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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Placemaking 4 Inclusion (PM4I) Comparative National Report of “Placemaking for
Inclusion” Framework is the second deliverable of the PM4I project- D2.1 Comparative
National Report of “Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework.

The document is a combined finding of a national report to support the development of the
Placemaking Competence Framework, which will identify the main skills, competences, and
attitudes to be learned by Young People (YP) and youth workers to promote competences
related to Placemaking with joint recommendations on European level cooperation. The
document focuses on three main topics: 1) Placemaking, 2) youth social inclusion, and 3) the
empowerment of youth and youth workers, on Local and European levels. For the execution of
the Placemaking Competence Framework, we have used a variety of qualitative and
quantitative tools such as:

● 37 preliminary conversations with 37 participants
● 13 focus groups with 119 participants
● 1 survey with 202 participants,
● 6 Mappings of stakeholders with 288 key informants
● 6 Mappings of good practices with 172 examples
● 6 Mappings of resources, with 124 resources

The conclusions have two readings: on the one hand, the local scale of the six countries, and
on the other hand, their comparison. The conclusions focus on comparative findings from the
mappings, the survey, the focus group’s social investigation, and the competencies.

In all six countries, placemaking for inclusion is recognized as an opportunity to empower youth
and youth workers in decision-making. This transnational research highlighted the importance
of the following key findings:

- Youth social inclusion, as interpreted by the participants in the six counties,” is a set of
physical characteristics of space and social values that allows the involvement,
experiment, and participation of everyone in community life, paying attention to
people’s basic needs.” Youth social inclusion is a matter that has to be worked upon
profoundly in the six countries because even though YP are the main users of public
space, at the same time, they are a group that has little space for exercise, cultural
encounters, or just a place to meet.

Page | 7



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

- Youth community empowerment is a matter that has to be worked upon profoundly in
the six countries, especially now that improving the quality of life in public spaces is
slowly starting to get on the agenda of local and regional policymakers. Youth
community empowerment is strictly linked to the opportunity for youngsters to
participate in the city’s political life, play an active part in decision-making processes,
and upskill YP people and youth workers. What is missing at the moment are strategies
and instruments for explicitly considering the needs of YP people and their unique
demands on the city.

- Placemaking is not a term very well known in almost any of the project countries.
Organisations, YP, or public administrations still need to realise projects or activities
similar to placemaking. It does mean that because of the language and the fact that it is
a new term, people in countries where English is not a native language are not used to
using that word. In fact, some participants, during the meetings, realised ‒to their
surprise‒ that they were doing Placemaking, and they highlighted its potentiality for
the activation of local communities and YP and the need to have more projects like that.
Having that in mind, the participants in the six countries defined Placemaking in that
way:

“Placemaking is a transgenerational group process of creation, co-design and activation of
practices aimed at: giving power to the community for the re-appropriation, re-signification,
construction and care of community spaces. Placemaking offers the opportunity to develop
skills, create shared meanings and spaces, which increase the sense and value of community
by allowing new forms of expression and sharing to be experimented with, consequently
offering the possibility of modifying/changing one's point of view. It is also emphasised that
placemaking is a process of co-design, aiming not so much at the construction but at the
deconstruction of the real, in order to enable a 'regeneration' of the place and the community
that lives there. Placemaking is a way to actively involve young people and their concerns in
urban planning, promote social inclusion, and have active citizens, civil societies and local
actors’ activation. ”

To achieve youth inclusion in placemaking, participants recognized the lacking competences
and proposed competencies they could work on during this project. These competences
include tools to engage people, improve communication skills to facilitate the dialogue, and
empower cross-departmental cooperation. They also define the actors, goals, scale, and
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expectation of participation from the start with the local community and appreciate and
acknowledge the effort of youth.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Placemaking 4 Inclusion- Reviving Active Citizenship for Reshaping the Societies (PM4I) aims
to empower youth work providers and youth organisations by using the placemaking
methodology and practices to ensure the social inclusion of YP of disadvantaged backgrounds
in jointly shaping their local communities.

Placemaking has become influential for practitioners in numerous fields, including the arts,
community development, and education. In these settings, place-based initiatives often seek to
improve the well-being of local communities through creative, collaborative responses to local
issues. This engagement can support youth work and non-formal education. Critical
pedagogies can be transformative for YP from historically marginalised groups.

Yet, only a few projects have implemented these pedagogies in practice, and little is known
about the perspectives and experiences of YP and adults involved in place-based youth work.
Youth usually shape placemaking by shaping the organisation's structures and values, dialogue
and reflection upon their communities, and physically exploring the neighbourhoods.

Through this project, the consortium aims at utilising the placemaking approach to enable YP
in local communities to take part in actively shaping the inclusive urban environment. These
changes take place through the process of co-creation among different stakeholders in
communities of diverse cultural, religious, and socio-economic backgrounds.

The Comparative National Report of “Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework document is a
combined finding of six national reports based in the local context of Germany, Belgium, Italy,
Spain, Greece, and Norway. It supports the development of the Placemaking Competence
Framework, which will identify the primary skills, competences, and attitudes to be learned by
YP and youth workers to promote competences related to Placemaking with joint
recommendations on European-level cooperation.

This document is divided into four main sections: the introduction, the methodology, the local
reports, and the comparative report. The first one gives a small overview of the objective of the
document. The second one explains the methodology used to achieve the goals and the tools
used. The third one is subdivided into six local reports. Each of them focuses on the preliminary
conversations and focus group work process. Then mappings are done of the state of art
regarding stakeholders, good practices, and resources. Lastly, conclusions are made from the
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survey, social investigations focusing on youth social inclusion, youth community
empowerment, and placemaking, and last but not least, the competences.
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2. METHODOLOGY

The used methodology aimed, on the one hand, to engage critical informants on this topic and
exchange experience during the “knowledge dialogue” and, on the other hand, to build a
progressive mapping system as a base to evaluate the level of development of placemaking
initiatives and their relation to youth organisations in the different European countries involved
in PM4I.

The progressive maps (preliminary conversations, the focus groups, the survey, and from each
of the partners' experiences) were created during WP2, for each of the partner countries. On
the one hand, these three maps help us understand the state of the art, and on the other to
create an online map where the consortium will share information on the project website. In
addition to this progressive mapping and focus groups, local surveys have been done in each
country to incorporate a direct youth and youth workers' perspective on placemaking and
validate the results. The partners carried out these two actions simultaneously.

2.1. Sources

To collect the information and make a cohesive diagnosis of state of the art regarding youth
social inclusion through placemaking, we used the following sources:

2.1.1. Self-knowledge
Each partner started mapping from its own experience on the stakeholders' map, listing at
least about five key informants that will add their perspective on the next step. The lead
partner of this WP suggested that these key informants have at least: a youth organisation
profile, a youth-related local authority profile, a placemaking profile, and a community-related
youngster profile.

2.1.2. Preliminary conversations (#dialogue)
During that step, each partner contacted the five key informants, explaining the context of the
PM4I project, a short brainstorming-kind talk of about 30 minutes. This conversation aimed to
expand the progressive mapping and engage new stakeholders in the PM4I project. The target
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audience were the key informants from the previous step. A document to guide this meeting
can be found in the Annex I: Preliminary conversations with key informants.

2.1.3. Focus Group (#cooperation)
For the last step, each partner selected at least twenty stakeholders from the “progressive
stakeholders map” and contacted them one by one, explaining to them the context of the PM4I
project and inviting them to have a workshop of about 120-150 minutes altogether. This
meeting aimed to expand the progressive mapping and engage them in the PM4I project. The
target audience in this focus group was the youth workers. A document to guide this meeting
can be found in the Annex II: Focus group with youth organisations.

2.1.4. Local survey (#contribution)
This survey aimed to confirm or confront the “state of the art” hypothesis on each country and
to incorporate additional information directly from the target group of the PM4I project. It was
based on the SurveyMonkey platform and disseminated through the mapping data (especially
the stakeholders’ map) and social media strategies. The survey was under a unique link since
the platform gives provides the option to have the same survey in different languages. Also, it
was a way of attracting the youth to the PM4I project and specifying the project's contents. The
questions of the survey can be found in the Annex III: Questions for the PM4I Survey.

2.2. Results

The results from this diagnosis were the three maps (stakeholders map, good practices map,
resources map), the results from the survey, and the conclusions on youth social inclusion,
youth community empowerment and placemaking, and the competences.

2.2.1. Maps
The local partners and the participants of the preliminary conversations, the focus groups, and
the survey filled the maps. There was a document to guide these mappings, which can be
found in the Annex IV: Mappings

The tree maps collect the following information:
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1- Stakeholders map, where youth organisations, key informants, and other relevant
stakeholders were added. An Excel template has been used to collect the following data:

● Name
● Type: Youth Organisation, Youth Worker, Placemaker, Local authority, Youngster

formal association, Youngster non-formal association, Non-associated
youngster, Others

● Sector: Culture, Sports, Art, Education, Sports, Health, Housing,
Participation/activism, Sustainability, Public space, Transversal, Others

● Scale of influence: Neighbourhood, City, State, International, Others
● Information source: Self-knowledge, Survey, Preliminary conversations, Focus

groups, Others
● Address, Latitude, and Longitude
● Contact information.

2- Good practices map, which included placemaking past or ongoing initiatives or other
practices related to engaging youth in community improvement. An Excel template has been
used to collect the following data:

● Name
● Sector: Culture, Sports, Art, Education, Sports, Health, Housing,

Participation/activism, Sustainability, Public space, Transversal, Others
● Age of influence: 12 - 16, 17 - 18, 19 - 25, 26 - 35, 36 - 45, 46 - 65, 66 - 79,

80+
● Information source: Self-knowledge, Survey, Preliminary conversations, Focus

groups, Others
● Address, Latitude, and Longitude
● Contact information

3- Resources map, where relevant documents or tools that could be useful for the team to use
or consult during this project were added. An Excel template has been used to collect this data.

● Name
● Type of resource: Document, Study, Website, Application, Others
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● Sector: Culture, Sports, Art, Education, Sports, Health, Housing,
Participation/activism, Sustainability, Public space, Transversal, Others

● Use of resources: Consultation, Engagement, Activation, Informative, Others
● Information source: Self-knowledge, Survey, Preliminary conversations, Focus

groups, Others
● Notes

The progressive mapping and the survey results helped us visualise the development level of
placemaking initiatives in each partner country. Each partner elaborated their National Report
of ‘’Placemaking for Inclusion’’ Framework based on all the work done. There is a template for
this action in the Annex: National Report of ‘’Placemaking for Inclusion’’ Framework.

2.2.2. Survey
Surveys are questions asked of a specific group of people to gain and obtain information for a
particular purpose. The purpose of these questions for the project was to gain an
understanding of the perception of topics such as (1) social inclusion, (2) empowerment, and
(3) placemaking within the countries of the partners. The information from the survey would
help identify any absent topics for discussion between youth workers, the youth, and the
municipality of their country or cities.

For the survey, each partner had a goal to reach 50 surveys for this project. The survey and the
questions within the survey were created together in collaboration with the partners. We used
the platform SurveyMonkey and made the survey available in 8 different languages. The
survey opened on August 29th, 2022, and the survey closed on September 19th, 2022. Each
partner had around 4 weeks to collect their survey data. The goal was to collect 50 surveyees
per country.

Questions and Format

The survey was separated between youth and youth workers, which was asked at the first
question. There were 37 questions for youths and 36 questions for youth workers. The survey
consisted of multiple-choice, open-ended, and ordinal types of questions. The first 8-10
questions gather information on the profiles of the people in each country, such as location,
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age, gender, familiarity with participation, and any involvement that they already have in such
participation. The 25 ordinal questions had the option of 5 answers: (1) Not at all, (2) Slightly,
(3) Moderately, (4) Very, and (5) Extremely. These options helped gauge the perception of
Placemaking that the surveyees experienced in their country. The following 5 questions are
“Yes” or “No” questions that asked the surveys whether or not they are aware of any good
practices, know any youth representatives or have any resources that deal with the inclusion of
YP with fewer opportunities and placemaking. The information gained from these questions
helps to increase networking capacity and helps collect youth ambassadors for the upcoming
phases of the project.

After that, all partners, during the second meeting, validate the results of the Comparative
National Report of ‘’Placemaking for Inclusion’’ Framework.

2.2.3. Conclusions
Each country took various spaces of dialogue and knowledge exchange with the format of
preliminary conversations or focus groups. These sessions were structured in two parts: the
diagnosis of the current situation and the proposals for improvement. To make these sessions
easier to follow, we broke down the main topic into three subtopics:

● Youth social inclusion
● Youth Community Empowerment
● Placemaking: toolbox reflections and community engagement strategies
● Lacking competences.

The information from these spaces, on the one hand, fed the mappings, and on the other hand,
was validated by the survey’s answers.
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Figure 1: D1. Diagram of the WP2 process
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3. LOCAL REPORT

To understand the reality regarding Placemaking at the European level, each partner of the
consortium contributed to the investigation of state of the art identifying the main skills,
competences, and attitudes in the six countries of the project through its local report.

In the local report, each partner describes the outcomes from the preliminary conversations
and the focus group process, the mapping of the state of the art regarding stakeholders, good
practices, and resources, the survey results, the conclusions on the social investigation
focusing on the youth social inclusion, youth community empowerment and placemaking and
lastly, at the competences.

For the preliminary conversations, each partner contacted five to six critical agents to amplify
their information regarding good practices, stakeholders, tools, and resources. They
represented a youth organisation profile, a local youth administration profile, a placemaking
profile, and a youngster profile.

For the focus group, each partner selected at least twenty stakeholders from the “progressive
stakeholders map,” with several workshops to expand the progressive mapping, collect their
experience on the topic and engage them in the PM4I project. The target audience in this focus
group was the youth workers.

For the “progressive mapping of the state of the art regarding stakeholders, good practices,
and resources,” each partner completed the information with self-knowledge, the preliminary
conversations, the focus group, and the survey.

Regarding the survey results, each partner had to reach a minimum of 50 participants to
include a quantitative opinion on the subject. This survey aimed to confirm or confront the
“state of the art” hypothesis on each country and to incorporate additional information directly
from the target group of the PM4I project.

From the above, each partner had to explain the conclusions on the social investigation they
arrived at in their local report, focusing on youth social inclusion, youth community
empowerment, and placemaking. These conclusions, in the local context, help to understand
the situation at the European level.
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Finally, in the section on competences, partners describe the lacking competences related to
placemaking that YP and youth workers identified and the competences they proposed to
improve their skills and attitudes to this transversal topic.
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3.1. Norway

3.1.1. Preliminary conversations and focus group work process
Through the mapping, Nabolagshager reached out to several actors working with youth
inclusion in Oslo. They spanned from people working with the city of Oslo (planners,
gardeners, advisors) to placemakers in Oslo, especially youth organisations that offer a space
for YP to exist in (most commonly referred to as “ungdomshus” - youth houses). We
established a general sense of youth inclusion in Oslo in the preliminary conversations. We
spoke to three different people in three individual conversations: a youth worker, someone from
the city government, and the leader of a local youth council. Surprisingly, the results of these
conversations showed that there is a positive approach to Placemaking in Oslo.

For the focus group, it was increasingly more difficult to find participants. This might be
because a lot of organisations that have youth programs or work with youth do not consider
themselves “youth organisations” which were the main target group for the research. We
conducted three different focus groups (two in-person and one online) with 15 participants.

Nonetheless, it became clear that all focus group participants enjoyed having a space to meet
and discuss. All mentioned, there should be more workshops like this to brainstorm new ideas
and create connections.

Key findings from the focus group and preliminary conversations

1. Employment opportunities for young people and funding

A reiterated theme of the conversations revolved around employment opportunities for
teenagers in Oslo. YP, especially those considered to have “fewer advantages,” actively seek
employment opportunities. On the one hand, financial freedom enables them to participate in
many activities. On the other hand, they want to experience, improve and practise their current
and newly developed skills. Being active outside of school is essential to their future
professional career. From the organisations’ perspective, it is much easier to recruit YP if they
are paid. While there are a few opportunities to work (and get paid), there should be increased
employment opportunities for youth in Oslo.
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In Bydel Gamle Oslo, a part of the city that is generally considered to be “disadvantaged,” there
is an increased number of youth opportunities because the city specifically supports projects
here. This is because the child poverty rate is the highest in this district.

Something that is working very well is the summer jobs that Oslo City offers to youth during
the summer months, is that these jobs support the city's development and give youth
employment opportunities. Job competencies that are being developed in summer jobs relate
to work rights and responsibilities as well as work safety. For example, the district “Bydel
Gamle Oslo” approaches summer jobs from an inherently green perspective. This perspective
means that summer jobs are related to making the city more green and sustainable. This is an
excellent example of educating youth while allowing them to shape the spaces they live in. At
the same time, these jobs benefit the whole city. Additionally, summer jobs enable youth to
connect to relevant professionals in the field and their community. These observations are very
important factors in Oslo.

2. More research needed

Many participants highlighted the importance of research, such as through PM4I on youth
inclusion in Oslo. This relates to #2: more knowledge on the topic can lead to more
opportunities for organisations to include youth in their work and for youth to participate in
these opportunities. Additionally, it is not easy to know what youth is aware of, affecting the
opportunities they can participate in. Do they know all available activities and options and
choose not to participate? Or is there a lack of information sharing?

Additionally, it is not very clear how we define “youth with fewer opportunities” or what is
generally meant by “disadvantaged youth.” This could also benefit a lot from more research on
Oslo's state of the art of youth.

3. Politisk medvirkning - political participation and decision-making

While there are opportunities for youth to actively get involved in decision-making on a
political level in Oslo, this seems to be neither well known among young people nor taken
seriously enough by policymakers. Ungdomsråd (youth council) and eleveråd (student council)
exist, but they seem to be of limited effectiveness. Involvement is more passive (knowledge
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and information sharing) than active (actual changes). The relationship between the youth
councils and those in power should be strengthened. Policy and decision-makers would benefit
from actively implementing a placemaking approach. For example, meetings between these
two actors should happen physically instead of only through written communication. For
example, the youth selection meeting (ungdommenes utvalgsmøte) brings youth together with
politicians. Youth present what kind of changes they want to see in the city. This type of activity
should be further developed, shared, and encouraged.

4. Training in youth work

Amongst our participants, nearly all mentioned the need for more training for professionals
working with youth in Oslo. Often, there are little to no training opportunities for dealing with
youth and, more specifically, those considered “disadvantaged.” Since most come from other
disciplines, this is a crucial and necessary step towards more inclusion.

Figure 2: D2. Photos taken from In-person Focus Group in Norway

Page | 22



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

3.1.2. Mapping the state of the art

3.1.2.1. Stakeholders

In the case of Norway's Stakeholders Map, 60 key agents have been identified. The majority
are stakeholders who:

● Are youth organisations
● Work in the scale of neighbourhood
● Are related to the topic of culture, sports, and sustainability
● Have been identified from the local partner's self-experience.

Strengths

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize as strengths the following facts. Norway has:

● an extensive network of stakeholders working on placemaking for youth inclusion.
● an extensive network of youth organisations that work on placemaking for youth

inclusion.
● an important number of stakeholders work on the neighbourhood scale.
● an important network of stakeholders working on culture, sports, and sustainability.

Weaknesses

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize weaknesses of the following facts:

● The map lacks agents with the profile of youngster non-formal associations. Moreover,
none of the six countries do not have access to non-associated youth.

● Norway's stakeholders' network lacks agents who work on the placemaking for youth
inclusion through the topics of gender and housing.

Opportunities

It can be considered an opportunity for the following:

● Make visible the stakeholders who work on placemaking for youth inclusion in general
and through the topics of gender and housing.
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● Make visible the youngster non-formal associations and the non-associated youth who
work in this topic.

● Norway can bring a lot of experience in neighbourhood-scale projects and projects
related to culture, sports, and sustainability.
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Figure 3: D3. Local Stakeholders Map of Norway
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3.1.2.2. Good practices

In the case of Norway’s Good Practices Map, 23 practices have been identified. In their majority
are practices which:

● Are directed to teenagers
● Are related in the topic of participation/activism
● Have been identified from the local partner's self-experience.

Strengths

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize as strengths the following facts:

● Norway has an important number of good practices in sustainability and art.

Weaknesses

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize as weaknesses the following facts:

● Norway is lacking in good practices for youth inclusion through placemaking through
the topic of gender.

Opportunities

It can be considered as an opportunity the following:

● Through this project, make visible good practices related to placemaking for youth
inclusion through the topics of gender.

● Enrich the project with experiences from the topics of sustainability and art.
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Figure 4: D4. Local Good Practices Map of Norway
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3.1.2.3. Resources

In the case of Norway’s Resources Map, 12 resources have been identified. In their majority are
resources which:

● Are websites and applications
● Are related in the topic of participation/activism
● Have been identified from the preliminary conversations and focus groups
● Are informative resources for the local community.

Strengths

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize the following facts:

● Norway has an important number of applications related to the topic.

Weaknesses

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize as weaknesses the following facts:

● Norway lacks resources such as studies for youth inclusion through placemaking.
● Norway lacks resources for youth inclusion through placemaking through sports, art,

gender, health, and housing.

Opportunities

It can be considered as an opportunity:

● Through this project, make visible resources related to placemaking for youth inclusion
through the topics of sports, art, gender, health, and housing.

● Identify and make visible studies that are related to placemaking for youth inclusion.
● Nabolagshager, can enrich the project with the knowledge on the existing resources

such as the applications.

Page | 28



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

Figure 5: D5. Local Resources Map of Norway
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3.1.3. Survey

3.1.3.1. General Summary

Summary of survey results for Norway is the following:

● Number of Youth: 1
● Number of Youth workers: 7
● 6 surveyees identify as females
● 2 surveyees identify as male
● Surveyees were of 17-65 years of age

○ 1 out of 8 surveyees were 17-18 of age
○ 2 out of 8 surveyees were 19-25 of age
○ 1 out of 8 surveyees were 26-35 of age
○ 1 out of 8 surveyees were 36-45 of age
○ 3 out of 8 surveyees were 46-65 of age

Circumstances limited Norway’s number and range due to the constraints of the time.

Table 1: T1. Total Surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire

TOTAL SURVEYEES YOUTH YOUTH WORKER TOTAL

TOTAL ATTEMPTS 1 7+6 14

TOTAL USABLE 1 (12.5%) 7 (87.5%) 8

3.1.3.2. Limitations of Survey

Norway was unable to complete too many surveys due to time restrictions.

Norway had 14 attempted surveys and 8 usable surveyees.

In the case for Norway:

● 0 Youth Surveys were discarded
● 6 Youth Worker Surveys were discarded
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● 42.8% of attempted surveys from Belgium were not used in survey analysis

3.1.4.3. Analysis Summary

In general, the surveyees of Norway had a positive perception of placemaking, social inclusion,
and empowerment in their country. Most of the surveyors would answer with either:
Moderately or Very. Because the number of surveyees was very low, the results could be
distorted.

3.1.3.1. Topics

Strengths

Topics within the survey that generally has a positive perception includes:

● Gender diversity
● Diversity
● Human Rights
● Sports
● Mental Health
● Equality
● Participation

Weakness

Topics within the survey that generally has a negative perception includes:

● Cultural Diversity
● Non-formal education
● Spaces for creativity
● Youth professionalism
● Leisure activities
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Opportunities

Norway could use another opportunity to do the surveys again and gain more results on the
topics of social inclusion, empowerment, and placemaking. However, from the survey, there
could be a chance to improve more personal and secular activities.

● Using the subjects of diversity and equality within gender and social classes can help
Norway explore how to incorporate the diversity of different cultures;

● Leisure and non-formal education can be strengthened through information gained
from mental health and human rights for more after-school programs.

3.3.3.5. Participants

Youth and Youth Workers

Norway surveyed 1 youth and 7 youth workers.

Youth

Summary of youth survey results for Germany is the following:

● Number of youth surveyees: 1
● 1 surveyee identified as female
● Surveyees were of 19-25 years of age

○ 1 out of 1 surveyee were 19-25 of age

The 1 youth surveyed was not a part of any informal or formal groups.

Youth Workers

Summary of youth survey results for Germany are the following:

● Number of youth surveyees: 7
● 6 surveyees identify as females
● 2 surveyees identify as male
● Surveyees were of 17-65 years of age

○ 1 out of 7 surveyees were 17-18 of age
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○ 1 out of 7 surveyees were 19-25 of age
○ 1 out of 7 surveyees were 26-35 of age
○ 1 out of 7 surveyees were 36-45 of age
○ 3 out of 7 surveyees were 46-65 of age

Topics represented with youth workers in Norway:

● Culture
● Health
● Participation
● Sustainability
● Public space
● Transversal

Topics not represented with youth workers in Norway:

● Sports
● Art
● Education
● Housing

Page | 33



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

Figure 6: D34. Results from the youth surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire
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Figure 7: D6. Results from the youth workers surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire
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3.1.4. Conclusions on social investigation
To make the concept “Placemaking for Inclusion” easier to follow, this chapter is divided into
three subtopics: Youth social inclusion, Youth Community Empowerment, and Placemaking:
toolbox reflections and community engagement strategies. Each subtopic is analysed by the
definition, local context, and proposed improvements.

3.1.4.1. Youth social inclusion

Definition and local context

Social inclusion of youth in Oslo goes beyond the traditional sense of inclusion (everyone is
allowed to participate) and creates a safe space to create, fail, experiment, and exist. Social
inclusion means creating a feeling of community, not just amongst young people but with
everyone else included in a community (for example, a neighbourhood). Safety was an
important theme, which relates to a stronger focus on training adults working with youth, as
mentioned before.

Furthermore, social inclusion refers to topics such as multiculturalism, anti-racism, diversity,
and democracy. These topics should become a focus in upcoming youth projects.

Conclusions from the survey

From the survey, there was a positive view of social inclusion within Norway. The participants
believed that, for the most part, the inclusion of aspects, such as gender, was prevalent in their
country. As mentioned before it is important to include other forms of inclusion, such as
multiculturalism and diversity.

Proposed improvements

Funding for activities that can pay youth is a difficult topic but should be a necessary
improvement for youth inclusion in Oslo. Many YP do not want to work for free (an important
factor of social inclusion), so participation in activities can be limited to the possibility of
payment. Yet, many organisations do not have the funds, as many funding opportunities do not
allow for spending money on salaries. Going through school activities and making placemaking
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practices a part of the curriculum is possible. This way, youth can work on important projects
while also furthering their education.

Additionally, youth can often feel like they are not being heard or cannot share their opinions.
This is because they cannot actively change decision-making but are seen as an element to
share information with or get information from. Focusing on this aspect should be a key action
in the future. This means that the framework in which youth works should also be influenced
by youth. Right now, this is only the case in a few organisations. While it can be difficult to
actually implement youth-led decisions, it is something that is desired by youth.

Simultaneously, youth might need to be made aware of how their input is being included and
implemented in policy development and that their opinions are taken very seriously. Therefore,
communication between actors and youth should be increased.
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Figure 8: D8. Results from the surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire regarding social inclusion
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3.1.4.2. Youth community empowerment

Definition and local context

Through the preliminary conversations, the focus group, and the process of mapping
stakeholders, it became clear that while many organisations in Oslo work on youth inclusion,
only a few know of each other, and even fewer can effectively collaborate. This leads to
inefficient resource sharing: funds could be pulled together, knowledge could be passed on,
and resources could be shared. This also includes collaboration with schools in Oslo, a central
key actor in youth inclusion. Nabolagshager has experienced great collaboration with schools
regarding skill development, research, and creating opportunities and activities for youth. This
collaboration should be actively increased. Another key factor is that information can easily get
lost because there are a lot of activities for youth in Oslo. An effective collaboration could lead
to a well-known network that benefits youth.

Conclusions from the survey

For now, Norway does a fair job in providing programs for empowerment for the Youth. In the
survey, questions regarding knowledge of citizens' rights, networking culture, and youth
professionalism were seen to be reasonably satisfied by the youth.

Proposed improvements

Research and Knowledge: More research is needed, such as mapping and state-of-the-art
analysis, to help create an overview of youth work in Oslo. Strategies and methods need to be
started that can be used by youth workers to streamline experiences already made. Knowledge
and resources need to be compiled and accessible in one place so they are easily accessible

Funding Opportunities: While there is a lot of funding available, not all organisations are aware
of these possibilities. Funding is essential not just for training youth workers but also for
shaping good job opportunities for youth.
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Space for Collaboration: As mentioned above, tools should be created to support the youth
organisation network. This means sharing resources but also consistently meeting face-to-face
to inspire each other.

Figure 9: D9. Results from the surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire regarding empowerment

Page | 40



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

3.1.4.3. Placemaking: toolbox reflections and community engagement strategies

Definition and local context

It has become clear that placemaking has not become well known in Oslo. While many practice
the placemaking mentality (i.e., letting youth decide how to influence their own spaces), the
term is difficult to describe, define, and utilise. This might also be a language issue:
placemaking is difficult to translate in Norwegian. Do we use “stedskaping” - creating spaces?
Is it a meeting space, a method, or a specific location? However, placemaking seems to be
integrated into practices in Oslo. Many focus on enabling youth to be creative, develop their
own skills, and be a major part of creating space. This mostly happens in curated environments
through projects and activities managed by the city or organisations. Yet, it seems that giving
youth this framework to work, thrive and develop is working very well. Other important key
terms that came up were community development and active citizenship.

Conclusions from the survey

Questions about public spaces and facilities for young people in Norway had a good reception.
Most of the answers for the placemaking questions were “Moderately,” showing that these
programs exist, but of course, there is room for growth. The surveyees answered “Extremely "
to questions that included spaces for activities and support for youth activities.

Proposed improvements

Improvements regarding placemaking are difficult to pinpoint, given that so few organisations
in Norway know about it. Thus, spreading awareness about the benefit of placemaking
methods and general information about placemaking would be beneficial. Participants
mentioned documents, workshops, or seminars to be helpful in this regard. This also relates to
more collaboration: bringing different organisations to experience placemaking in projects
together would help the network and enable experiences in placemaking. Supporting those
placemaking methods in Oslo and shedding more light and attention on them would further
increase youth participation, a sense of ownership, and more creative and useful spaces in the
neighbourhood.
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Figure 10: D10. Results from the surveyees in Norway’s questionnaire regarding placemaking
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3.1.5. Competences

3.1.5.1. Lacking competences

Youthworkers in Oslo benefit from a lot of support from the commune and from very engaged
youth that bring ideas and creative thoughts to their projects.

What is missing is proper training and education opportunities for youth workers that often
come from different backgrounds: creative fields, environmental fields, city development, or
cultural studies. Working with youth, especially those that have experienced difficulties before,
can be complicated.

Knowledge and information about methods and strategies that can support youth workers not
only in their work directly connected to youth but also in project management, funding
applications, and network building would be beneficial because youth workers often do not
know what opportunities exist.

3.1.5.2. Proposed competences

In the focus groups, it became clear that resources (funding and time) for training and
education would benefit youth workers to efficiently support youth in their day-to-day
struggles.

Additionally, meeting spaces such as the focus group conducted during this project are missing
from the youth space in Oslo. These meetings are essential for exchanging ideas and
experiences, networking, and finding space to create new projects and collaborations.

A common platform that brings together opportunities, knowledge, and information is needed.
This is also related to more digital competencies, given that youth tend to use technology more
and more, and those organising projects do not necessarily have the competencies to reach out
to youth.

Another needed resource is a constant evaluation of the youth projects in Oslo. Suppose this
was taken into consideration in project applications and funding. In that case, we could ensure
that youth projects can meet qualitative standards and that their projects impact their target
groups. This could also incorporate the youth’s opinions and ideas.
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4. COMPARATIVE REPORT

4.1. Comparative conclusions on the mapping
During work package 2, the preliminary conversations, the focus groups, the survey, and each
of the partners' experiences, we created three progressive maps for each country. On the one
hand, these three maps (stakeholders, good practices, resources) help us understand the state
of the art, and on the other, create an online map where we can share that information on the
project's website.

Having the three maps from each of the six collaborative countries allows us to understand the
state of the art in each of them and, at the same time, to understand the strengths and
weaknesses of each partner country of the consortium to transform them into an opportunity
for a better collaboration during the project. Thus, in the following diagrams, we highlight the
strengths and weaknesses of each country and in what way each one of the partners could
bring its knowledge and expertise to the project.

4.1.1. Stakeholders Map
In the case of the Consortium’s Stakeholders Map, 288 key agents have been identified. In
their majority are stakeholders who:

● Are youth organisations
● Work in the scale of a city
● Are related to the topic of participation/activism
● Have been identified from each of the local partners' self-experience.

4.1.1.1. Strengths

From the local maps and the comparison with the collaborative countries, we can recognize as
strengths of the consortium the following facts:
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Topics

● All the countries-members of the consortium have an extensive network in the topics of
public space, participation/activism, culture, and transversal topics.

● CGE (Germany) has an important network of stakeholders working on the topics of
public space, participation/activism, housing, education, and transversal topics.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) has an important network of stakeholders working on
sustainability, art, sports, and culture.

● Estel (Spain) has an important network of stakeholders working on health and
education topics.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) has an important network of stakeholders working on education
and other topics that are not mentioned.

● AKNOW (Greece) has an important network of stakeholders working on the topic of
gender.

Profiles

● All the countries-members of the consortium have an extensive network, including
profiles such as Youngster formal associations and other profiles that are not
mentioned. Also, almost every country has a strong network based on a different
profile.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) have an important network of stakeholder profiles
such as placemakers and youngster formal associations.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) has an important network of stakeholders and other profiles
which are not mentioned.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) has an important network of youth organisations.
● CGE (Germany) has an important network of youth workers.
● Estel (Spain) has an important network of local authorities and youth non-formal

associations.

Scale

● All the countries-members of the consortium have an extensive network that works on
the city, state, and international scales.
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● Estel (Spain) has an important network of stakeholders working on the scales of city
and state.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) have an important network of stakeholders working on
an international scale.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) has an important network of stakeholders working on the
neighbourhood scale.

Source

● All the partners of the consortium, with their self-experience, and the key informants
from the preliminary conversations, are aware of the stakeholders who work in youth
inclusion through placemaking.

● Almost every partner has used every manner (self-experience, survey, preliminary
conversions, focus group) to collect information regarding stakeholders.

● CGE (Germany) and the local key informants have important knowledge of the people
who form the local stakeholders' network contributing the information through the
self-experience and the focus group.

● Nabolagshager (Norway), and the local key informants, have important knowledge of
the people who form the local stakeholders' network contributing the information
through the preliminary conversations.

● Urban Foxes, YEU (Belgium), and the local community have important knowledge of the
people who form the local stakeholders' network contributing the information through
the survey.

4.1.1.2. Weaknesses

From the local map and the comparison with all the collaborative countries, we can recognize
as weaknesses of the consortium the following facts:

Topics
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● Almost all the nations who form the consortium are missing from their stakeholders'
network of people or organisations who work on youth inclusion in placemaking
through the topic of gender.

● None of the partners has in their stakeholders' network people or organisations from all
the topics.

● CGE (Germany), a stakeholders network, lacks agents who work on placemaking for
youth inclusion through gender, art, and health topics.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) stakeholder’s network is lacking agents who work on
the placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender, art, and education.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy), the stakeholder’s network lacks agents who work on the
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of sustainability, health, and gender.

● Nabolagshager (Norway), a stakeholder's network, lacks agents who work on the
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of sustainability and housing.

● Estel (Spain), a stakeholder's network, lacks agents who work on the placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of sports and housing.

● AKNOW (Greece), a stakeholder's network, lacks agents who work on placemaking for
youth inclusion through sports topics.

Profiles

● None of the partners have in their stakeholders' network non-associated youngsters.
● Sguardi Urbani (Italy), the stakeholders' network lacks profiles such as youth workers,

placemakers, local authorities, and non-associated youngsters.
● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium), stakeholders network lacks profiles such as youth

organisations, Youngster non-formal associations, and non-associated youngsters.
● Nabolagshager (Norway), the stakeholders' network lacks profiles such as youth

non-formal and non-associated youngsters.
● CGE (Germany), AKNOW (Greece), and Estel (Spain) stakeholder networks are lacking

profiles such as non-associated youngsters.

Scale

● For all the partners, the most difficult was to find stakeholders who work on an
international scale.
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● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium), stakeholders network lacks profiles or organisations
working on the neighbourhood scale.

Source

● CGE (Germany) stakeholder’s network shows that citizens who participated in the
survey  lack stakeholders references related to placemaking for youth inclusion.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) stakeholder’s network shows that the experts
participating in the focus groups lack stakeholder references related to placemaking for
youth inclusion.

4.1.1.3. Opportunities

It can be considered an opportunity the following:

● The interactive map of the PM4I project will be a useful resource for all the consortium
countries, as it will be visible to the local stakeholders.

● Through this project, try to make visible the stakeholders who work on placemaking for
youth inclusion through gender, art, sports, housing, health, sustainability, and
education.

● During this project, identify and make visible the youth organisations, youth workers,
placemakers, local authorities, youngster-non-formal associations, and the
non-associated youth working on this topic.

● Communicate the project so that citizens and experts can gain important knowledge
regarding people who work in the field and amplify their network.

● Make visible the agents who work for youth inclusion in placemaking in the
neighbourhoods and on the international scale.

● CGE can bring a lot of experience in projects related to education, participation/activism,
public space, and transversal topics in collaboration with youth workers.

○ In Germany, CGE can work to make visible the stakeholders who work on
placemaking for youth inclusion through art, gender and health topics.

○ In Germany, CGE can work to communicate the project so that local communities
can gain important knowledge regarding people who work in the field.

● Urban Foxes and YEU can bring a lot of experience in international scale projects and
collaboration with placemakers and the youngster formal associations.
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○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU, can work to make visible the stakeholders
who work on placemaking for youth inclusion in general and through the topics
of art, education, and gender.

○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU, can work to communicate the project in a way
that experts can gain important knowledge regarding people who work in the
field and amplify their network.

○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU, can work to make visible the agents who
work for youth inclusion in placemaking in the neighbourhoods.

○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU, we can work to make visible the youth
organisations, the youngster-non-formal associations, and the non-associated
youth who work on this topic.

● Sguardi Urbani can bring a lot of experience in projects related to education and other
topics which are not mentioned and in collaboration with other profiles which are not
mentioned.

○ Sguardi Urbani can work to make visible the stakeholders who work on
placemaking for youth inclusion in general and through the topics of gender,
health, and sustainability.

○ Sguardi Urbani can work to make visible the youth workers, placemakers, local
authorities, and the non-associated youth who work on this topic.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) can bring a lot of experience in neighbourhood-scale projects
and projects related to culture, sports, and sustainability.

○ Nabolagshager can work to make visible the stakeholders who work on
placemaking for youth inclusion in general and through the topics of gender and
housing.

○ Nabolagshager can work to make visible the youth non-formal associations and
the non-associated youth who work in this topic.

● Estel (Spain) can bring a lot of experience in city and state-scale projects in
collaboration with local authorities and youngster non-formal associations and projects
related to education and health.

○ Estel can work to make visible the stakeholders who work on placemaking for
youth inclusion in general and through the topics of sports and housing.

○ Estel can work to make visible the non-associated youth who work on this topic.
● AKNOW (Greece) can bring a lot of experience in projects related to gender.

○ AKNOW can work to make visible the stakeholders who work on placemaking
for youth inclusion in general and through the topic of sports.
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○ AKNOW can work to make visible the non-associated youth who work on this
topic.

Table 2: T2. Total numbers of the consortium’s Stakeholders Map
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Figure 11: D11. Consortium’s Stakeholders Map
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4.1.2. Good Practices Map
In the case of Consortium’s Good Practices Map, 172 practices have been identified. In their
majority are practices which:

● Are directed to youngsters
● Are related to the topic of participation/activism
● Have been identified from each of the local partners' self-experience.

4.1.2.1. Strengths

From the local maps and the comparison with the collaborative countries, we can recognize as
strengths of the consortium the following facts:

Topics

● All the countries-members of the consortium have extensive knowledge of the good
practices in the topics of public space, participation/activism, culture, and education.

● CGE (Germany) has important knowledge of good practices related to public space,
education, participation/activism, housing, and transversal topics.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) has important knowledge of good practices related to art,
sustainability, and housing.

● Estel (Spain) has important knowledge of good practices related to health, culture,
sports, gender, and housing.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) have important knowledge of good practices related to
culture.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) has important knowledge of good practices related to other
topics which are not mentioned.

Source

● Almost every country of the consortium, from the partners with their self-experience to
the key informants from the preliminary conversations and the focus groups, to the
survey participants, are aware of the good practices for youth inclusion through
placemaking.
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● Estel (Spain), the local key informants, and the survey participants have important
knowledge of the good practices, contributing the information through the survey and
the focus group.

● Urban Foxes, YEU (Belgium), and the local key informants have important knowledge of
good practices, contributing the information through the preliminary conversations.

● CGE (Germany) has extensive knowledge of good practices as self-experience.

Age

● Every consortium partner has extensive knowledge of good practices related to
teenagers, youngsters, and adults.

● CGE (Germany) has important knowledge of projects that include youngsters and
adults in placemaking.

● Estel (Spain) has important knowledge of projects involving teenagers and children in
placemaking.

4.1.2.2. Weaknesses

From the local maps and the comparison with all the collaborative countries, we can recognize
as weaknesses of the consortium the following facts:

Topics

● Almost all the countries who form the consortium are missing from their good practices
maps, the projects that work with youth inclusion in placemaking through the topic of
gender.

● CGE (Germany) good practices map, lacks examples that work on the placemaking for
youth inclusion through gender, art, and health topics.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) good practices map is lacking examples which work on
the placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender and housing

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) good practices map is lacking examples which work on the
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender, housing, sustainability,
sports, health, and transversal topics.
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● Nabolagshager (Norway) good practices map, lacks examples that work on the
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender.

● AKNOW (Greece) good practices map lacks examples that work on the placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of health, sports, housing, and sustainability.

Source

● CGE (Germany) good practices map shows that citizens who participated in the survey
are unaware of good practices related to placemaking for youth inclusion.

● AKNOW (Greece) good practices map, shows that both the partner with
self-experience and the key informants from the focus groups are unaware of good
practices references related to placemaking for youth inclusion.

● Estel (Spain) good practices map, shows key informants from the preliminary
conversations are unaware of good practices references related to placemaking for
youth inclusion.

4.1.2.3. Opportunities

It can be considered an opportunity for the following:

● The interactive map of the PM4I project will be a useful resource for all the consortium
countries, as it will make visible the good practices.

● Make visible good practices for placemaking for youth inclusion through sports, art,
gender, housing, health, sustainability, and transversal topics.

● CGE (Germany) can enrich the project with experiences from the topics of
participation/activism, public space, and transversal topics.

○ In Germany, CGE should work to do visible good practices related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through art, gender and health topics.

○ In Germany, CGE should work to communicate the project to the local
community to make them aware of the existing good practices.

● Urban Foxes and YEU can enrich the project with experiences from the topic of culture.
○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU should work to make visible good practices

related to placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender and
housing.
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● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) can enrich the project with experiences from other topics not
mentioned in the project.

○ In Italy, Sguardi Urbani should work to make visible good practices related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of sports, gender, health,
housing, sustainability, and transversal topics.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) can enrich the project with experiences from the topics of
sustainability and art.

○ In Norway, Nabolagshager can work to make visible good practices related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of gender.

● Estel (Spain) can enrich the projects with experiences from every topic, especially from
culture, gender, health, and housing, and with projects that include teenagers.

● AKNOW (Greece) can enrich the projects with experiences from gender-centred
projects.

○ In Greece, AKNOW should work to make visible the good practices in youth
inclusion through placemaking in Greece.

○ In Greece, AKNOW can work to make visible good practices related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through sports, health, housing, and
sustainability.

Table 3: T3. Total numbers of the consortium’s Good practices Map
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Figure 12: D12. Consortium’s Good practices Map
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4.1.3. Resources Map
In the case of the Consortium’s Resources Map, 124 resources have been identified. In their
majority are practices which:

● Are websites
● Are related to the topic of participation/activism
● Have been identified from each of the local partners' self-experience.
● Are resources for the consultation from the local community.

4.1.3.1 Strengths

From the local maps and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize the following facts:

Topics

● Every partner has identified resources related to participation/activism and transversal
topics.

● CGE (Germany) has an important number of resources related to participation/activism,
housing, sustainability, public space, culture, and transversal topics.

● Estel (Spain) has an important number of resources on topics related to gender and
health.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) has many resources in culture-related topics.
● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) has an important number of resources in topics related to other

topics that are not mentioned.

Type

● In every consortium country, websites have been identified as existing resources for
placemaking.

● In Germany, CGE identified resources for placemaking, such as documents, studies, and
websites.

● In Spain, Estel identified resources for placemaking, such as studies and other types of
resources which are not mentioned.

Page | 57



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

● In Italy, Sguardi Urbani identified studies as resources for placemaking.
● In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU  identified applications as resources for placemaking.
● In Norway, Nabolagshager identified applications as resources for placemaking.

Use

● Almost every consortium country can find resources for consultation, engagement,
information, and activation of the practitioners and local communities.

● In Germany, CGE identified resources for placemaking for the local community's
consultation, engagement, and activation.

● In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU identified resources for placemaking for the
information and consultation of the local community.

Source

● In every country of the consortium, the focus group participants are aware of the good
practices for youth inclusion through placemaking.

● CGE (Germany), with its self-experience and focus groups, participants have extensive
knowledge of resources.

● In Spain, the survey participants have important knowledge of good practices,
contributing the information through the survey.

● In Italy, the local key informants have important knowledge of the resources,
contributing the information through preliminary conversations.

4.1.3.2. Weaknesses

From the local map and the comparison with the other collaborative countries, we can
recognize as weaknesses the following facts:

Topics

● All the countries who form the consortium are missing from their resources maps.
These resources contribute to youth inclusion in placemaking through the topic of art.
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● Almost all the countries that form the consortium are missing from their resources
maps, resources that contribute to youth inclusion in placemaking through the topic of
gender and sports.

● CGE (Germany) resources map lacks tools that contribute to the placemaking for youth
inclusion through gender, art, and health topics.

● Urban Foxes and YEU (Belgium) resources map lacks tools that contribute to the
placemaking for youth inclusion through gender, sustainability, education, culture,
sports, and housing.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy), resources map lacks tools that contribute to the placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of culture, sports, art, gender, health, housing, and
sustainability.

● Nabolagshager (Norway) resources map lacks tools that contribute to the placemaking
for youth inclusion through the topics of sports, art, gender, health, and housing.

● Estel (Spain), the resources map lacks tools that contribute to the placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of sports, art, and public space.

● AKNOW (Greece) resources map lacks tools that contribute to the placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of culture, sports, art, education, gender, health,
housing, and sustainability.

Type

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) identified the applications as missing resources for placemaking.
● AKNOW (Greece) identified the studies and documents as missing resources for

placemaking.

Use

● AKNOW (Greece) identified as missing resources for placemaking those used for the
consultation and information of the local community.

● Sguardi Urbani (Italy) identified as missing resources for placemaking those used for the
local community's activation and engagement.
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4.1.3.3. Opportunities

It can be considered an opportunity for the following:

● The app that PM4I will create will be a useful and necessary tool for every consortium
country.

● The interactive map of the PM4I project will be a useful resource for all the consortium
countries, as it will make available resources visible.

● CGE can enrich the project with resources related to participation/activism, public space,
and transversal topics.

○ In Germany, CGE can work to make visible the resources related to placemaking
for youth inclusion through the topics of gender, art and health. .

○ In Germany, CGE can work to communicate the project to the local community
and make them aware of the existing resources.

● Urban Foxes and YEU can enrich the project with resources for the consultation and
information of the local community and bring knowledge on the existing resources such
as the applications.

○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU can work to make visible resources related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of culture, sports, art,
education, gender, housing, and sustainability.

○ In Belgium, Urban Foxes and YEU we can work to communicate the project to
the local community and make them aware of the existing resources.

● Sguardi Urbani can enrich the project with resources related to other topics which are
not mentioned.

○ In Italy, Sguardi Urbani can work to make visible resources related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through the topics of culture, sports, art,
gender, health, housing, and sustainability.

○ In Italy, Sguardi Urbani can work to identify resources for the engagement and
activation of the local community.

● Nabolagshager can enrich the project with knowledge of the existing resources, such as
the applications.

○ In Norway, Nabolagshager can work to make visible resources related to
placemaking for youth inclusion through sports, art, gender, health, and housing.

○ In Norway, Nabolagshager can work to make visible studies related to
placemaking for youth inclusion.
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● Estel can enrich the project with resources related to gender and health and other types
of resources that are not mentioned.

○ In Spain, Estel can work to make visible resources related to placemaking for
youth inclusion through the topics of sports, art, and public space.

○ In Spain, Estel can work to promote the app that PM4I will create and share it
with the local community and stakeholders.

○ In Spain, Estel can work to Identify and make visible the available resources to
the key stakeholders.

● AKNOW (Greece) can work to make visible resources related to placemaking for youth
inclusion through the topics of culture, sports, art, education, gender, health, housing,
and sustainability.

○ Also, make visible the available resources to the key stakeholders and the local
community.

Table 4: T4. Total numbers of the consortium’s Resources Map
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Figure 13: D13. Consortium’s Resources Map
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4.2. Comparative conclusions on the survey results

4.2.1 General Summary

Summary of survey results are the following:

● Number of Youth: 75
● Number of Youth workers: 128
● 123 surveyees identify as females
● 77 surveyees identify as male
● 2 surveyees identify as non-binary
● 1 surveyee preferred not to answer
● Surveyees were of 12-65 years of age

○ 1 out of 128 surveyees were 12-16 of age
○ 9 out of 128 surveyees were 17-18 of age
○ 55 out of 128 surveyees were 19-25 of age
○ 63 out of 128 surveyees were 26-35 of age
○ 51 out of 128 surveyees were 36-45 of age
○ 23 out of 128 surveyees were 46-65 of age

Table 5: T5. Total Surveyees in questionnaire

TOTAL SURVEYEES YOUTH YOUTH WORKER TOTAL

TOTAL ATTEMPTS 96 151 247

TOTAL USABLE 79 130 209

TOTAL USABLE 75 (36.9%) 128 (63.1%) 203
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The information gained through the survey gave good insight into the type of topics within
placemaking that were going well or going poorly. The survey's sample size was sufficient to
extract useful concerns, questions, and resources for the project. Several themes of
placemaking were lacking in awareness, support, funding, and acknowledgment. Many of the
talking points overlapped and related to one another within the topics of social inclusion and
empowerment. In general, it may have been helpful to have more young people take the
survey, as they are the ones the project is attempting to reach and engage with. The survey
was a great start to learning and understanding how information could be extracted from a
large number of people in a short period.

4.2.2 Limitations of Survey
SurveyMonkey was the platform used for the surveys. Although this platform helped create
surveys, some technicalities created difficulties in accessing and obtaining data.

Difficulties included:

● Languages: the survey had to be translated into 8 different languages, which could be
difficult with some questions being lost in translation

● Youth vs. Youth Worker Questions: if a surveyee was neither a youth nor a youth
worker, it was difficult for them to identify themselves and they would feel the need to
restart the survey causing the rest of the questions to be abandoned

● Abandoned surveys: these surveys were seen as started, causing the number of
finished surveys to appear higher than reality

● Accessing Results: due to some abandoned surveys, the results showed surveys that
were partially completed and had to be discarded

● Accessing Analysis: questions on the location of surveyees were “Open Ended,” and
therefore caused difficulties in sorting out surveys by country

4.2.3. Social Inclusion, Empowerment, and Placemaking

The survey results repeated many things in each country's survey results. The survey alone
identified the difficulty of reaching YP because less than 40% of those surveyed were young
people. It is important to learn about the interests of YP in order to engage them in various
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placemaking initiatives. Often, the activities and projects that can be done to increase
awareness and increase the number of youths involved in participation overlap with other
areas, such as social inclusion and empowerment. For one, there was barely any representation
of youth workers that work in the “Art" category. Yet, many young people mentioned art as a
category for their informal or formal group. “Art” is a great category to engage YP because it is
very connected to areas such as culture and cultural diversity and can bring together numerous
other topics that were missing from governmental plans. Many YP and youth workers believe
there are not enough public facilities to engage youth in creative acts that are personal to
them. These results can be used to propose projects that tackle absent programs such as
public facilities, cultural diversity, mental health, participation processes, and the knowledge of
the existence of the programs.

It was interesting to see the relationship between youth and youth workers, as many shared
similar opinions about placemaking within their country. Youth workers were more aware of
the course of programs yet showed the need for more engagement from youths and their
municipality. Most surveyees did not have enough funding or tools to engage in what many
may call “secular” activities. However, through this project, placemaking is vital to emphasise
its implementation's importance on the country's well-being, social empowerment, and
citizens’ rights.
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Figure 14: D14. Global comparison
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4.3. Conclusions on social investigation
To make the concept “Placemaking for Inclusion” easier to follow, this chapter is divided into
three subtopics: Youth social inclusion, Youth Community Empowerment, and Placemaking:
toolbox reflections and community engagement strategies. Each subtopic is analysed by the
definition, local context, and proposed improvements.

4.3.1. Youth social inclusion
Youth social inclusion, as interpreted by the participants in the six counties, is a set of physical
characteristics of space and social values that allows everyone to participate in community
life, paying attention to people’s basic needs.

In all six countries, youth social inclusion is a matter that has to be worked upon profoundly,
focusing on each country's strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities. As can be seen in table
T2, the following topics are those which are troubling the participants in the six countries:

4.3.1.1. Current situation

Relation between young people and youth workers/educators / public administration:
Almost in every country, it has been found that the relationship between YP and youth
workers/educators / public administration has to improve, because, at present, there is lack of
trust and transparency in the communication, which can be a result of the existing gap due to
the lack of skills, or training opportunities.

Public spaces: In that case, they are not referring to the lack of public spaces but to the lack of
public spaces that YP can appropriate, influence, get involved in the decision-making process,
and express their diversity freely.

Approach: The approach of YP and their engagement in the processes of decision-making is
something that has to be tackled. In some cases, the focus of the approach has to change into
an interclass and intercultural approach. In other cases, it has to improve how information
arrives to YP regarding the opportunities of participation, or even improve the approach of
public administration towards YP, taking their opinion seriously. When it comes to the
engagement of YP in Germany, it has been found that it is important to engage some
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volunteers firstly from the community who will engage other young people from the
community, gaining their trust.

Local government: It has been found that local authorities do not include YP from the
beginning in the decision-making process but only in some parts of the process, limiting their
participation. In that case, it must reconsider the power relations regarding inclusion and
decision-making and go towards a model that promotes horizontal processes between local
authorities, youth workers, and YP.

Tools: Regarding the existing tools for youth inclusion, it has been found that they are not
enough, and there is an important lack of tools and resources on a local scale, and for that
reason, we must do further research. But first, we must identify the existing mechanisms of
exclusion (who is excluding, who is excluded, and why) and proceed to create new tools for
inclusion.

Collaboration: It has been found that intersectoral collaboration is missing between
organisations that work on the same topic, educational centres, and public institutions. For the
latter, it is important to highlight that urban departments should collaborate with the
education department for the urban processes and include the youth in the decision-making.

Technology: Regarding technology in some countries, two important facts have been found.
Firstly, YP with fewer opportunities face the fact that they do not have extra time because of
life struggles, and volunteering is a privilege. Not only that, but they fall behind because of a
lack of digital literacy and a lack of computers, laptops, among others. The second challenge is
how augmented reality could be useful in bridging the gap between youth workers and YP by
giving them skills and capacities that could help to bridge the gap and subsequently help YP
struggling with youth unemployment.

Ownership: In placemaking for the youth, inclusion is important to empower the owner of the
projects. In some examples in Spain, it has been found that the more self-managed the
initiative/action is, the better it has worked. For that reason, it is important to engage YP in the
projects from the beginning to increase the sense of ownership and the sustainability and
continuity of the project.

Exclusion: It has been noticed that some social and participative initiatives sometimes end up
becoming exclusive because they are focusing on one collective. In that case, the solution
should not be "public spaces for youngsters" but spaces for integration.
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Pedagogy: There is a need for pedagogical and educational dimensions in participatory
processes and placemaking culture to give action continuity. In some cases, it is proposed that
schools could be an important collaborator, either through placemaking projects on a local
scale or by integrating placemaking into the school curriculum. Moreover, the pedagogy should
focus on the local community, the policymakers, and the local administrations, helping to
evolve the new governance model further.

Funding: This topic is fundamental, in two dimensions. The first one is the lack of funding of
placemaking projects for the youth inclusion. The second dimension is that volunteering is
considered a privilege for the YP with fewer opportunities because of life struggles. For the
latter, in Norway, local authorities create youth summer jobs which on the one hand help youth
to get education, skills and capacities, and on the other, it includes them in the green
development of their city.

4.3.1.2. Proposed improvements

In order to improve the youth social inclusion, the following improvement have been proposed:

Communication: In order to rebuild the trust between youth workers / policy makers / public
administration and the YP are important to focus on three main changes: 1) improve the
communication between them by using the correct communication channels and style, 2)
increase the communication frequency between all stakeholders, and 3) enable spaces of
dialogue through cultural events, or spaces for the exchange of ideas.

Valorization: Valorize youth effort and engagement, by providing them either a physical space
with resources, with school or cultural credits, with youth employment opportunities, with
publicly funding of youth initiatives, or empowering art and culture as transformative tools for
social change.

Diversities: For youth social inclusion, we have to recognize and respect diversities by
reinforcing the accessibility of spaces, tackling all diversities in physical and social
interventions. Furthermore, it is important to empower diversities and youth capacities, as well
as researching and upskilling youth workers regarding diversities.

Engagement: The engagement of YP in decision-making processes has been recognized as a
challenge. To improve it, it is important to use human communication tools to motivate people,

Page | 70



D2.1.: Comparative National Report of
“Placemaking for Inclusion” Framework

(e.g., food), to respect youth tempo by empowering a reliable, slow, consistent, and inclusive
process of work. Moreover, it is important to start the pedagogy early, including placemaking in
the school curriculum, and to provide free seminars to youth workers and youth giving them
the necessary skills.

Collaboration: Youth social inclusion is recognized as a transversal work, which can be positive
both for the knowledge exchange as for bringing together funds and resources. For that
reason, it is important to promote the intersectoral collaboration between different
stakeholders profiles and disciplines, so as to create strong alliances.

Impact: The projects for the youth inclusion should put the care of community and YP in the
centre, and have a positive ending and a social and political impact in order to give continuity to
placemaking projects. Impact is really important for the sustainability of the project, for the
engagement and motivation of youth, and for the recognition of young people as equal
partners in the decision-making.

Youth role: It is important to see young people as equal partners in placemaking projects and
work with them, and for them, since the beginning of the project. Recognizing them as
important partners will motivate them, help to identify the real needs, and give continuity to
the project.
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Figure 15: D15. Conclusions on Youth social inclusion
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4.3.2. Youth community empowerment
Improving the quality of life in public spaces is slowly starting to get on the agenda of the local
and regional policymakers. What seems to be missing at the moment are strategies and
instruments for specifically considering the needs of YP and their special demands on the city.
Youth community empowerment is strictly linked to the opportunity for youngsters to
participate in the city’s political life and to play an active part in decision-making processes,
and in the upskilling of YP and youth workers. In some countries, as in Norway, they try to
foster the youth community empowerment through youth organisations, while, for example,
Spain, a country that has institutionalised participation, tries to foster the youth community
empowerment through projects that derive from the public administration.

In all six countries, youth community empowerment is a matter that has to be worked upon
profoundly, involving all the stakeholders, focusing on the strengths, weaknesses and
opportunities of each country. As it can be seen in the table T3, the following section will
cover the topics are those which are troubling the participants in the six countries.

4.3.2.1. Current situation

Exclusion: It has been found that in many countries, there is youth discrimination from city
planners and public administration towards YP, when it comes to urban decision-making
processes. Local authorities do not have a real interest in the youth community empowerment,
but when they do, they see it only as formal partnership in top-down projects, and not by
giving support to bottom-up initiatives. In the case of Spain, it has been seen that youth
participatory budgeting succeeded in opening a channel of dialogue with YP, experts and
authorities.

Skills, Tools and Instruments: In many countries of the consortium, it has been found out that
youth workers lack tools, skills and instruments to help them, facilitate the inclusion and the
empowerment of young people. These tools and skills are related, on the one hand, to the
know-how and expertise to involve YP with fewer opportunities in these processes, and on the
other, to skills for urban pedagogy, non-formal education and closeness to YP. Regarding the
instruments, they find missing strategies and instruments to make visible the needs of YP and
help them express themselves and their opinions.
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Bottom up: In some countries of the consortium, youth empowerment derives from bottom-up
initiatives, where YP are involved in the urban transformation but not through the classic
planning practices, which in some cases might come from effective collaborations with schools
and youth organisations, as in the case of Norway. In general, not every bottom-up initiative is
effective, putting YP on the community map.

Top down: In some other countries, youth empowerment derives from top-down projects,
where the initiative comes from the public administration. In these cases, YP are discouraged to
participate, either because they have not participated since the beginning of the project, and
they are missing the sense of ownership (as is the case of Germany), or because youth
participation is rarely effective (Italy), or because the socio-economic situation is discouraging
as in Greece. In the case of Spain, youth participatory budgeting is received from the youth as a
positive, good top-down experience.

Funding: The funding is another challenge for the empowerment of youth. The lack of funding
for the participatory processes and the youth initiatives, it’s a reason to demotivate YP. The lack
of funding can be explained by the fact that youth organisations do not collaborate even
though they are working for the same goal, having as a result to fragment the funds, to not
share the knowledge or the resources. In some cases, funding can be directed to a specific
collective, excluding another. In both cases, a better collaboration between the stakeholders,
could bring together funds, knowledge and resources.

Acknowledge: The lack of recognition of youth and youth workers opinions in placemaking
projects from the governmental authorities is one more challenge for youth empowerment. The
fact that policymakers and local authorities do not involve youth from the beginning, and when
they invite them to participate is an activity of mere listening without practical impact in
society, demotivates young people from participating in decision-making processes.

Communication: A constant communication between all stakeholders is really important. In
some countries of the consortium, it has been found that there is poor communication between
local authorities and YP, having as a result that the former ignore the real needs of the latter.
That happens, either because they do not consider them as equal partners or because they do
not use the correct communication channels and styles.
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4.3.2.2. Proposed improvements

Collaboration: It is important to aim for long-term collaborations between project planners,
politics and YP, which would mean a strong change in the way institutions manage
participative processes with youth. In order to do it correctly, it is necessary to recognize their
diversity and their rhythm of life.

Relations: It is important to create a healthy relation between youth workers and youth, and
amongst youth as well. For the former, networking, sustained contact and stable presence with
the youth community, while for the former, it is useful to provide a space where youngsters can
meet and express their opinion in order to have political impact. These spaces for collaboration,
can promote activities for the empowerment of youth and their local communities.

Participation: It is crucial to change the institutional culture of participation, taking serious
consideration proposals and actions carried out by youth. To do it, we have to create more
pedagogical tools that will help youth workers to work with youth in the framework of a
participatory process. Moreover, it is important to adapt the participatory processes to the
different rhythms of life, and not to the administrative calendar. Regarding YP, it is important to
understand better the power of community, and that could happen for example with youth
mobilities.

Knowledge: It is important to research more on the empowerment of YP with fewer
opportunities in order to gain more knowledge and know-how. That will help to create live,
progressive, self-managed, open tools and processes which local communities can appropriate,
helping communities and youngster's upskilling.

Awareness: Local awareness and social media campaigns must be made to increase visibility
of youth empowerment, placemaking and youth needs. The communication must happen in a
pedagogical, visual, clear, and accessible way using the correct channel.

Funding: It is necessary to achieve bottom-up and middle out design projects with funding and
long-term sustainability in order to have a successful youth empowerment that will have
continuity.

Impact: It is important to have a visible impact on the YP's projects, in order to increase the
sense of ownership, and the sense of empowerment. That can happen, for example, by
physically building something collectively for the community.
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Figure 16: D16. Conclusions on Youth Community Empowerment
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4.3.3. Placemaking: toolbox reflections and community engagement
strategies
Placemaking is not a very well known term, in any of the consortium countries. Organisations,
YP or public administrations still need to develop and implement projects or activities similar
to placemaking. Furthermore, because of language barriers, and the fact that it is a new term,
people in countries in which English is not a native language, are not used to the term. In fact,
during the meetings, some participants realised - to their surprise - that they are doing
Placemaking. That concept is related to architects and activists. Having that in mind, the
participants in the six countries defined Placemaking in the following manner:

“Placemaking is a transgenerational group process of creation, co-design and activation of
practices aimed at: give power to the community for the re-appropriation, re-signification,
construction and care of community spaces. Placemaking offers the opportunity to develop
skills, create shared meanings and spaces, which increase the sense and value of community
by allowing new forms of expression and sharing to be experimented with, consequently
offering the possibility of modifying/changing one's point of view. It is also emphasised that
placemaking is a process of co-design, aiming not so much at the construction but at the
deconstruction of the real, in order to enable a 'regeneration' of the place and the community
that lives there. Placemaking is a way to actively involve young people and their concerns in
urban planning, promote social inclusion, and have active citizens, civil societies and local
actors’ activation. ”

In all six countries, as placemaking is a new term with potential for the activation of local
communities and YP, it has to be worked upon profoundly involving all the stakeholders,
focusing on the strengths, weaknesses and opportunities of each country. As it can be seen in
the table T4, the topics addressed in the following section are those which the participants in
the six countries diagnose.

4.3.3.1. Current situation

Interest: Placemaking is an opportunity to create safe spaces of interculturality, exchange,
information and learning for the youth and with the youth. Therefore, it is important to arouse
their interest in making the city or the rural areas a topic. In the consortium countries, it has
been found that there exist attitudes and projects that could be considered as placemaking in
urban or rural areas. The local good practices map has collected these experiences, which can
be used to foment the interest of YP.
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Responsibility: It has been found that decision-making processes and social and urban
transformation initiatives do not treat youth as equal partners in city making. In many cases,
administration partially incorporates youth' opinion in these processes, resulting in YP not
feeling empowered nor having the sense of ownership. For that reason, it is important to give
responsibilities to YP to shape their city, ensuring the self-management, autonomy, and
diversity of uses and users. In order to have a successful placemaking project, it is important to
ensure that principles and values that youth define at the beginning, are respected, increasing
the quality and livability of the project.

Pedagogy: There is a lack of urban pedagogy in schools. With urban pedagogy, YP could learn
from an early stage the potentialities they have to shape their city and resignificate the spaces
and themselves. Through the pedagogy and the placemaking projects, spaces of dialogues and
communication can be established, creating networks of capacities and knowledge.

Competences: There is a lack of competences in politics, administration and YP. Placemaking
projects on the one hand can enable youth to be creative, develop skills, and co-create a space,
and on the other, to have a pedagogical impact both for the process and the results.

Local scale: In neighbourhood scale, local initiatives are found to be more successful. It is
important to start with small-scale projects, to understand the dynamics and the potentiality,
and have a visible impact. A good way to increase community potential is to hybridise public
space with equipment.

New governance: Placemaking, by giving power to the community, enables a new governance
model. Administrations should be adapted to the new forms of governance, and not only
through listening to young people but treating them as equal partners.

4.3.3.2. Proposed improvements

Placemaking: Since placemaking is a new concept it is important, on the one hand, to give
support and visibilization of existing placemaking projects, and on the other hand, to identify
elements or spaces that facilitate the creation of young initiatives and local governance to give
them a boost, and turn them into a community reference. Furthermore, local authorities can
facilitate resources such as buildings and public spaces that youth can appropriate through art
and culture.
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Dialogue: In order to have placemaking for inclusion it is important to facilitate the dialogue
between people, organisations and institutions by creating safe spaces that will make visible
the diversity and the correct figures that will facilitate that dialogue.

Pedagogy: The culture of participation must be promoted through school or an awareness
campaign about the benefit of placemaking and transversal collaboration.

Tools and instruments: Create tools of valorization with internal or external motivational tools
to ensure positive impact in the local communities. Also create instruments and regulations for
involving YP in the decision-making and protecting their opinion.

Impact: Give institutional feedback to youth actions, opinions and mobilisation to ensure the
continuity of the placemaking projects.
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Figure 17: D17. Conclusions on Placemaking
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4.4. Conclusions on competences

The D2.1: Comparative National Report had as a goal to understand the state of the art in each
country regarding the placemaking concept and existing initiatives. Thus, this document was
explored in two scales -the local and the transnational.

In the local area, we diagnosed how the situation is regarding youth social inclusion, youth
community empowerment, and placemaking. To better understand each country’s reality, we
mapped each country's stakeholders, making their work visible. We found good practices in the
topic and the available resources. This diagnosis of the situation helped each partner
understand the lacking competences in each country, proposing an area of competences that
could be worked on during this project with the consortium.

At the transnational level, we did a comparative analysis of the local results to better
understand the consortium's strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities to achieve a healthy
and creative collaboration, learning from each other.

This last chapter wants to support the development of the Placemaking Competence
Framework, which will identify the main skills, competences and attitudes to be learnt by
young people and youth workers to promote competences related to Placemaking with joint
recommendations on European level cooperation.

Thus, the conclusions will feed the D2.2.: Placemaking for Inclusion Competences Framework
with Ecosystem of Open Badges which we will be working on during the project.

In all six countries, placemaking for inclusion is an opportunity to empower youth and
competencies in decision-making. To achieve it, we recognised the lacking competences and
we proposed competencies that we would like to work on during the project. As it can be seen
in table T5, the competences in the following chapter have been emphasised as the most
important in the six countries.

4.4.1. Lacking competences
Tools, Skills, Policies: There needs to be more tools and third spaces to facilitate the
involvement of young people in decision-making processes. These tools (technological or not),
competences, spaces, and knowledge (methods, proper training) are useful for educators to
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guide yYP in participatory initiatives. Regarding the lacking policies, in many of the
consortium’s countries, there is no legislation to protect YP’s opinions or instruments that can
empower them to self-manage or take initiatives in public space.

Youth involvement: A successful participation of YP in urban development requires the
involvement of a diversity of partners (schools, institutions). Applied methods and more
engaging and fun workshops to attract youth, such as outdoor and group/collaborative
activities, need to be added. Moreover, it has been noticed that communication channels need
to be used correctly, and they exclude the youth from the message.

Public administration: Local authorities must involve YP in urban development and planning.
Some of the consortium’s countries do it but in a top-down way. The institutionalised
participatory projects are not sustainable, and neither empower the ownership.

Cooperation: There needs to be more cross-departmental collaboration and the need to build
interdisciplinary capabilities. Furthermore, "bridges" like urbanists, technical figures are
required to facilitate the dialogue between the administration and the local community.

Funding: The need for more cooperation between stakeholders and the ignorance of the
projects they run. As a result, the fragmentation of the financing and limitations might occur.
Thus, collaboration with independent organisations and associations can help the youth
projects funding empowering them.

Culture: It has been found that there is a lack of participatory culture, so urban pedagogy is
important from the early stages. Also, in some cases, it was noticed that there is a lack of
young women and teenage girls from the urban dialogue because of the lack of security in
public spaces, and the lack of sense of ownership.
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4.4.2. Proposed area of competences
Tools: Create methods, projects, vessels, and spaces to engage people in a fun way, using
do-it-yourself and active experimentation through the learning-by-doing methodologies.
Create a common platform for creating collaboration opportunities and increasing digital
competencies. Create open and self-managed tools and processes that the local community
can use on every scale. Propose legislative documents at the local level that will facilitate the
use of public space for young people.

Communication: Communication is a cross-cutting issue that plays an important role in
projects (internal and external). It should be done in a pedagogical, visual, clear, and accessible
way (i.e., raise awareness campaigns). It is important to train and give skills to professionals to
engage youth in the process, facilitate the dialogue between them and them, and make
tangible things and their impact visible.

Cooperation: Promote cross-departmental cooperation through transversal projects to create
strong alliances with other organisations and institutions. Also, public administration should be
more engaged in offering resources as meeting spaces for dialogue and exchange of ideas
between all stakeholders on an equal basis.

Expected results: Define the actors, the goals, the scale, and the expectation of participation
since the beginning with the local community and ensure that everyone agrees with that. This
process can be open to innovative experimentation in the institutions. Furthermore, a constant
evaluation of the youth projects should be done to ensure the impact of the youth projects has
continuity.

Values: Youth workers should be reliable, appreciate and acknowledge the effort of youth
without underestimating their knowledge and ensure the agreed values and attitudes at any
moment.
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Figure 18: D18. Conclusions on Competences
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