument? 

It has not been evaluated so far if Fast Track Networks are a successful instrument. 

However, it depends which expectations are evaluated. The exchange of experiences 

can be seen as an important instrument per se. Concerning the impact of the net-

works on the regional mainstream programmes in relation to the input of money it is 

not possible to provide a judgement at this state as an evaluation of the programme 

is still to be carried out.  

15. Do you see any weaknesses of Fast Track Networks?  

The Fast Track Network idea came too late, the operational programmes for the pe-

riod 2007-2013 had already been developed or where being developed when Regions 

for Economic Change initiative was launched so that there is a mismatch between 

Fast Track Networks and Operational Programmes. 

16. What is the difference between Fast Track Networks among regions and those among 

cities? Do the results differ? 

Fast Track Networks between cities show the deficit that the managing authorities 

are responsible for the development for a bigger spatial area so the managing au-

thorities seem to be more reluctant to implement action plans that benefit only one 

city in their territory.  

17. Has the implementation of action plans been influenced by political changes on the 

local/regional level? Are there any ways to secure the implementation? 

It is not known if the implementation of action plans has been influenced by political 

changes. However, there are no ways to secure the implementation because the 

Commission does not have the authority for that (see question 5). 

18. Why have some Fast Track Networks been stopped before the planned end? (INTE 

GROW) 

I don‟t not know this case and I think that the Secretariat must certainly have had 

good reasons to stop the project, as this is rare and usually occurs when the project 
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management breaks down completely or a number of major partners opt out and 

cannot be replaced or the project loses its viability without these partners. 

19. Can you say anything about the future of Fast Track Networks? 

At the moment the decision process is going on for new regulations which will be pre-

sented after the summer.  The future of the Territorial Programmes will be negoti-

ated as part of the future Structural Funds regulations with the Council and the 

European Parliament. It is also not decided yet if the Regions for Economic Change 

initiative will further exist or if other strategic networking schemes will be devel-

oped. Smart specialisation will play an important role, which goes into the direction 

of excellence and positioning of regions. Potential for innovation shall be generated. 

It is not sure if all regions will be funded, or only underprivileged regions because the 

funding will be more limited. Fast Track Networks will be evaluated and maybe 

some successful elements will be used in the operational programmes and the future 

Territorial Cooperation programmes.  
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B) Second interview with the European Commission 

 

In addition to the first interview with Claus Schultze, a second interview was conducted 

with another expert of the European Commission, Alexander Ferstl. He is responsible for 

URBACT Fast Track Networks and urban development. This was done to complement the 

experiences of Claus Schultze who is mainly responsible for INTERREG Fast Track Net-

works with the urban dimension which is especially important for this thesis. Conse-

quently, some questions concerning cities were asked. 

The interview was conducted by phone and was not recorded. The answers presented con-

tain no direct quotations and are a summary of the statements made by Alexander Ferstl. 

The interview was conducted after talking to Claus Schultze to complement experience 

concerning INTERREG Fast Tracks with those of Alexander Ferstl concerning URBACT 

Fast Tracks.  

 

1. How do Fast Track Networks differ from conventional city networks? 

Firstly, conventional URBACT networks are aiming at thematic exchange. This thematic 

exchange is the basis for a Fast Track Network co-operation. The whole process is faster. 

Fast Track Networks should finish the local action plan in the first half of the co-

operation and the implementation should start in the second half of the networking time. 

Consequently, the implementation of the exchanged experiences is faster than the im-

plementation in conventional city networks. Not all Fast Track Networks managed to do 

so, but some did.  

Secondly, Fast Track Networks integrate the Commission Services: The Commission 

participates in the different network meetings.  

The third difference is that Fast Track Networks is offered a communication platform. 

The participants are invited to participate in conferences and seminars of the European 

Commission.  

 

2. What do Fast Track Networks offer cities? 

Advantages for cities are the attendance and support of the European Commission. Fur-

thermore, the managing authorities are supposed to be more willing to co-operate and 

participate because the Commission is involved. This increases the chances for the fund-

ing of the implementation of the produced action plans in the mainstream programmes. 

So the involvement of the European Commission has several impacts of the co-operation. 
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Of course the possibility to attend the conferences and seminar of the Commission are an 

advantage, too. 

 

3. What is the difference between Fast Track Networks among cities and those 

among regions? Do the results differ?  

Fast Track Networks comprise different geographic levels. Fast Track Networks among 

cities, however, are more specific. The approach is the same, but the methodology differs 

because the regulations from INTERREG and URBACT differ. One example is that UR-

BACT Fast Track Networks do not need to be capitalization projects like the INTERREG 

Networks. Every network can become a Fast Track Network. However, the assessment 

criteria for the decision about the Fast Track label is the same for both programmes. 

Furthermore, URBACT Fast Track Networks have a duration time of three years, in 

comparison to the INTERREG networks. Therefore the URBACT networks consist of two 

phases: the development and implementation phase. Consequently they should start 

with the implementation of the action plans in the time of co-operation, INTERREG 

networks end with the action plan and its implementation is located outside of the pro-

gramme funding as Fast Track Network.  In the development phase, so the first six 

month of the co-operation, URBACT Fast Track Networks are developing their final plan 

of proceedings and still search for partners. INTERREG networks have to do that in ad-

vance before their application. The URBACT Fast Tracks are evaluated after the devel-

opment phase of the URBACT Secretariat and it will be decided if they will be approved 

for the second phase. So there is a double assessment. The Fast Track label, however, get 

the URBACT as well as the INTERREG networks before they start to co-operate. Once 

approved, INTERREG Fast Track Networks will be funded until the end of the co-

operation. When the URBACT Fast Track Networks do not pass the evaluation after the 

development phase, however, the whole network will be ended.  

All URBACT networks have a constant lead expert who is supporting the network. Addi-

tionally, there are thematic pole manager which support several networks together.  

This is not provided for INTERREG networks. Yet, these experts do not come from the 

European Commission but are paid by the URBACT Secretariat. The result of INTER-

REG Fast Track Networks should be the action plan, the URBACT network should al-

ready have implement the action plan.  

Are there any problems with the implementation of the action plans because the manag-

ing authorities are mostly responsible for the regional level and not the local? 

The co-operation between local administration and regional managing authorities is 

harder than for regions that co-operate with or are represented in the network by their 
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regional managing authorities on the same level. Problems like cities not knowing who 

their responsible managing authority is or managing authorities not willing to dedicate a 

special co-operation to one certain city can occur.  

The involvement of the Commission in the network, however, is diminishing these chal-

lenges because of its support. So the implementation is rather not influenced by these 

possible problems. An example for a successful implementation and a spreading of the 

practices is the MILE Fast Track Network. A current problem which resulted in the 

missing involvement of the managing authorities was the abolishment of regional man-

aging authorities in the UK. Cities from UK that wanted to implement their action plans 

have not been funded anymore because the contact persons were missing.  

A further reason for diminishing the problems of implementation is the early implemen-

tation of the action plans during the networking time so the cities are accompanied in 

the implementation and can co-operate with the other cities of the network.  

 

4. Do you see any weaknesses of Fast Track Networks for cities? 

Fast Track Networks do have weaknesses but there are no exclusive problems of UR-

BACT Fast Track Networks. The main weakness of Fast Track Networks is the very soft 

regulation. This can be applied for the whole Regions for Economic Change initiative. No 

stronger pressure is possible to ensure the implementation of the action plans. If you 

wanted to take the aim of the implementation seriously you needed to make the manag-

ing authorities to give their binding statement for the implementation. 

 

5. How do you decide what best practice is? 

As URBACT Fast Track Networks do not need to be capitalization projects and conse-

quently do not need to have developed best practice in advance, there are differences in 

the evaluation of best practice. In the project applications the networks are assessed ac-

cording to the innovativeness of their approach and the potential to develop best prac-

tices for Europe. I cannot explain how the potential for best practice is evaluated but you 

feel it in your bones.  

 

6. Why has the InteGROW Fast Track Network been stopped before the planned 

end? 

The InteGROW Fast Track Network did not pass the second assessment by the URBACT 

Secretariat after the development phase. In the second assessment, the quality, the 

composition if partners, the plan of proceedings, the financial plan and other criteria are 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-113 

 

assessed. I do not exactly know why the project did not passed but it could be because an 

important partner resigned from the co-operation or the financing was problematic. 
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C) Questionnaire  

 

 

Dear project participant,  

I am a student in the Master‟s programme in European Spatial Planning at the Blekinge Insti-

tute of Technology (Karlskrona, Sweden). I am writing my master thesis about the role of Fast 

Track Networks in the European Union.  

As there is so little knowledge about this new initiative of the European Commission your help is 

very important for my research. The purpose of the research is to explore the characteristics of 

Fast Track Networks in practice in comparing them to conventional city networks and the Euro-

pean concept of Fast Track Networks as it is outlined in the official EU documents. If shortcom-

ings are found the aim is to come up with recommendations to improve this kind of co-operation 

form. 

I kindly request you to complete this questionnaire which is sent to all participants of the 21 Fast 

Track Networks. It will take less than 10 minutes to complete. 

Your participation as a member of a Fast Track Network is of high importance to the quality of 

research. Of course all answers will be treated anonymously and your participation is voluntary.  

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me either by phone or by e-mail. 

 

 

 

Thank you for your help! 

Yours, sincerely  

Beate Caesar 

becb10@student.bth.se 

(0046) 709/706 169 

  

Questionnaire – 

The experience of partici-

pants in Fast Track Net-

works 
 

mailto:becb10@student.bth.se
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Fast Track Networks 

 

01 How important is ....for you in the network - on a scale from 1 -10? 

(1 = not important 10= very important)? 

a. flexible character/organisation    _ _ 

b. mutual trust      _ _ 

c. equality of participants     _ _ 

d. rapidity of the process     _ _ 

e. exchange of experience     _ _ 

f. development of synergies    _ _ 

g. financial support      _ _ 

h. support of specialists     _ _ 

i. common identity      _ _ 

j. mutual learning      _ _ 

k. activation of endogenous potential in the network _ _ 

l. the involvement of the managing authorities  _ _ 

m. your Fast Track Network in general   _ _ 

 

02 How much are you satisfied with the following characteristics of your network on a 

scale from 1 -10 (1 = not satisfied, 10= very satisfied)? 

a. flexible character/organisation    _ _ 

b. mutual trust      _ _ 

c. equality of participants     _ _ 

d. rapidity of the process     _ _ 

e. exchange of experience     _ _ 

f. development of synergies    _ _ 

g. financial support      _ _ 

h. support of specialists     _ _ 

i. common identity      _ _ 

j. mutual learning      _ _ 

k. activation of endogenous potential in the network _ _ 

l. the involvement of the managing authorities  _ _ 

m. your Fast Track Network in general   _ _ 

 

03 How do you benefit from the other cities/regions in your network? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

04   What kind of synergy effects in the network can you use?  

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

05 Do you implement best practice examples of the other cities/regions in your re-

gion/city? 

□yes □not so far, because__________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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06 Has your city/region produced any best practice results so far? 

□yes □no, because ________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

07 Have your best practice results been implemented in the EU mainstream pro-

grammes? 

□yes □no, because ________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

08 Do you share your experiences made in the network with other departments in 

your city/region or other cities/regions?  (multiple answers possible) 

□other departments/organisations   □other regions   □other cities 

□others, _______________________   □no, because ____________________________ 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

09 Which impacts does the network co-operation have on the local level? 

(multiple answers possible) 

□new partnerships  □new ideas  □new policies  □new projects 

□others, ___________________________________________________  □none 

 

10 How do you inform the local level about the network? (multiple answers possible) 

□presentation of outcomes in public meetings □consultation exercises  

□local debates& discussions       □no information 

□others, ______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

11 Was it crucial for you to become a member of a Fast Track Network, or would you 

also have accepted a “conventional“ network? 

□crucial   □important  □not so important  □insignificant    

 

12 What do you consider to be the advantages of Fast Track Networks? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

13 Can you see these advantages in your network? 

□yes □no, because ____________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

14 What are the differences between conventional networks and Fast Track Networks 

in your opinion? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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15 Why are you a partner of a Fast Track Network? (multiple answers possible) 

□European Commission leads the networks 

□financial reasons 

□important topics, chosen by the Commission 

□special support by the Commission 

□special support by experts 

□fast implementation of best practices in main programmes 

□involvement of the managing authorities 

□others, _____________________________________________________________________________ 

□no reason 

 

16 How did you get to know about your Fast Track Network? 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

17 How often are you in contact with... 

a. ...the European Commission? 

□never     □each month □every 2-3 months □every 4-5 months  

□half a year   □once a year   □not regularly   □others: _________________________ 

 

b. ...the lead partner of your project? 

□never     □each month □every 2-3 months □every 4-5 months  

□half a year   □once a year   □not regularly   □others: _________________________ 

 

c. ...experts offered by the Commission? 

□never     □each month □every 2-3 months □every 4-5 months  

□half a year   □once a year   □not regularly   □others: _________________________  

 

d. ... your managing authorities? 

□never     □each month □every 2-3 months □every 4-5 months  

□half a year   □once a year   □not regularly   □others: _________________________

    

 

18 Are you satisfied with the frequency of your contact to the... 

a. ... European Commission?   □yes  □no 

b. ... lead partner of your project?   □yes  □no 

c. ... experts offered by the Commission?  □yes  □no 

d. ... managing authorities?     □yes  □no 
 

19 Are you interested in participating in other European networks in the future? 

□yes  □no  

 

20 Would you choose a Fast Track Network again? 

□yes □no, because _______________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
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General characteristics of your network 

 

21 Are you participating in the network as a city or a region? 

□city  □region 

 

22 How many inhabitants does your city/region have?  

□< 100.000   □100.000-250.000  □250.000-499.999  

□500.000 - 1Mio.   □1 Mio. -5 Mio.   □> 5 Mio. 

 

23  Do your partner cities/regions have a similar number of inhabitants? 

□yes   □no  

 

24 Is your city/region facing problems of structural change? 

□yes   □no  

 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an URBACT-project? 

□INTEREG □URBACT 

 

26 Are you the lead partner of your project? 

□yes   □no  

 

27 How many participating cities/regions does your network have? ___________ 

 

28 How far away are the cities/regions you co-operate with (in km)? 

a. the nearest city/region:    km 

b. the city/region farthest away   km 

 

29 When did your network co-operation start (month/year)?  /  

 

30 When will your co-operation be finished (month/year)?   /  

 

31  Has your city/region participated in any national networks before? If yes, in how 

many?  

□yes □no, because ________________________________________________________________ 

_______________________________________________________________________________________  

_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

32 How many people of your city/region are involved in the network? __________ 

 

33 Has your city/region participated in any European networks before? If yes, in how 

many?  

□yes □no, because ________________________________________________________________ 

 

34 Who is responsible for the participation in the network in your city/region?  

(multiple answers are possible) 

□ local public administration □ private company   □politicians 

□ private stakeholders   □ others: ____________________________________________ 
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35 What kind of activities do you have in your network?  

(multiple answers are possible) 

□ joint projects □ exchange of experience   □development of synergy effects 

□ workshops  □others:_____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

36 Which category of the European Commission does the theme of your network be-

long to?  

□ I. Making Europe and its regions more attractive places to invest and work 

□ II. Improving knowledge and innovation for growth 

□ III. More and better jobs 

□ IV. The territorial dimension of European cohesion policy 

 

37 How do you communicate with the other cities/regions of your network? 

(multiple answers are possible) 

□correspondence (in written)  

□phone calls   

□meetings with some cities/regions   

□meetings with all cities/regions 

□others:          

□not at all 

 

38 Would you say that you are working close together with the other cities/regions? 

□yes □no 

 

39 How often do you meet all of the other cities/regions of your network? 

□never     □each month    □every 2-3 months   □every 4-5 months    

□half a year   □once a year    □not regularly   □others:___________________ 

 

 

40 How do you assess the feasibility for a further co-operation with the other  

      cities/regions? 

□very high  □high   □medium  □low    □very low 

 

41 Are you planning to cooperate further in this constellation of the network after  

      the end of EU funding? 

□yes □no 

 

 

42 Does the city network get any other funding besides the funding of the EU? 

□yes, from __________________________________________       □no  
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Explanatory notes 

 

Finally I would like to give you the opportunity to present your ideas how to improve 

the (practice & theory) of Fast Track Networks. 

 

43 How can Fast Track Networks be improved? 

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

44 Other comments: _____________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire! 
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D) Additional tables of the analysis of the questionnaire 

Question 01    +              Question 02  

all 
N Mean 

 

all 
N Mean 

1Common identity 

27 6,48 

 

2 The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

27 5,19 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

27 7,15 

 
2 Financial support 

27 6,15 

1Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

26 7,15 

 
2 Common identity 

27 6,15 

1Equality of 

participants 

27 7,48 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

27 6,19 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

27 7,63 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

27 6,41 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

27 7,85 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

25 6,480 

1Development of 

synergies 

27 7,89 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

27 6,56 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

27 7,93 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

27 6,59 

1Mutual learning 

27 8,07 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

27 7,00 

1Support of specialists 

27 8,19 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

27 7,26 

1Financial support 

27 8,41 

 
2 Mutual learning 

27 7,33 

1Mutual trust 

27 8,70 

 
2 Mutual trust 

27 7,48 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

27 8,70 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

27 7,63 

 

INTERREG N Mean 

 

INTERREG N Mean 

1Common identity 

16 5,63 

 
2 Common identity 

16 5,63 

1Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

15 6,33 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

16 5,81 

1Equality of 

participants 

16 6,75 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

16 6,13 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

16 6,94 

 
2 Financial support 

16 6,31 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

16 7,13 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

16 6,44 
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1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

16 7,25 

 

2 The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

16 6,50 

1Development of 

synergies 

16 7,38 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

14 6,714 

1Mutual learning 

16 7,56 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

16 6,88 

1Support of specialists 

16 7,69 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

16 6,94 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

16 7,69 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

16 7,06 

1Financial support 

16 8,00 

 
2 Mutual trust 

16 7,19 

1Mutual trust 

16 8,38 

 
2 Mutual learning 

16 7,44 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

16 8,50 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

16 8,06 

 

URBACT N Mean 

 

URBACT N Mean 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

11 7,45 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

11 3,27 

1Common identity 

11 7,73 

 
2 Financial support 

11 5,91 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

11 8,18 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

11 6,182 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

11 8,27 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

11 6,18 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

11 8,27 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

11 6,73 

1Equality of 

participants 

11 8,55 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

11 6,73 

1Development of 

synergies 

11 8,64 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

11 6,82 

1Mutual learning 

11 8,82 

 
2 Common identity 

11 6,91 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

11 8,91 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

11 7,00 

1Support of specialists 

11 8,91 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

11 7,09 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

11 9,00 

 
2 Mutual learning 

11 7,18 

1Financial support 

11 9,00 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

11 7,55 
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1Mutual trust 

11 9,18 

 
2 Mutual trust 

11 7,91 

 

  

  

  

 
lead partner of pro-

ject 

N Mean 

 

 lead partner of 

project 

N Mean 

1Common identity 

10 5,50 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

10 4,70 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

10 6,20 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

8 4,875 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

9 6,33 

 
2 Common identity 

10 5,60 

1Equality of 

participants 

10 7,00 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

10 5,90 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

10 7,40 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

10 6,00 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

10 7,60 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

10 6,20 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

10 7,70 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

10 6,40 

1Development of 

synergies 

10 7,80 

 
2 Mutual learning 

10 6,90 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

10 8,30 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

10 7,00 

1Mutual learning 

10 8,30 

 
2 Financial support 

10 7,00 

1Financial support 

10 8,60 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

10 7,10 

1Support of specialists 

10 8,60 

 
2 Mutual trust 

10 7,20 

1Mutual trust 

10 8,70 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

10 7,50 

 

Conventional net-

work members 

N Mean 

 

Conventional net-

work members 

N Mean 

1Common identity 

16 7,31 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

16 5,44 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

16 7,63 

 
2 Financial support 

16 5,69 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

16 7,75 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

16 6,25 

1Mutual learning 

16 7,81 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

16 6,38 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

16 7,88 

 
2 Common identity 

16 6,50 

1Equality of 

participants 

16 7,94 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

16 6,69 
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1Development of 

synergies 

16 8,00 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

16 6,88 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

16 8,06 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

16 7,25 

1Support of specialists 

16 8,25 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

16 7,250 

1Financial support 

16 8,31 

 
2 Mutual learning 

16 7,50 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

16 8,44 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

16 7,63 

1Mutual trust 

16 8,88 

 
2 Mutual trust 

16 7,81 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

16 8,88 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

16 8,00 

 

Already finished co-

operation 

N Mean 

 

Already finished co-

operation 

N Mean 

1Common identity 

7 4,71 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

5 4,200 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

7 5,29 

 
2 Common identity 

7 4,71 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

6 5,83 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

7 5,14 

1Equality of 

participants 

7 5,86 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

7 5,14 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

7 6,29 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

7 5,14 

1Development of 

synergies 

7 7,14 

 
2 Financial support 

7 6,00 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

7 7,14 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

7 6,14 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

7 7,43 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

7 6,14 

1Financial support 

7 7,43 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

7 6,43 

1Mutual learning 

7 7,43 

 
2 Mutual trust 

7 6,57 

1Support of specialists 

7 7,57 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

7 6,86 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

7 8,00 

 
2 Mutual learning 

7 7,00 

1Mutual trust 

7 8,43 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

7 7,29 
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Finished co-

operation in 2011 

N Mean 

 

Finished co-

operation in 2011 

N Mean 

1Common identity 

17 6,94 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

17 5,29 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

17 7,29 

 
2 Financial support 

17 5,94 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

17 7,47 

 
2 Common identity 

17 6,29 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

17 7,65 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

17 6,35 

1Development of 

synergies 

17 7,88 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

17 6,53 

1Equality of 

participants 

17 7,94 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

17 6,76 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

17 7,94 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

17 6,76 

1Mutual learning 

17 8,00 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

17 7,000 

1Support of specialists 

17 8,12 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

17 7,06 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

17 8,24 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

17 7,24 

1Financial support 

17 8,65 

 
2 Mutual learning 

17 7,29 

1Mutual trust 

17 8,71 

 
2 Mutual trust 

17 7,53 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

17 8,76 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

17 7,82 

 

Finished co-

operation AFTER 

2011 

N Mean 

 

Finished co-

operation AFTER 

2011 

N Mean 

1Common identity 

3 8,00 

 

2 The involve-ment of 

the managing author-

ities 

3 4,67 

1Equality of 

participants 

3 8,67 

 

2 Support of 

specialists 

3 6,67 

1Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

3 8,67 

 

2 Your Fast Track 

Network in general 

3 6,67 

1Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

3 9,00 

 

2 Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

3 7,33 

1Activation of endo- 

genous potential in 

the network 

3 9,00 

 

2  Exchange of expe-

rience 

3 7,33 

1Mutual trust 

3 9,33 

 

2 Activation of endo-

genous potential in 

the network 

3 7,333 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-126 

 

1Rapidity of the pro-

cess 

3 9,33 

 

2 Flexible charac-

ter/organisation 

3 7,67 

1Financial support 

3 9,33 

 
2 Financial support 

3 7,67 

1Development of 

synergies 

3 9,67 

 

2 Development of 

synergies 

3 8,00 

1The involvement of 

the managing author-

ities 

3 9,67 

 
2 Mutual learning 

3 8,33 

1Exchange of expe-

rience 

3 10,00 

 
2 Common identity 

3 8,67 

1Support of specialists 

3 10,00 

 
2 Mutual trust 

3 9,33 

1Mutual learning 

3 10,00 

 

2 Equality of 

participants 

3 9,33 

Question 5 

5 Do you implement best practice ex-

amples of the other cities in your re-

gion/city? 
    

 
     

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

    Yes 6 35,3  

   No 11 64,7  

   Total 17 100,0  

     
  

   

       Implementation: 30a Is your co-

operation already finished? 
 

No implementation: 30a Is your co-

operation already finished? 

 
  

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 

  
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

yes 2 33,3 

 

yes 2 18,2 

no, but in 2011 4 66,7 

 

no, but in 

2011 

6 54,5 

no, later than 2011 0 0 

 

no, later 

than 2011 

3 27,3 

Total 6 100,0 

 

Total 11 100,0 

       

       

       5 Do you implement best practice examples of the 

other cities in your region/city? 
 

  

   
    Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 

  INTERREG Yes 5 50,0  

  No 5 50,0  

  Total 10 100,0 
 

  URBACT Yes 1 14,3 

   No 6 85,7 

   Total 7 100,0 

   Question 6 
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6 Has your city/region produced any best practice 

results so far? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 7 53,8 

No 6 46,2 

Total 13 100,0 

    

Have produced bp so far: 30a Is your co-operation 

already finished? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid yes 4 57,1 

no, but in 

2011 

2 28,6 

no, later 

than 2011 

1 14,3 

Total 7 100,0 

    Have NOT produced bp so far: 30a Is your co-

operation already finished? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid yes 1 16,7 

no, but in 

2011 

3 50,0 

no, later 

than 2011 

2 33,3 

Total 6 100,0 

 

Question 7 

7 Have your best practice results been imple-

mented in the EU mainstream programmes?  

     
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent  
Valid Yes 6 23,1 

 
No 18 69,2 

 Don't know 2 7,7 

 Total 26 100,0 

 
 

   

 q7: Best practices have been implemented in EU 

mainstream: 30a Is your co-operation already 

finished? 
 
 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid yes 3 50,0 

 no, but in 

2011 

3 50,0 

 no, later 

than 2011 0 0 

 Total 6 100,0 
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     q7: Best practices have NOT been implemented in 

EU mainstream programmes: 30a Is your co-

operation already finished? 
 
 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid yes 3 16,7 

 no, but in 

2011 

12 66,7 

 no, later 

than 2011 

3 16,7 

 Total 18 100,0 

 

     

     q7: Don't know if best practices have been im-

plemented in EU mainstream: 30a Is your co-

operation already finished? 
 
 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid yes 1 50,0 

 no, but in 

2011 

1 50,0 

 no, later 

than 2011 0 0 

 Total 2 100,0 

 

     

     7 Have your best practice results been implemented in the EU 

mainstream programmes? 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG 

or an URBACT-project? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 5 33,3 

No 8 53,3 

Total 13 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 1 9,1 

No 10 90,9 

Total 11 100,0 

 

 

 

Question 8 

8 Do you share your experiences made in the network with other de-

partments in your city/region or other cities/regions?   

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

  Valid yes 23 88,5 

 

 

no 3 11,5 

 

 

Total 26 100,0 

 
 

    

 

 

 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-129 

 

8 Do you share your experiences made in the network with other departments in 

your city/region or other cities/regions?  

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an URBACT-project? 

Frequenc

y 

Valid 

Percent 

 INTERRE

G 

Valid yes 15 100,0 

 Missing no 0   

 Total 16   

 URBACT Valid yes 8 72,7 

 no 3 27,3 

 Total 11 100,0 

 

      $shareexperience Frequencies n=22 

 
  

N Percent 

Percent of 

Cases 

 share 

experiencea 

Other depart-

ments/organizations 

21 44,7% 95,5% 

 Other regions 11 23,4% 50,0% 

 Other cities 11 23,4% 50,0% 

 Others 4 8,5% 18,2% 

 Total   47 100,0% 213,6% 

 

      $shareexperience Frequencies 

INTERRE

G 

share experiencea 

  N Percent 

Percent of 

Cases 

8a Other depart-

ments/organizations 

14 42,4% 93,3% 

8b Other regions 9 27,3% 60,0% 

8c Other cities 7 21,2% 46,7% 

8d Others 3 9,1% 20,0% 

Total   33 100,0% 220,0% 

URBACT share experiencea 8a Other depart-

ments/organizations 

7 50,0% 100,0% 

8b Other regions 2 14,3% 28,6% 

8c Other cities 4 28,6% 57,1% 

8d Others 1 7,1% 14,3% 

Total   14 100,0% 200,0% 
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Question 9 

9 Does the network co-operation have impacts on 

the local  level? N=27  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid some 26 96,3 

 none 1 3,7 

 Total 27 100,0 

 Missing System 230   

 Total 257   

 

     

     9 Does the network co-operation have impacts on the local 

level? 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or 

an URBACT-project? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid some 15 93,8 

none 1 6,3 

Total 16 100,0 

URBACT Valid some 11 100,0 

none 0 ,0 

Total 11 100,0 

     Impacts on local level Frequencies n=26 

    Responses 
Percent of 

Cases     N Percent 

impacts on 

the local 

levela 

New ideas 23 32,9% 88,5% 

New 

partnerships 

20 28,6% 76,9% 

New pro-

jects 

18 25,7% 69,2% 

New policies 9 12.9% 34,6% 

Total 70 100,0% 269,2% 

 

 

 

Impacts on local level Frequencies 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG 

or an URBACT-project? 

Responses 
Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

INTERREG impacts on 

the local 

levela 

9a New 

partnerships 

10 23,3% 66,7% 

9b New 

ideas 

14 32,6% 93,3% 

9c New 

policies 

8 18,6% 53,3% 

9d New 

projects 

11 25,6% 73,3% 

Total 44 100,0% 286,7% 
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URBACT impacts on 

the local 

levela 

9a New 

partnerships 

10 37,0% 90,9% 

9b New 

ideas 

9 33,3% 81,8% 

9c New 

policies 

1 3,7% 9,1% 

9d New 

projects 

7 25,9% 63,6% 

  Total 27 100,0% 245,5% 

 

Question 10 

10 Do you inform the local level about the net-

work? N=26 

     
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid some infor-

mation 

26 100,0 

 no informa-

tion 0 0 

 Total 26   

 

 
 

 

 

 

     How do you inform the local level Frequencies n=26 

    Responses 
Percent of 

Cases     N Percent 

information 

of the local 

levela 

Presentation 

of outcomes 

in public 

meetings 

21 40,4% 80,8% 

Consultation 

excercises 

5 9,6% 19,2% 

Local 

debates & 

discussions 

16 30,8% 61,5% 

Others 10 19,2% 38,5% 

Total 52 100,0% 200,0% 
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How do you inform the local level Frequencies 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG 

or an URBACT-project? 

Responses 
Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

INTERREG information 

of the local 

levela 

10a Presen-

tation of 

outcomes in 

public meet-

ings 

13 40,6% 86,7% 

10b 

Consultation 

excercises 

2 6,3% 13,3% 

10c Local 

debates & 

discussions 

11 34,4% 73,3% 

10d Others 6 18,8% 40,0% 

Total 32 100,0% 213,3% 

URBACT information 

of the local 

levela 

10a Presen-

tation of 

outcomes in 

public meet-

ings 

8 40,0% 72,7% 

10b 

Consultation 

excercises 

3 15,0% 27,3% 

10c Local 

debates & 

discussions 

5 25,0% 45,5% 

10d Others 4 20,0% 36,4% 

Total 20 100,0% 181,8% 

 

Question 11 

11 Was it crucial for you to become a member of a 

FTN? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid insignificant 3 11,1 

not so 

important 

6 22,2 

important 11 40,7 

crucial 7 25,9 

Total 27 100,0 
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11 Was it crucial for you to become a member of a FTN? 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG 

or an URBACT-project? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid insignificant 3 18,8 

not so 

important 

3 18,8 

important 4 25,0 

crucial 6 37,5 

Total 16 100,0 

URBACT Valid insignificant 0 ,0 

not so 

important 

3 27,3 

important 7 63,6 

crucial 1 9,1 

Total 11 100,0 

11 Was it crucial for you to become a member of a FTN? 

26 Are you the lead partner of your 

project? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Yes Valid insignificant 1 10,0 

not so 

important 

1 10,0 

important 5 50,0 

crucial 3 30,0 

Total 10 100,0 

No Valid insignificant 2 12,5 

not so 

important 

5 31,3 

important 6 37,5 

crucial 3 18,8 

Total 16 100,0 

 

Question 13 

13 Can you see these advantages in your net-

work?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 7 58,3  

No 5 41,7  

Total 12 100,0  

 

13 Can you see these advantages in your network? 

01m How important is your FTN in gen-

eral? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

not 

important 

Valid Yes 2 100,0 

No 0 0 

Total 2 100,0 

important Valid Yes 2 66,7 

No 1 33,3 

Total 3 100,0 
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13 Can you see these advantages in your network? 

30a Is your co-operation already fi-

nished? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

yes Valid Yes 3 75,0 

No 1 25,0 

Total 4 100,0 

no, but in 

2011 

Valid Yes 3 60,0 

No 2 40,0 

Total 5 100,0 

no, later 

than 2011 

Valid Yes 1 33,3 

No 2 66,7 

Total 3 100,0 

 

Question 15 

15 Why are you a partner of a Fast Track Network? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid some reasons 26 96,3 

no reason 1 3,7 

Total 27 100,0 

 

Why are you partner of a FTN? n=27 

    Responses 
Percent 

of Cases     N Percent 

why are you 

partner of a 

FTNla 

European Commission 

leads the network 

7 10,0% 25,9% 

Special support by the 

European Commission 

14 20,0% 51,9% 

Important topics cho-

sen by the European 

Commission 

11 15,7% 40,7% 

Special support by 

experts 

10 14,3% 37,0% 

Involvement of mana-

ging authorities 

9 12,9% 33,3% 

Fast implementation 

of best practice in 

mainstream pro-

grammes 

13 18,6% 48,1% 

Financial reasons 5 7,1% 18,5% 

Others 1 1,4% 3,7% 

Total 70 100,0% 259,3% 
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Why are you partner of a FTN? n=27 

  
    

Responses Percent 

of 

Cases 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an URBACT-

project? N Percent 

INTERREG why are you 

partner of a 

FTNla 

15a European Commis-

sion leads the network 

5 12,2% 31,3% 

15b Financial reasons 2 4,9% 12,5% 

15c Important topics cho-

sen by the European 

Commission 

7 17,1% 43,8% 

15d Special support by the 

European Commission 

7 17,1% 43,8% 

15e Special support by 

experts 

4 9,8% 25,0% 

15f Fast implementation 

of best practice in main-

stream programmes 

9 22,0% 56,3% 

15g Involvement of man-

aging authorities 

6 14,6% 37,5% 

15h Others 1 2,4% 6,3% 

Total 41 100,0% 256,3% 

URBACT why are you 

partner of a 

FTNla 

15a European Commis-

sion leads the network 

2 6,9% 18,2% 

15b Financial reasons 3 10,3% 27,3% 

15c Important topics cho-

sen by the European 

Commission 

4 13,8% 36,4% 

15d Special support by the 

European Commission 

7 24,1% 63,6% 

15e Special support by 

experts 

6 20,7% 54,5% 

15f Fast implementation 

of best practice in main-

stream programmes 

4 13,8% 36,4% 

15g Involvement of man-

aging authorities 

3 10,3% 27,3% 

Total 29 100,0% 263,6% 
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Why are you partner of a FTN? n=27 

26 Are you the lead partner of your project? 

Responses Percent 

of 

Cases N Percent 

Yes why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

7 26,9% 70,0% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

5 19,2% 50,0% 

15a European 

Commission leads 

the network 

3 11,5% 30,0% 

15c Important 

topics chosen by 

the European 

Commission 

4 15,4% 40,0% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

2 7,7% 20,0% 

15g Involvement of 

managing authori-

ties 

4 15,4% 40,0% 

15h Others 1 3,8% 10,0% 

Total 26 100,0% 260,0% 

No why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

6 14,3% 37,5% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

7 16,7% 43,8% 

15a European 

Commission leads 

the network 

4 9,5% 25,0% 

15c Important 

topics chosen by 

the European 

Commission 

7 16,7% 43,8% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

8 19,0% 50,0% 

15g Involvement of 

managing authori-

ties 

5 11,9% 31,3% 

15b Financial 

reasons 

5 11,9% 31,3% 

Total 42 100,0% 262,5% 
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Why are you partner of a FTN? n=27 

31 Has your city/region participated in any 

national networks before? 

Responses Percent 

of 

Cases N Percent 

Yes why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15a European 

Commission leads 

the network 

4 7,8% 21,1% 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

10 19,6% 52,6% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

10 19,6% 52,6% 

15g Involvement of 

managing authori-

ties 

7 13,7% 36,8% 

15b Financial 

reasons 

3 5,9% 15,8% 

15c Important 

topics chosen by 

the European 

Commission 

7 13,7% 36,8% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

9 17,6% 47,4% 

15h Others 1 2,0% 5,3% 

Total 51 100,0% 268,4% 

No why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15a European 

Commission leads 

the network 

2 14,3% 33,3% 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

3 21,4% 50,0% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

1 7,1% 16,7% 

15g Involvement of 

managing authori-

ties 

1 7,1% 16,7% 

15b Financial 

reasons 

2 14,3% 33,3% 

15c Important 

topics chosen by 

the European 

Commission 

4 28,6% 66,7% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

1 7,1% 16,7% 

Total 14 100,0% 233,3% 
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Why are you partner of a FTN? n=27 

33 Has your city/region participated in any 

European networks before?  

Responses Percent 

of 

Cases N Percent 

Yes why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15a European 

Commission leads 

the network 

6 10,2% 26,1% 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

11 18,6% 47,8% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

9 15,3% 39,1% 

15g Involvement of 

managing authori-

ties 

8 13,6% 34,8% 

15b Financial 

reasons 

4 6,8% 17,4% 

15c Important 

topics chosen by 

the European 

Commission 

11 18,6% 47,8% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

9 15,3% 39,1% 

15h Others 1 1,7% 4,3% 

Total 59 100,0% 256,5% 

No why are 

you part-

ner of a 

FTNla 

15d Special sup-

port by the Euro-

pean Commission 

2 33,3% 100,0% 

15f Fast implemen-

tation of best prac-

tice in mainstream 

programmes 

2 33,3% 100,0% 

15b Financial 

reasons 

1 16,7% 50,0% 

15e Special support 

by experts 

1 16,7% 50,0% 

Total 6 100,0% 300,0% 
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Question 17 

17a...the European Commission? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid never 6 23,1 

not 

regularly 

7 26,9 

once a year 1 3,8 

half a year 3 11,5 

every 2-3 

months 

3 11,5 

each month 6 23,1 

Total 26 100,0 

    17b ...the lead partner of your project? N=11 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid each month 11 100,0 

 
   

17c ...experts offered by the Commission? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid never 13 54,2 

not 

regularly 

3 12,5 

half a year 3 12,5 

every 4-5 

months 

1 4,2 

each month 4 16,7 

Total 24 100,0 

 
   

17d ... your managing authorities? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid never 5 23,8 

not 

regularly 

3 14,3 

half a year 1 4,8 

every 4-5 

months 

3 14,3 

every 2-3 

months 

4 19,0 

each month 5 23,8 

Total 21 100,0 
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INTERREG/URBACT 

   17a...the European Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid never 3 20,0 

not 

regularly 

4 26,7 

once a year 1 6,7 

half a year 1 6,7 

every 2-3 

months 

3 20,0 

each month 3 20,0 

Total 15 100,0 

URBACT Valid never 3 27,3 

not 

regularly 

3 27,3 

once a year 0 ,0 

half a year 2 18,2 

every 2-3 

months 

0 ,0 

each month 3 27,3 

Total 11 100,0 

     17c ...experts offered by the Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid never 9 56,3 

not 

regularly 

3 18,8 

half a year 2 12,5 

every 4-5 

months 

1 6,3 

each month 1 6,3 

Total 16 100,0 

URBACT Valid never 4 50,0 

not 

regularly 

0 ,0 

half a year 1 12,5 

every 4-5 

months 

0 ,0 

each month 3 37,5 

Total 8 100,0 
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     17d ... your managing authorities? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid never 2 18,2 

not 

regularly 

0 ,0 

half a year 0 ,0 

every 4-5 

months 

2 18,2 

every 2-3 

months 

2 18,2 

each month 5 45,5 

Total 11 100,0 

URBACT Valid never 3 30,0 

not 

regularly 

3 30,0 

half a year 1 10,0 

every 4-5 

months 

1 10,0 

every 2-3 

months 

2 20,0 

Total 10 100,0 

 

LEADPARTNER /No leadpartner 

  17a...the European Commission? 

26 Are you the lead partner of your 

project? Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner  Valid never 2 20,0 

not 

regularly 

2 20,0 

once  a year 0 0 

half a year 0 0 

every 2-3 

months 

1 10,0 

each month 5 50,0 

Total 10 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid never 4 26,7 

not 

regularly 

5 33,3 

once a year 1 6,7 

half a year 3 20,0 

every 2-3 

months 

2 13,3 

each month 0 ,0 

Total 15 100,0 
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17c ...experts offered by the Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid never 6 75,0 

not 

regularly 

1 12,5 

half a year 0 0 

every 4-5 

month 

0 ,0 

each month 1 12,5 

Total 8 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid never 7 46,7 

not 

regularly 

2 13,3 

half a year 3 20,0 

every 4-5 

months 

1 6,7 

each month 2 13,3 

Total 15 100,0 

     17d ... your managing authorities? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid never 3 33,3 

not 

regularly 

1 11,1 

every 4-5 

months 

1 11,1 

every 2-3 

months 

2 22,2 

each month 2 22,2 

Total 9 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid never 2 16,7 

not 

regularly 

2 16,7 

half a year 1 8,3 

every 4-5 

months 

2 16,7 

every 2-3 

months 

2 16,7 

each month 3 25,0 

Total 12 100,0 
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Question 18 

18a...the European Commission? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 15 55,6 

No 12 44,4 

Total 27 100,0 

    18b...the lead partner of your project? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 17 94,4 

No 1 5,6 

Total 18 100,0 

    18c...experts offered by the Commission? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 11 45,8 

No 13 54,2 

Total 24 100,0 

    

18d... your managing authorities? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 14 53,8 

No 12 46,2 

   

Total 26 100,0 

 

18a...the European Commission? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 10 62,5 

No 6 37,5 

Total 16 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 5 45,5 

No 6 54,5 

Total 11 100,0 
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18b...the lead partner of your project? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 11 100,0 

no 0 0 

Total 11 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 6 85,7 

No 1 14,3 

Total 7 100,0 

     18c...experts offered by the Commission? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 8 53,3 

No 7 46,7 

Total 15 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 3 33,3 

No 6 66,7 

Total 9 100,0 

     18d... your managing authorities? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 11 73,3 

No 4 26,7 

Total 15 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 3 27,3 

No 8 72,7 

Total 11 100,0 

 

18a...the European Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid Yes 7 70,0 

No 3 30,0 

Total 10 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid Yes 8 50,0 

No 8 50,0 

Total 16 100,0 
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18c...experts offered by the Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid Yes 4 57,1 

No 3 42,9 

Total 7 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid Yes 6 37,5 

No 10 62,5 

Total 16 100,0 

     18d... your managing authorities? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid Yes 6 60,0 

No 4 40,0 

Total 10 100,0 

No lead-

partner 

Valid Yes 8 50,0 

No 8 50,0 

Total 16 100,0 

 

 

18a...the European Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

satisfied 

with FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 2 33,3 

No 4 66,7 

Total 6 100,0 

Not satis-

fied with 

FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 13 61,9 

No 8 38,1 

Total 21 100,0 

     
18b...the lead partner of your project? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

satisfied 

with FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 3 75,0 

No 1 25,0 

Total 4 100,0 

Not satis-

fied with 

FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 14 100,0 

No 0 0 

Total 
14 

100,0 
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     18c...experts offered by the Commission? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

satisfied 

with FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 1 16,7 

No 5 83,3 

Total 6 100,0 

Not satis-

fied with 

FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 10 55,6 

No 8 44,4 

Total 18 100,0 

     18d... your managing authorities? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

satisfied 

with FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 1 16,7 

No 5 83,3 

Total 6 100,0 

Not satis-

fied with 

FTN in 

general 

Valid Yes 13 65,0 

No 7 35,0 

Total 20 100,0 

 

Question 20 

20 Would you choose a Fast Track Network 

again?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 23 92,0 

 No 2 8,0 

 Total 25 100,0 

     
 

20 Would you choose a Fast Track Network again? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 15 93,8 

No 1 6,3 

Total 16 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 8 88,9 

No 1 11,1 

Total 9 100,0 
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Question 22 

22 How many inhabitants does your city/region 

have?  
22b Country 

  
  

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 

  
Frequency 

Valid < 100.000 11 42,3  Austria 1 

100.000 - 

250.000 

4 15,4  Bulgaria 1 

250.000 - 

499.999 

2 7,7  Finland 2 

500.000 - 1 

Mio. 

2 7,7  France 2 

1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

5 19,2  Great 

Britain 

1 

> 5 Mio. 2 7,7  Hungary 2 

Total 26 100,0  Italy 6 

    
  

Netherlands 1 

22 How many inhabitants does your city/region 

have?  

Portugal 1 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 

Slovakia 1 

city Valid < 100.000 9 60,0 

 

Spain 5 

100.000 - 

250.000 

2 13,3 

 

Sweden 3 

250.000 - 

499.999 

1 6,7 

 

Total 26 

500.000 - 1 

Mio. 

1 6,7 

 

 

 1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

2 13,3 

 

 

 Total 15 100,0 

 
 

 region Valid < 100.000 2 18,2 

 

 

 100.000 - 

250.000 

2 18,2 

 

 

 250.000 - 

499.999 

1 9,1 

 

 

 500.000 - 1 

Mio. 

1 9,1 

 

 

 1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

3 27,3 

 

 

 > 5 Mio. 2 18,2 

 

 

 Total 11 100,0 

 
 

  

22 How many inhabitants does your city/region 

have? 

Network Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

A Valid < 100.000 1 33,3 

500.000 - 1 

Mio. 

1 33,3 

1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

1 33,3 

Total 3 100,0 
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B Valid < 100.000 1 100,0 

C Valid 250.000 - 

499.999 

1 100,0 

F Valid 1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

1 100,0 

H Valid < 100.000 3 60,0 

100.000 - 

250.000 

2 40,0 

Total 5 100,0 

J Valid < 100.000 1 100,0 

K Valid < 100.000 1 100,0 

L Valid 1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

1 100,0 

M Valid 250.000 - 

499.999 

1 50,0 

1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

1 50,0 

Total 2 100,0 

O Valid < 100.000 2 100,0 

P Valid < 100.000 2 40,0 

100.000 - 

250.000 

2 40,0 

500.000 - 1 

Mio. 

1 20,0 

Total 5 100,0 

R Valid > 5 Mio. 2 100,0 

T Valid 1 Mio. - 5 

Mio. 

1 100,0 

Question 23 

23 Do your partner cities/regions have a similar 

number of inhabitants?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 5 62,5  

  No 3 37,5  

  Total 8 100,0  

    
 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 4 57,1 

No 3 42,9 

Total 7 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 1 100,0 

No 0 ,0 

Total 1 100,0 



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-149 

 

Question 24 

24 Is your city/region facing problems of struc-

tural change?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 20 76,9 

 No 6 23,1 

 Total 26 100,0 

     
 

24 Is your city/region facing problems of structural change? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 14 93,3 

No 1 6,7 

Total 15 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 6 54,5 

No 5 45,5 

Total 11 100,0 

Question  25 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an URBACT-

project? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 
Percent 

Valid INTERREG 16 59,3 

URBACT 11 40,7 

Total 27 100,0 

Question 26 

26 Are you the lead partner of your project? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 10 38,5 

No 16 61,5 

Total 26 100,0 

 

Question 27 

27 How many participating cities/regions does 

your network have?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid 5 1 4,0  

6 1 4,0  

9 7 28,0  

10 7 28,0  

11 3 12,0  

12 3 12,0  

13 1 4,0  

16 1 4,0  

17 1 4,0  

Total 25 100,0  
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27 How many participating cities/regions does your network 

have? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid 6 1 7,1 

9 1 7,1 

10 4 28,6 

11 2 14,3 

12 3 21,4 

13 1 7,1 

16 1 7,1 

17 1 7,1 

Total 14 100,0 

URBACT Valid 5 1 9,1 

9 6 54,5 

10 3 27,3 

11 1 9,1 

Total 11 100,0 

 

Question 28 

28a  How far away is the nearest city/region you 

co-operate with (in km)?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid 0 1 4,8 

 50 1 4,8 

 90 1 4,8 

 117 1 4,8 

 150 1 4,8 

 200 1 4,8 

 250 1 4,8 

 300 1 4,8 

 500 1 4,8 

 800 1 4,8 

 900 2 9,5 

 950 1 4,8 

 1000 4 19,0 

 1060 1 4,8 

 1200 1 4,8 

 1500 1 4,8 

 1800 1 4,8 

 Total 21 100,0 
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     28b  How far away is the city/region most far 

away you co-operate with (in km)?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid 135 1 4,5 

 1000 2 9,1 

 1300 1 4,5 

 1500 1 4,5 

 1800 2 9,1 

 2000 1 4,5 

 2200 2 9,1 

 2300 1 4,5 

 2500 4 18,2 

 2600 1 4,5 

 3000 3 13,6 

 3350 1 4,5 

 4000 2 9,1 

 Total 22 100,0 

 
 

   

 nearest city/region 
 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid 0-100km 3 14,3 

 101-300km 5 23,8 

 301-600km 1 4,8 

 >600km 12 57,1 

 Total 21 100,0 

     
 

farthest city/region 
 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid 0-600km 1 4,5 

 601-2000km 7 31,8 

 >2000km 14 63,6 

 Total 22 100,0 
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     nearest city/region 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid 0-100km 3 25,0 

101-300km 3 25,0 

301-600km 1 8,3 

601-1800km 5 41,7 

Total 12 100,0 

URBACT Valid 0-100km 0 ,0 

100-300km 2 22,2 

301-600km  0 ,0 

601-1800km 7 77,8 

Total 9 100,0 

     farthest city/region 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid 0-600km 1 7,7 

601-2000km 4 30,8 

>2000km 8 61,5 

Total 13 100,0 

URBACT Valid 0-600km 0 0 
601-2000km 3 33,3 

>2000km 6 66,7 

Total 9 100,0 

 

    

  

   

nearest city/region 

5 Do you implement best practice examples of the other cities in your 

region/city? 

Yes Valid       

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

100-300km 1 25,0 

601-1800km 3 75,0 

Total 4 100,0 

No Valid       

0-100km 2 25,0 

101-300km 3 37,5 

601-1800km 3 37,5 

Total 8 100,0 
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farthest city/region 

5 Do you implement best practice examples of the other cities in your 

region/city? 

Yes Valid       

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

601-2000km 1 20,0 

>2000km 4 80,0 

Total 5 100,0 

No Valid       
0-600km 1 12,5 

601-2000km 3 37,5 

>2000km 4 50,0 

Total 8 100,0 

 

Question 29 + 30 

29 When did your network co-operation 

start (month/year)? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid   231 89,9 

  01-2008 2 ,8 

  01-2009 2 ,8 

  01-2010 3 1,2 

  03-2010 1 ,4 

  04-2008 1 ,4 

  06-2008 3 1,2 

  07-2008 2 ,8 

  07-2010 2 ,8 

  09-2008 3 1,2 

  10-2010 2 ,8 

  11-2009 2 ,8 

  12-2008 2 ,8 

  2008 1 ,4 

  Total 257 100,0 
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    30 When will your co-operation be fi-

nished (month/year)? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid   230 89,5 

  01-2013 2 ,8 

  05-2010 1 ,4 

  05-2011 1 ,4 

  06-2010 1 ,4 

  06-2011 5 1,9 

  07-2010 1 ,4 

  07-2011 3 1,2 

  10-2010 2 ,8 

  11-2010 1 ,4 

  11-2011 1 ,4 

  11-2012 1 ,4 

  12-2011 6 2,3 

  2010 1 ,4 

  xx-2011 1 ,4 

  Total 257 100,0 

    

    30a Is your co-operation already fi-

nished? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid yes 7 25,9 

  
no, but 

in 2011 

17 63,0 

  

no, later 

than 

2011 

3 11,1 

  Total 27 100,0 

 

Question 31+33 

31 Has your city/region participated in any na-

tional networks before? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 19 76,0 

No 6 24,0 

Total 25 100,0 

  



Fast Track Networks in the European Union – A comparison between concept and practice 

 

VII-155 

 

    

33 Has your city/region participated in any Euro-

pean networks before?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 23 92,0 

No 2 8,0 

Total 25 100,0 

 

Question 32 

32 How many people of your 

city/region are involved in the net-

work? 

    Frequency 

Valid 1 1 

1-5 1 

12 1 

13/15 1 

15 2 

200 1 

25 1 

3 3 

30 3 

4 2 

5 3 

6 2 

60 1 

8 2 

 

Question 34 

Who is responsible  for the participation in the network in your 

city/region? Frequencies 

     Responses 
Percent of 

Cases      N Percent 

 responsible 

for 

participationa 

Local/ regional 

public admi-

nistration  

22 75,9% 88,0% 

 Private com-

pany 

1 3,4% 4,0% 

 Politicians 3 10,3% 12,0% 

 Private 

stakeholders 

1 3,4% 4,0% 

 Others 2 6,9% 8,0% 

 Total 29 100,0% 116,0%  
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Who is responsible  for the participation in the network in your city/region? 

Frequencies 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an 

URBACT-project? 

Responses 
Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

INTERREG responsible for 

participationa 

34a Local 

public admi-

nistration  

11 64,7% 78,6% 

34b Private 

company 

1 5,9% 7,1% 

34c Politicians 2 11,8% 14,3% 

34d Private 

stakeholders 

1 5,9% 7,1% 

34e Others 2 11,8% 14,3% 

Total 17 100,0% 121,4% 

URBACT responsible for 

participationa 

34a Local 

public admi-

nistration  

11 91,7% 100,0% 

34b Private 

company 

0 ,0% ,0% 

34c Politicians 1 8,3% 9,1% 

34d Private 

stakeholders 

0 ,0% ,0% 

34e Others 0 ,0% ,0% 

Total 12 100,0% 109,1% 

 

Question 35 

35 What kind of activities do you have in your network?  

Frequencies 

     Responses 
Percent of 

Cases 
     N Percent 

 kind of ac-

tivities in 

the networ-

ka 

Others 3 4,4% 12,0% 

 Exchange of 

experience 

24 35,3% 96,0% 

 Workshops 21 30,9% 84,0% 

 Development 

of synergy 

effects 

11 16,2% 44,0% 

 Joint pro-

jects 

9 13,2% 36,0% 

 Total 68 100,0% 272,0% 

 

      35 What kind of activities do you have in your network? Frequencies 

  

Responses 
Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

INTERREG kind of activ-

ities in the 

networka 

35a Joint 

projects 

4 10,3% 28,6% 

35b Exchan-

ge of expe-

rience 

14 35,9% 100,0% 
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35c Devel-

opment of 

synergy 

effects 

7 17,9% 50,0% 

35d Work-

shops 

12 30,8% 85,7% 

35e Others 2 5,1% 14,3% 

Total 39 100,0% 278,6% 

URBACT kind of activ-

ities in the 

networka 

35a Joint 

projects 

5 17,2% 45,5% 

35b Exchan-

ge of expe-

rience 

10 34,5% 90,9% 

35c Devel-

opment of 

synergy 

effects 

4 13,8% 36,4% 

35d Work-

shops 

9 31,0% 81,8% 

35e Others 1 3,4% 9,1% 

Total 29 100,0% 263,6% 

 

Question 36 

36 Which category of the European Commission does the theme of your 

network belong to?  Frequencies 

  
Responses 

Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

Topics of 

European 

Commissiona 

I. Making Europe and its regions 

more attractive places to invest 

and work 

7 22,6% 28,0% 

II. Improving knowledge and inno-

vation for growth 

18 58,1% 72,0% 

III. More and better jobs 4 12,9% 16,0% 

IV. The territorial dimension of 

European cohesion policy 

2 6,5% 8,0% 

Total 31 100,0% 124,0% 

 

Question 37 

37 How do you communicate with the other cities/regions of your network? 

Frequencies 

    Responses 
Percent of 

Cases     N Percent 

how do you 

communicatea 

38a By correspondence in written 25 29,4% 96,2% 

38b By phone calls 19 22,4% 73,1% 

38c By meetings with some cities 15 17,6% 57,7% 

38d By meetings with all cities 20 23,5% 76,9% 

38e By others 6 7,1% 23,1% 

Total 85 100,0% 326,9% 
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37 How do you communicate with the other cities/regions of your network?Frequencies 

25 Are you a partner of an INTERREG or an URBACT-project? 

Responses 
Percent of 

Cases N Percent 

INTERREG how do you 

communicatea 

38a By correspondence in written 14 28,0% 93,3% 

38b By phone calls 11 22,0% 73,3% 

38c By meetings with some cities 9 18,0% 60,0% 

38d By meetings with all cities 11 22,0% 73,3% 

38e By others 5 10,0% 33,3% 

Total 50 100,0% 333,3% 

URBACT how do you 

communicatea 

38a By correspondence in written 11 31,4% 100,0% 

38b By phone calls 8 22,9% 72,7% 

38c By meetings with some cities 6 17,1% 54,5% 

38d By meetings with all cities 9 25,7% 81,8% 

38e By others 1 2,9% 9,1% 

Total 35 100,0% 318,2% 

 

Question 38 

38 Would you say that you are working close 

together with the other cities? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid Yes 19 90,5 

No 2 9,5 

Total 21 100,0 

 

Question 39 

39 Do you meet all of the other cities/regions of your net-

work? 

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Valid yes 26 100,0 

Total 26 100,0 

 

39 How often do you meet all of the other ci-

ties/regions of your network? 

  
Responses   

N Percent 

39b Every 2 till 3 months 11 39,3% 

39c Every 4 till 5 months 12 42,9% 

39d Half a year 5 17,9% 

Total 28 100,0% 
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39 How often do you meet all of the other cities/regions of your network? 

  

Responses 

Percent Percent of Cases N 

INTERREG 

n=15 

39b Every 2 till 3 months 9 52,9% 60,0% 

39c Every 4 till 5 months 4 23,5% 26,7% 

39d Half a year 4 23,5% 26,7% 

Total   17 100,0% 113,3% 

URBACT 

n=11 

39b Every 2 till 3 months 2 18,2% 18,2% 

39c Every 4 till 5 months 8 72,7% 72,7% 

39d Half a year 1 9,1% 9,1% 

Total   11 100,0% 100,0% 

Question 40 

40 How do you assess the feasibility for a further 

co-operation with the other cities? 

  Frequency Valid Percent 

Valid low 1 3,8 

medium 6 23,1 

high 14 53,8 

very high 5 19,2 

Total 26 100,0 

 

40 How do you assess the feasibility for a further co-operation 

with the other cities? 

  Frequency Valid Percent 

INTERREG Valid low 0 0 

medium 4 26,7 

high 7 46,7 

very high 4 26,7 

Total 15 100,0 

URBACT Valid low 1 9,1 

medium 2 18,2 

high 7 63,6 

very high 1 9,1 

Total 11 100,0 

  

   40 How do you assess the feasibility for a further co-operation 

with the other cities? 

  Frequency Valid Percent 

Leadpartner Valid low 1 10,0 

medium 1 10,0 

high 5 50,0 

very high 3 30,0 

Total 10 100,0 

No leadpartner Valid low 0 ,0 

medium 5 33,3 

high 8 53,3 

very high 2 13,3 

Total 15 100,0 
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40 How do you assess the feasibility for a further co-operation 

with the other cities? 

  Frequency Valid Percent 

European 

network expe-

rience 

Valid low 1 4,3 

medium 6 26,1 

high 12 52,2 

very high 4 17,4 

Total 23 100,0 

No European 

network expe-

rience 

Valid high 1 50,0 

very high 1 50,0 

Total 2 100,0 

 

Question 41 

41 Are you planning to cooperate further in this constellation 

of the network after the end of EU funding?  

  
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 15 75,0 

 No 5 25,0 

 Total 20 100,0 

     
 

41Are you planning to cooperate further in this constellation of the 

network after the end of EU funding? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 8 80,0 

No 2 20,0 

Total 10 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 7 70,0 

No 3 30,0 

Total 10 100,0 

     41 Are you planning to cooperate further in this constellation of the 

network after the end of EU funding? 

  
    

Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Leadpartner Valid Yes 5 71,4 

No 2 28,6 

Total 7 100,0 

No leadpartner Valid Yes 10 76,9 

No 3 23,1 

Total 13 100,0 
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     41 Are you planning to cooperate further in this constellation of the 

network after the end of EU funding? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

Participation in any Euro-

pean network before 

Valid Yes 14 73,7 

No 5 26,3 

Total 19 100,0 

No participation in any 

European network before 

Valid Yes 1 100,0 

Question 42 

42 Does the city network get any other funding 

besides the funding of the EU?  

    
Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

 Valid Yes 10 40,0  

No 15 60,0  

Total 25 100,0  

     42 Does the city network get any other funding besides the 

funding of the EU? 

  Frequency 

Valid 

Percent 

INTERREG Valid Yes 7 50,0 

No 7 50,0 

Total 14 100,0 

URBACT Valid Yes 3 27,3 

No 8 72,7 

Total 11 100,0 
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Network participants 

Network Frequency 

A 3 

B 1 

C 1 

F 1 

H 5 

J 1 

K 1 

L 1 

M 2 

N 1 

O 2 

P 5 

R 2 

T 1 

Total 27 
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