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1 Case study Germany — The Netherlands

1.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme Germany-Netherlands within the ESPON TIA CBC project. As
this TIA was conducted as a pilot testing a previously developed methodology, the purpose of
the report is threefold:

¢ Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment

¢ Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme

e Comment on the methodology applied and its upscalabilty to other programmes
For policymakers, an executive summary (section 1.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 4 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 1.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment

(section 1.5).

This report is produced for a pilot case study within the ESPON TIA CBC project, therefore
the methodology applied will be subject to changes based on the experiences gathered within
the case study. Section 1.6 acts as the commentary part, where experiences and suggestions
for the further methodological development are recorded. Furthermore, the project shall serve
as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indicators used and gathered to conduct

a territorial impact assessment.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
Germany-Netherlands CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases various steps
on expert knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure sound and
well justified results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating experts is

inherent to the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

1.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme:  Germany-Netherlands

Version: Interreg V-A
First year: 2014
Last year: 2023

The results are based on the methodology of the ESPON TIA CBC project, which combines
both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments to produce evidence of the territori-
al distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two expert workshops have been held on
the 9" and 27t of November 2018 in Kleve. The input gathered from expert discussions held
in these workshops have been translated into the present report by the authors from Maas-

tricht University and blue! Advancing European Projects/Munich.
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Despite the heterogeneous nature of the programming area, there were some general socio-
economic developments between 2013 and 2017 in the programme area:

e an improved labour market,

e increased economic growth,

e an increase in the employment of persons with higher education, scientists and engi-

neers

e more overnight stays.
According to the debate on appropriate socio-economic quantitative indicators in Workshop 1
of the case study, the experts agreed that for them it was not possible to assess the net im-
pact of the programme on these general socio-economic developments. The tested indicators
were on employment, employment of persons with higher education, employment of scientist
and engineers, economic growth, population, overnight stays and the performance of regions

in the framework of the Regional Competitiveness Index.

There are some reasons why this has been explicitly difficult for the “Netherlands-Germany”
programme. In the first place, the programme area is exceptional big with respect to popula-
tion (more than 12 Million) and economic activities. The investment of the INTERREG pro-
gramme is in this respect rather marginal. Experts questioned in general that the investments
are significant enough to create impacts that can be shown with respect to employment, GDP,
general competitiveness or innovation. The second reason is the lack of specific data (on the
NUTS 3 level) related to the two priority axis “innovation” and “socio-cultural and territorial
cohesion of the programme area”. Even the more elaborate set of indicators that are behind
the EU Regional Innovation Scoreboard has been not appropriate to make an assessment in
how far the programme has an effect on the — in this case — partly negative data. For the sec-
ond priority axis (reduction of the barrier effect of the border of the for citizens and institu-
tions”) of the programme, socio-economic indicators are not helpful since they do not refer to
a impacts on the quality of cross-border cooperation or the broader effects on barrier effects

of the border for citizens and companies..

Against this background, the following results have been mainly based on qualitative data
(produced by expert judgements) and on expert judgments on the specific impact of the pro-
gramme per indicator (the scores range from “no impact” 0, to : high impact: 2). Due to the
compilation of the expert group, a full-fledge sub-regional assessments was not feasible.
There were cautious sub-regional assessments made for instance in the field of languages,

distinguishing between the German and the Dutch part of the programme area.

Main findings related to effects on the socio-economic dimension:

e The impact of the programme on the sensitization of companies with respect to product
and process innovation was assessed as high (with a score of 1.67). With respect to
COz2 technologies a bit lower with 1.33.

e The impact on shared cross-border research is regarded as average (score 1),

e On patent application is also described as above average (1.33)
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The

impact on energy/CO: related infrastructure projects is also stated as above average

(1.33).

The main findings with respect to the cross-border cohesion were the following:

The experts noted an impact or high impact of the programme with respect to the coop-
eration of municipalities, employment services and cultural organisations (1.33-1.67) and
an impact on educational organisations (1-1.33)

the impact of the programme was stated but with lower scores in relation to tax authori-
ties (0.67-1), police forces (1) and disaster management (1). There was “no impact” ex-
perienced of the programme on the cooperation of transport organisation which was ex-
plained by experts with the fact that transport has been not a focus of the programme.
The experts assessed the impact of the programme on the cross-border governance sit-
uation with a score of 1.33 (above average). The influence on the functioning of the
Euregions was assessed with the same score 1.33.

Main findings with respect to aspects of European Integration:

The

The experts expressed difficulties to assess the impact of the programme on existing bu-
reaucratic cross-border obstacles of citizens and companies,

Concerning obstacles with respect to taxes and social security, the impact is regarded
as low (below 1), or not possible to be assessed since the developments were driven by
national agendas and not by developments in the border region.

The score of the impact on cross-border mobility of citizens and companies (accessibility
rail, road, air) was also lower than in other fields (0.33). However, experts stated that the
impact of the programme in this field is very divers in the sub-regions.

There are divers scores with respect to the impact on the mind-set of citizens and com-
panies (attitudes towards cross-border institutions, the neighbouring regions, the EU and
INTERREG).

The experts gave a slightly higher score for the influence on citizens than on companies
with respect to cross-border institutions and EU programmes. The impact on the mindset
vis-a-vis the EU and the neighbouring region has been assessed the same for citizens
and companies. The score for the impact on different aspects of cross-border education
(especially the neighbouring langue) is higher for the situation in NL than in DE.

INTERREG Germany-Netherlands programme excellently meets its own performance

objectives according to internal figures. The above described qualitative expert assessment

has been divers but overall positive with respect to the impact on specific developments in the

programme area. However, there is a difficulty with respect to the assessment of quantitative

result indicators and data
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1.3 Initial programme assessment findings

1.3.1 Context and programme area description

As shown in the maps below, the programme area covers more than half of the territory of the

Netherlands (hereinafter “NL”) and parts of western Germany (“DE”).

Map 1.1: The Programme Area
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Source: https://www.deutschland-nederland.eu/

These are regions of the Dutch provinces Friesland, Groningen, Drenthe, Flevoland, Overijs-

sel, Gelderland, Noord-Brabant and Limburg. In Germany, parts of the two Bundeslander

Niedersachsen and Nordrhein-Westfalen (NRW) are covered, namely the regions Weser-Ems

(Niedersachsen), Dusseldorf and Munster (Regierungsbezirke in NRW). The programme area

stretches from the cost of the North Sea down to the area of the Niederrhein (Lower Rhine). It

covers around 460 km along the border line with a population of more than 12 million people.

The programme allows for the involvement of stakeholders from outside the programme area.

The programme area consists of the following NUTS 3 regions:
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Table 1.1: The NUTS 3 regions of the Programme Area

Germany

The Netherlands

DE941 Stadt Delmenhorst

DE942 Emden, Kreisfreie Stadt

DE943 Stadt Oldenburg

DE944 Osnabriick, Kreisfreie Stadt
DE945 Stadt Wilhelmshaven

DE946 Ammerland

DE947 Aurich, DE948 Cloppenburg
DE949 Emsland, DE94A Friesland (D)
DE94B Grafschaft Bentheim,

DE94C Leer, DE94D Landkreis Oldenburg
DE94E Osnabriick, Landkreis

DE94F Landkreis Vechta, DE94G Landkreis Wesermarsch
DE94H Wittmund, DEA11Stadt Disseldorf
DEA12 Duisburg, Kreisfreie Stadt

DEA14 Krefeld, Kreisfreie Stadt

DEA15 Moénchengladbach, Kreisfr. Stadt
DEA1B Kleve

DEA1D Rhein-Kreis Neuss

DEAL1E Viersen

DEA1F Wesel

DEA33 Miinster, Kreisfreie Stadt

DEA34 Borken, DEA35 Coesfeld

DEA37 Steinfurt, DEA38 Warendorf

NL111 Oost-Groningen
NL112 Delfzijl en omgeving
NL113 Overig Groningen
NL121 Noord-Friesland
NL122 Zuidwest-Friesland
NL123 Zuidoost-Friesland
NL131 Noord-Drenthe
NL132 Zuidoost-Drenthe
NL133 Zuidwest-Drenthe
NL211Noord-Overijssel
NL212 Zuidwest-Overijssel
NL213 Twente

NL221 Veluwe

NL224 Zuidwest-Gelderland
NL225 Achterhoek

NL226 Arnhem/Nijmegen
NL230 Flevoland

NL413 Noordoost-Noord-Brabant
NL414 Zuidoost Noord-Brabant
NL421 Noord-Limburg
NL422 Midden-Limburg

Own compilation

The programme area is heterogeneous in geographical sense, comprising rural areas in the
coastal regions in Germany and the Netherlands as well as urban areas at e.g. the rivers
Waal (Nijmegen, Arnhem) and Rhine (Duisburg, Dusseldorf). As shown in the following chap-
ter on specific indicators, there are significant differences in the development of the popula-
tion density. There are regions with growing and declining population within the last couple of
years. Compared to other EU territories, the economic situation of the NUTS 2 regions of the
programme area is however relatively homogeneous. Economic growth is higher, unemploy-
ment is lower, investments in research and development are higher than the EU average. The
individual positions of the regions in the framework of the regional competiveness index are
an indication of the rather positive economic situation of the territory. According to the Euro-
pean Commission, regional competitiveness is the ability of a region to offer an attractive and
sustainable environment for firms and residents to live and work. Launched in 2010 and pub-
lished every three years, the Regional Competitiveness Index (RCI) allows regions to monitor
and assess their development over time and in comparison with other regions. The following

map refers to the 2016 edition.?

1 The index has been published on the homepage of the European Commission,
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/regional_competitiveness/#3
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Map 1.2: The Programme Area in the context of the EU Regional Competitiveness Index
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The NUTS 2 regions in the programme area are all scoring above the EU average. In other
terms, the programme area is characterized by regions offering a more attractive and sus-

tainable environment for firms and residents to live and work than the average EU region.

One of the two priority axes of the German-Dutch programme is business innovation. The
“Innovation scoreboard” of the European Commission gives an indication of the position of the
Dutch-German regions in the programme area. The Regional Innovation Scoreboard (RIS) is
a regional extension of the European Innovation Scoreboard, assessing the innovation per-

formance of European regions on a limited number of indicators.

Given the data from the 2017 Regional Innovation Scoreboard, some NUTS 2 regions of the
programme area feature among innovation leaders, while others belong to the category of

strong innovators.
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Map 1.3: The 2017 Regional Innovation Scoreboard?
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This indicates that according to the indicators and definitions of the Innovation Scoreboard the
regions in the programme area® are (except two) above EU average when it comes to innova-
tion. Whereas the relative performance of all regions has been improving from 2011 to 2013,
the picture in the period 2013-2017 is very different. However, this refers to the situation at
the start of the programme since most of the data is from 2014. In this sense, it is not possible

with respect to the available data to make qualified judgements on the development with re-

2 See homepage of the European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/growth/sites/growth/files/
infographic-regional-innovation-scoreboard-2017-full-size.png

3 If referring to NUTS 2 regions of the Programme area, it has to be said that parts of Noord-Brabant
and Limburg do not belong to the programme area. The same is true for the German districts of Miinster
and Dusseldorf. However, many data are only available at NUTS 2 and the geographical mismatch is
rather limited, therefore we consider NUTS 2 data as meaningful.
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spect to the years 2014-2018. To some extend is the title Regional Innovation Scoreboard

2017 misleading and leads to wrong expectations.

Table 1.2: NUTS 2 Regions and Innovation

Regional Innovation Scoreboard 2017 - Relative performance to EU in "2011”

Corrected version of 21 September 2018. RII2009 RIT2011 RIT2013 RII2015 RII2017

EU28 EU28 97,3 100,0 101,5 101,9 102,6
DE94 Weser-Ems 99,1 99,5 102,7 94,3 95,6
DEA1 Disseldorf 111,0 117,7 121,8 114,2 110,4
DEA3 Minster 106,9 112,3 117,3 117,8 111,1
NL11 Groningen 109,8 115,7 126,9 121,9 128,3
NL12 Friesland 92,3 90,8 106,7 103,0 97,5
NL13 Drenthe 86,9 89,3 104,0 107,6 109,0
NL21 Overijssel 105,8 110,2 122,9 122,6 121,1
NL22 Gelderland 114,3 116,4 130,7 128,9 129,4
NL23 Flevoland 107,9 105,6 117,4 116,5 112,5
NL41 Noord-Brabant 126,0 126,7 137,0 137,2 133,7
NL42 Limburg 115,4 117,0 130,1 126,2 127,3

Overlapping areas: overlapping INTERREG eligibility

In the Netherlands, the programme is only one out of three INTERREG Programmes. The
INTERREG Programme Meuse-Rhine is located at the very south-east of the country with
parts of the Dutch Province of Limburg. The programme Flanders-The Netherlands covers
Dutch and Flemish regions at the border of Belgium and the Netherlands including the prov-
inces Noord-Brabant and Limburg. This means that some Dutch regions are part of different
programmes at the same time, namely certain parts of Limburg and Noord-Brabant. In this
sense, one should be careful when assessing potential impacts of INTERREG funded activi-
ties, as it is tricky to measure the effects of one programme separately from the effects of
other programmes. Another difficulty is the possibility to involve project partners from outside
the programme area. In this respect money is also spent outside the regions under scrutiny.
On the other hand, private or public bodies can also benefit from other INTERREG pro-
grammes. This could be other INTERREG A, B or C programmes. For instance, the INTER-
REG B Programme North-West Europe has also a focus on low carbon economy and CO:
emission reduction. This is as well a focus of the Germany-Netherlands Programme V A, with
parts of the Netherlands and North Rhine Westphalia regions being eligible for this pro-
gramme. The same applies to the INTERREG B North Sea Region, where territories of Nie-
dersachsen and the North of the Netherlands are eligible and overlapping with the pro-

gramme are under scrutiny.

There is no overlap of INTERREG Programmes with German participation due to the separa-
tion of eligible Regierungsbezirke at the border with the Dutch Province of Limburg. Only
parts of the territory of the Regierungsbezirk Kéln belong to the Programme Meuse-Rhine, the

Regierungsbezirk Dusseldorf and Minster to the Programme Germany-Netherlands.
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Map 1.4: Other INTERREG Programmes at the German Border

/\

Source: interreg.de

Other EU and national funds

The budget of INTERREG V A under the Germany-Netherlands programme is distributed by
the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). Besides, there are various other funding
programmes in Germany and the Netherlands which are also financed by the ERDF. For
instance, the Netherlands is divided into four geographical areas with their own ERDF pro-
grammes. Especially the geographical areas east and north are very much overlapping with
the German-Dutch programme area.* Funding priorities for instance of the OP North Nether-
lands are research and innovation intensity in SMEs and the development and testing of in-
novative low-carbon technology prototypes.® The same is true for the Operational Programme
East Netherlands.® The ERDF Operational Programme of the Land NRW has formulated simi-
lar priorities: Strengthening of research, technological development and innovation, enhanc-
ing the competitiveness of SMEs, support for the efforts for a reduction of CO2 emissions.”
Also the priorities of the ERDF/ESF Operational Programme of the Land Niedersachsen are

4 The four Operational Programmes are described in detail on the homepage of DG Regio.
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/nl/atlas/programmes?search=1&keywords=erdf&periodld=3&countr
yCode=NL&regionld=ALL&objectiveld=ALL&tObjectiveld=ALL

5 See the description of the Programme under:
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2014-2020/netherlands/2014nl16rfop001.

6 See: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2014-
2020/netherlands/2014nl16rfop004.

7 See: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2014-2020/germany/2014de16rfop009.
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very similar. The first three priorities are: promotion of innovation, promote the competitive-

ness of SMEs, reduction of CO2 emissions.8

Governance and cooperation structures
Some CBC programme areas are related to the geographical map of one specific cross-
border entity (Euregion, Euro District, etc.). Other CBC programmes (e.g. the Germany-
Netherlands Programme) cover the territory of a number of cross-border entities. This is a
very important characteristic of the German-Dutch INTERREG programme. There are four
comparatively old Euregional entities called Euregios (Euregions). The four Euregions are
separately established as a German —Dutch Zweckverband, according to the Treaty of Anholt.
The Euregios of the programme territory are

e The Ems-Dollart Region

e The Euregio (Gronau)

e The Euregio Rhine Waal

e The Euregio Rhine-Meuse-North
In an ITEM study® on the management differences of the Interreg Programmes with Dutch
participation in 2016, the following description was formulated for the Germany-Netherlands
Programme. “Since the start of INTERREG Il A in 2000, the three German- Dutch pro-
gramme regions, the EUREGIO, the Rhine-Waal Euregio and the Rhine-Meuse-North Eure-
gio, have been working together in a common programme region. Under INTERREG IV A
(2007-13), this region was extended even further as the Ems-Dollart Euregio was added (...).
Under INTERREG V A, these four Euregios still cooperate in the joint German-Dutch INTER-
REG V A programme, with a common INTERREG Secretariat that supports a joint Monitoring
Committee regarding programme approvals and progress.” The rather stable organisational
history of the programme management is an essential feature of the programme with regional
steering committees that take decisions on programme funding on behalf of the Monitoring
Committee. For some types of projects, there are regional indicative budgets per steering
committee. Moreover, this allocation of tasks is embedded into a well-established cross-
border governance structure. This is a unique feature with respect to the history, capacity and
experience of cross-border cooperation. The Euregio (Gronau) was for instance one of the
first Euregional organisations of the EU. At the end of 2018, the Euregion celebrated its 60"
anniversary. The other Euregions were established around 40 years ago. The Euregions are
characterised by a strong ownership of municipal stakeholders. There are different institution-

al settings and working groups coordinating policies also beyond INTERREG.

8 See: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/atlas/programmes/2014-
2020/germany/2014de16m20p001.

9 Van der Giessen, Mariska, 2016, ITEM Cross-border impact assessment 2016 — Dossier 3: Cross-
border cooperation: A study of INTERREG programmes in the Dutch border regions.
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Still, the Eurregions are very visible in the Programme reports since they are themselves lead
partners or partners in INTERREG projects.’? This is a second interesting characteristic of the
programme. Cross-border entities with significant experience in managing cross-border pro-
jects play a key role both in the support of the project management and as partners to single

projects.

1.3.2 Programme framework characterisation

Programme Intervention Logic

During the past few decades, the INTERREG Deutschland-Nederland programme has gained
long standing experiences with cross-border cooperation. The area itself has evolved to a
comparatively wealthy region within the EU according to general indicators as GDP per capita
and unemployment rates. Against this background, the programme seeks to activate and

broaden existing cross-border networks and to advance successful projects.
Official Description of the focus of the Programme:

“The program focuses on two priorities: firstly, on the strengthening of the region’s competi-
tiveness through smart growth, in particular supporting the transition to a low-carbon econo-
my; and secondly, on further strengthening the socio-cultural and territorial cohesion of the

border region by facilitating cooperation between citizens, companies and institutions.

The central targets of the programme are to increase the rate of SME-innovation by 2%-
points by supporting some 4,000 enterprises, to intensify the cross-border links and interac-
tions, and to further improve the positive attitudes towards the neighbour country and to help

citizens of the region to see the border as an opportunity instead of an obstacle.”
Source: European Commission!!

More specifically, the following needs have been identified by the programme??:

¢ the cross-border SME economy needs to be strengthened

o weak relationship between educational/research institutions and companies

o few cross-border cooperations/activities between SME (restrained internationalisation)
e restrained competences within SME, lack of specialised workforce

e innovation in low-carbon technologies needs to be promoted
¢ finding solutions in view of climate change and energy transition
¢ improvement of the air quality, especially concerning fine dust and NO2

¢ the socio-cultural and territorial cohesion of the programme area needs to be reinforced
¢ the Dutch-German border is still an obstacle with regard to the aims of the programme

10 van der Giessen, Mariska : Cross-border cooperation: A study of INTERREG programmes in the
Dutch border regions, Dossier 3 of the ITEM Cross-Border Impact Assessment 2016.
https://www.maastrichtuniversity.nl/sites/default/files/dossier3_en_cross_border_cooperation_a_study o
f_interreg_programmes_in_the_dutch_border_regions.pdf

11 https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/EN/atlas/programmes/2014-2020/europe/2014tc16rfcb023

12 “Kooperationsprogramm Interreg Deutschland-Nederland 2014-2020”, p. 4-5,
https://www.deutschland-nederland.eu/dokumente-und-downloads/

ESPON 2020 11


https://www.maastrichtuniversity.nl/sites/default/files/dossier3_en_cross_border_cooperation_a_study_of_interreg_programmes_in_the_dutch_border_regions.pdf
https://www.maastrichtuniversity.nl/sites/default/files/dossier3_en_cross_border_cooperation_a_study_of_interreg_programmes_in_the_dutch_border_regions.pdf
https://www.deutschland-nederland.eu/dokumente-und-downloads/

¢ increasing cross-border cohesion will help to strengthen economic and other fields of cooperation

The programme’s specific objectives (SO) try to meet these challenges through

e the promotion of cross-border research & innovation as well as product & process inno-
vation in SME -> SO 1: “Strengthening product and process innovation in sectors rele-
vant to the border region”

¢ the promotion of innovation in the field of low-carbon technologies -> SO2: “Strengthen-
ing product and process innovation in low-carbon technologies”

¢ the strengthening of social-cultural and territorial cohesion of the programme area ->
S03: “Reduction of the “barrier effect” of the border in the eyes of citizens and institu-
tions”

In particular, the SOs target small and medium-sized enterprises, which are considered as

crucial economic engine. Additionally, the programme focuses on the following sectors:

agro-business/food

health & life sciences

high tech systems & materials
logistics, energy/COz-reduction

(Background to the programme’s needs and objectives are the Europe-2020 strategy, a stra-
tegic analysis based on country-specific recommendations of the European Commission as

well as Smart Specialisation Strategies with regard to regional and national needs.)®

Specification of the programme’s specific objectives

The above mentioned three specific objectives (SO) are assigned to two corresponding priori-
ty axes (PA). With regard to the first PA, the programme chose two thematic objectives (TO)
with corresponding Investment Priorities (IP). SO1 and SO2 were assigned to PALl. With re-
gard to the second PA, the programme chose one TO with one corresponding IP. SO3 was

assigned to PA2.

The restriction to three SOs, covering a broad range of topics, allows for an easy allocation of
diverse projects.

Table 1.3: Overview of the Priority Axes

PA 1: Strengthening cross-border innovation in the  PA 2: Socio-cultural and territorial cohesion of

programme area the programme area

TO1: Strengthening re- TO4: Supporting the TO11: Enhancing institutional capacity of public

search, technological de- shift towards a low- authorities and stakeholders and efficient public

velopment and innovation carbon economy in all administration through actions to strengthen the
sectors institutional capacity and the efficiency of public

administrations and public services

IP1 b) Promoting business IP4 f) Promoting re- IP: Promoting legal and administrative coopera-

investment in R&I, devel- search and innovation tion and cooperation between citizens and insti-

oping links and synergies  in, and adoption of, tutions

between enterprises, re- low-carbon technologies

search and development
centres and the higher
education sector

13 “Kooperationsprogramm Interreg Deutschland-Nederland 2014-2020”, pp.6, pp. 11,
https://www.deutschland-nederland.eu/dokumente-und-downloads/
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PA 1: Strengthening cross-border innovation in the  PA 2: Socio-cultural and territorial cohesion of

programme area the programme area

SO1: Strengthening prod- SO2: Strengthening SO3: Reduction of the “barrier effect” of the
uct and process innovation product and process border in the eyes of citizens and institutions
in sectors relevant to the innovation in low-

border region carbon technologies

e Priority Axis 1: Strengthening cross-border innovation in the programme area

Total Budget of PAL: € 271,478,738.00
Priority Axis 1 includes SO1 and SO2.

e Overview SO1: Strengthening product and process innovation in sectors relevant to the
border region

One important goal of the programme is to strengthen SME, considering them as a crucial
engine for the regional economy. However, according to the cooperation programme there is
a lack of interaction between SME as well as between SME and educational/research institu-
tions and a lack of specialised workforce within SME. Against this backdrop, INTERREG pro-
jects within the first SO are expected to promote research and innovation and to strengthen
the interaction between educational/research institutions and SME. Furthermore, the pro-
gramme seeks to sensitize SME for the potential of new technologies and to therefore in-
crease product and process innovation and specialisation within these companies. As a re-
sult, intensified cross-border research and knowledge transfer should lead to increased com-
petitiveness of the border region as well as a rise of competences within SME and other sup-
ported institutions. Additionally, the promotion of a closer cross-border network between
Dutch and German SME is expected to lead to increased common business activities and

economic growth.

e PAL: Strengthening cross-border innovation in the programme area

e TOL1: Strengthening research, technological development and innovation

e |P 1 (b) promoting business investment in R&l, developing links and synergies between
enterprises, research and development centres and the higher education sector,
in particular promoting investment in product and service development, technology
transfer, social innovation, eco-innovation, public service applications, demand stimula-
tion, networking, clusters and open innovation through smart specialisation, and support-
ing technological and applied research, pilot lines, early product validation ac-
tions, advanced manufacturing capabilities and first production, in particular in key ena-
bling technologies and diffusion of general purpose technologies

Brief justification for SO1.:

o cf. EU 2020 priority “intelligent growth”

e Itis necessary to create more and better cross-border networks and clusters, to advance
cross-border knowledge and product valorisation and to commonly undertake research
in order to meet the innovation goals set in the GSR and in the country-specific recom-
mendations

e It is crucial that the existing innovation and internationalization potential of SME is
strengthened in order to boost cross-border networks between SME
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e Human Capital is a crucial factor for the promotion of innovation; with regard to the lack
of specialized workforce innovation and labour market strategies should be harmonised
across the border

Main change sought:

¢ increase research and innovation
e increase product and process innovation within SME
¢ internationalisation of SME

Activities undertaken:

¢ strengthen research/educational institutions

e promote product and process innovation within SME

¢ strengthen network between SME and R&l institutions (knowledge & technology transfer)
These activities concern the above mentioned sectors relevant to the border region. Within
this SO, the programme has set measures across sectors as well as specific measures per

sector (see cooperation programme p. 29-32).

Beneficiaries:

e Technology and innovation start-up-centers

e companies (especially SME and their potential employees)

¢ local and regional institutions and public authorities (e.g. business development agen-
cies, chambers of industry and commerce, chambers of crafts)

e universities, universities of applied sciences, research institutions and institutions which
support technological transfer

¢ educational institutions and providers of qualification trainings

Funding: € 211,478,738.00

e Overview SO2: Strengthening product and process innovation in low-carbon technologies

Secondly, the programme regards climate change and energy transition as a pivotal topic for
our society in general and therefore also for the border region. Thus, the second SO concen-
trates on the promotion of low-carbon technologies in the context of cross-border cooperation.
This target is pursued through the promotion of innovation and the sensitisation of SME for
the potential of technologies in the field of sustainability. The programme is expected to yield
a reduction of CO2 emissions and other polluting emissions in the programme area as well as
an intensified use of low carbon technologies and alternative energy sources. Other expected
results are similar to those of SO1, including increased competitiveness, specialisation and
better cross-border network between SME and other institutions — in this case however with a

focus on low carbon technologies.

e PAI: Strengthening cross-border innovation in the programme area
e TO4: supporting the shift towards a low-carbon economy in all sectors by
e |IP 4 (f) promoting research and innovation in, and adoption of, low-carbon technologies

Brief justification for SO2:

e Synergy with the EU 2020 priorities “intelligent and sustainable growth”
e Itis necessary to create more and better cross-border networks and clusters, to advance
cross-border knowledge and product valorisation and to commonly undertake research
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in order to meet the innovation goals set in the GSR and in the country-specific recom-
mendations

¢ New technologies and innovation are needed for the support and transformation of the
energy system and for a more sustainable use of natural resources

e The topic has been included in the first priority axis in order to stress the importance of
innovation in the domain of low carbon technologies

Main change sought:

e increase product and process innovation in the domain of low-carbon technologies
¢ increase share of SME which introduce product and process innovation in the domain of
low-carbon technologies
Activities undertaken™*:

e promote product and process innovation in low carbon technologies
e create cross-border networks and clusters of SME and research/educational institutions
in low carbon technologies

Beneficiaries: see above, same as for SO1
Funding: € 60 million

¢ Priority Axis 2: Social-cultural and territorial cohesion of the programme area

Total Budget PA2: € 146,180,860.00
Priority Axis 2 includes SO3.

e Overview SO3: Reduction of the “barrier effect” of the border in the eyes of citizens and
institutions

As a third SO, the reduction of the “barrier effect” of the border in the eyes of citizens and
institutions was chosen. This SO is meant to cover a broad range of different projects which
all aim at increasing the cooperation between the Dutch and German population. Even though
the cooperation in the Germany-Netherlands programme area is described as “already suc-
cessful’, the programme seeks for an even stronger socio-cultural and territorial cohesion
within its area. The socio-cultural differences are still perceived as an obstacle for reaching
the general aims of the programme, such as economic growth and strong cross-border net-
works in all sectors. Pursuing a general cohesion of the cross-border territory leads to a better
basis for any other cooperation projects. Against the backdrop of these needs, the pro-
gramme measures aim at increasing the exchange of citizens and institutions across borders
which should in turn lead to more interaction, a more positive attitude towards the neighbour-
ing country and a positive perception of the border (a “chance” instead of a “barrier”). The
following domains are of relevance for SO3: work, education and culture; nature, landscape
and environment; structural problems and demography; the network of civil society and public

or private organisations on the local and regional level. Within these domains, a stronger

14 For specific measures see pp. 32-33 of cooperation programme.
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cross-border network and the creation of concrete structures, services, products and events

etc. is expected as an effect of INTERREG activities.

PA2: Socio-cultural and territorial cohesion of the programme area

TO11: Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and effi-
cient public administration through actions to strengthen the institutional capacity and the
efficiency of public administrations and public services

IP: Promoting legal and administrative cooperation and cooperation between citizens and
institutions [see EU regulation Nr. 1299/2013, Art.7, 1 (a) (iv)]

Brief justification for SO3:

EU 2020 priority “integrative growth”

The broadening of cross-border contacts and cooperation — aiming at the integration of
regional labour markets, company networks, new educational options and administrative
structures — is described as one of the main needs of the programme area in the strate-
gic analysis

The Dutch-German border is still an obstacle with regard to the aims of the programme,
among others in the domains of innovation, SME and sustainability. There is a need for
direct and “natural” cooperation of citizens, institutions and — if applicable — companies
and educational institutions. The aim is to “grow together”.

Main change sought:

attitudes towards the neighbouring countries have changed in a positive way

citizens of the programme area perceive the border as chance instead of barrier, change
in the psychological sense

conditions for other objectives of the programme are improved

Activities undertaken*®:

intensify cross-border interactions between citizens and institutions

promote concrete cooperation activities between citizens and institutions, both socially
(demography, labour market, care, living quality etc.) and physically (accessibility, na-
ture, landscape and environment etc.)

Beneficiaries:

citizens, associations

regional and local institutions and public authorities (e.g. employers and employees as
well as their professional association, insurance companies, social partners, cultural in-
stitutions, social institutions, municipalities)

environmental and nature preservation organizations, natural parks

companies (especially SME and their potential employees)

hospitals, universities, research institutions, health organisations

employees, apprentices, pupils, students, jobseekers and trainees

schools, universities of applied sciences, universities and other educational institutions

Funding: € 146,180,860.00

15 For specific measures see pp. 36-38 of the cooperation programme.
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Figure 1.1: Implementation of the Programme (DG Regio 2019)

Finances: Implemented (total cost)
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According to figures of DG Regio, the financial implementation of the programme is going

well. In 2018, almost 90% of the costs were already decided.

1.4 TIA Process

The territorial impact assessment process leans on desk research as well as expert input in a
workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention logic), the
indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are never attribut-
ed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core element of the
process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section 1.5. In this sec-
tion, the working steps are described which are undertaken to produce the evidence of the

territorial impact, the elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived.

1.4.1 Selection of TOs and TIA area

As described above, the allocation of the budget goes on the one hand into projects under the
first Priority Axis “Strengthening cross-border innovation in the programme area” to which a
total budget of € 271,478,738 is allocated. For the second Priority Axis “Social-cultural and
territorial cohesion of the programme area”, there is a total budget of € 146,180,860. The
assessment of the programme was dealing with the entire programme area and the three

"«

SOs “innovation”, “innovation and CO2” and “barrier effect of the border”.
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1.4.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the
programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded
through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via
indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

o result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)
e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)
e additional indicators discussed by each case study tailored to the programme —marked
(not necessarily applicable due to lack of data) (A)
The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-
gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-

essary basis for all further assessments made.

The needs, measures and expected effects of the programme are described in the pro-
gramme framework characterisation (chapter 1.3.2). With regard to the assessment of this
chain, indicators assessing the effects of SO1 (PA1l) cover economic aspects such as em-
ployment (within supported institutions/companies), GDP and trade rate. Moreover, they cov-
er content related aspects such as the quality of research and innovation. As for SO2 (PA1),
the indicators assess, among other things, the rate of innovation within the field of CO2 reduc-
tion as well as general environmental indicators and economic factors (employees in the field,
number of research projects, etc.). When it comes to SO3 (PA2), a crucial assessment is a
study conducted by the programme itself on the perception of the Dutch-German border as
“barrier”. 181t gives insights into the stance of citizens, companies and institutions towards the
border. Further indicators for the assessment of SO3 are mostly qualitative. They include
labour market related aspects (work across the border), education related aspects
(knowledge of the neighbouring language, qualification for employment across the border and
others) as well as aspects concerning nature/landscape/environment (e.g. public transport
system), structural problems and demography (e.g. gender balance) and the network on the
local and regional level (quality of cross-border cooperation of public institutions and similar
things).

16 Jos van den Broek (et al),2015, Nullmessung des Ergebnisindikators der Prioritét 2: ,Wahrnehmung
der deutschniederlandischen Grenze als Barriere” (Awareness of the German-Dutch border as an
obstacle)

ESPON 2020 18



Table 1.4: SO 1: Strengthening product and process innovation in sectors relevant to the border region

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

cross-border SME
economy needs to be
strengthened: weak
relationship between
educational/research
institutions and com-
panies; few cross-
border cooperations
between SME; re-
strained international-
isation of SME; re-
strained competences
within SME/lack of
specialised work
force;

promotion of re-
search and innova-
tion

more cross-border
research; strengthen
competitiveness of
the border region;
raise of competences
within supported
institutions

number of new researchers in
supported institutions (R)

total number of employees in
research institutions (comparative
indicator) (A)

Quality of cross-border research;
share of common initiatives, ac-
cess to funding (A)

strengthen network
between SME and
research/educational
institutions
(knowledge & tech-
nology transfer)

more and closer
cross-border net-
works and clusters;
more cross-border
activities/business of
SME/companies/rese
arch institutions

number of companies/research
institutions which participate in
cross-border, transnational or
interregional research projects
(R)

number of companies which co-
operate with research institutions
(R)

number of SME/companies with
cross-border business (C)

total number of SME with re-
search activities (comparative
indicator) (A)

total number of SME/companies
& research institutions participat-
ing in cross-border, transnational
or interregional research projects
(comparative indicator) (A)

total number of companies which
cooperate with research institu-
tions (comparative indicator) (A)

product and process
innovation in SME,
sensitisation of SME
for innovation oppor-
tunities and the po-
tential of new tech-
nologies

increase of SME
which introduce
product and process
innovation; strength-
en competitiveness
of the border region;
raise number of
available specialised
work force

raise of employees in supported
businesses (R)

share of SME which participate in
an INTERREG V-project in inno-
vation and have introduced prod-
uct and process innovation (R)
cross-border territory GDP (C)
economically active population
per km? (C)

unemployment rate (C)
employment in different sectors:
agriculture, R&I, technology etc.
©

export from the cross-border
territory (C)

investment by companies in the
cross-border territory (C)
economic growth: GDP/capita (C)
total share of SME which intro-
duce product and process innova-
tion (comparative indicator) (A)
sensitization of SME with regard
to product and process innovation

(A)
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Table 1.5: SO 2: Strengthening product and process innovation in low-carbon technologies

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

“climate change” and
“energy transition”:
promotion of low-
carbon technologies

promotion of product
and process innova-
tion in low carbon
technologies; sensiti-
sation of SME for
innovation opportuni-
ties and the potential
of new technologies
in this field

increase of product
and process innova-
tion in low carbon
technologies; reduc-
tion of CO2 emission
and other emission in
the programme area;
intensified use of low
carbon technologies
and alternative ener-
gy sources etc.

number of new researchers in
supported institutions (R)

environmental indicators (air
pollution, water, land-use, biodi-
versity, share of renewable ener-
gy, number of cars per house-
hold) (C)

cross-border energy network
connections (compared to previ-
ous years) (C)

patent applications/million habit-
ants (C)

sensitization of SME with regard
to product and process innovation
in the field of COz reduction (A)
increase of cross-border energy
infrastructure projects (A)

raise number of SME
which introduce
these technologies;
strengthen competi-
tiveness of the bor-
der region; raise
number of available
specialised work
force

raise of employees in supported
companies (R)

cross-border net-
works and clusters of
SME and re-
search/educational
institutions in low
carbon technologies

more and closer
cross-border net-
works and clusters in
low carbon technolo-
gies; more cross-
border activi-
ties/business of
SME/companies/rese
arch institutions in
low carbon technolo-
gies

number of companies/research
institutions which participate in
cross-border, transnational or
interregional research projects
(R)

number of companies which co-
operate with research institutions
(R)

number of SME which have par-
ticipated in an INTERREG V-
project in innovation and have
introduced product and process
innovation (R)

the number of cross-border infra-
structure projects in the sector of
energy (compared to past num-
bers) (C)

Table 1.6: SO 3: Reduction of the “barrier effect” of the border in the eyes of citizens and institutions

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

cooperation between
Dutch and German
population: strength-
ening of socio-cultural
and territorial cohe-
sion of the pro-
gramme area, the
Dutch-German border
is still an obstacle for
reaching the aims of
the programme

strengthening cross-
border exchange of
citizens and institu-
tions

cross-border rela-
tions and interactions
are intensified; inte-
gration of regional
labour market; higher
living quality

number of participants in common
local employment initiatives or
training programmes (R)

number of citizens who have
benefited from a personal con-
sulting (R)

access to employment services in
the neighbouring country (C)
number of cross-border place-
ments (EURES) (C)

number of cross-border workers
©

Access to digital systems for
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Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

cross-border workers, employers
and citizens (C)

Development of the situation of
cross-border citi-
zens/workers/companies with
respect to taxes, social security,
education, housing compared to
previous years (C)

share of population which bene-
fits from improved health services

(R)

attitude towards the
border

programme study on the percep-
tion of the Dutch-German border
as “barrier” (citizens and institu-
tions) (R)

citizens regard bor-
der as a chance
instead of a barrier

programme study on the percep-
tion of the Dutch-German border
as a “barrier” (citizens) (R)

promotion of cooper-
ation and creation of
cross-border network
concerning work,
education, culture;
creation of concrete
structures, services,
products, events etc.
in this field

cross-border network
concerning work,
education, culture;
creation of concrete
structures, services,
products, events etc.

number of participants in cross-
border initiatives in the domain of
education and language (R)
duration and cost of recognition of
professional qualifications (C)
educational attainment: number
of cross-border bi-diplomas (C)
number of hours of courses taken
in the respective foreign language
©

general understanding of neigh-
bouring languages (C)
percentage of pupils/students
learning the neighbouring lan-
guage (different schools, higher
education) (C)

promotion of cooper-
ation and creation of
cross-border network
concerning nature,
landscape, environ-
ment; creation of
concrete structures,
services, products,
events etc. in this
field

cross-border network
concerning nature,
landscape, environ-
ment; creation of
concrete structures,
services, products,
events etc.

increase of expected visitors in
supported natural and cultural
sites or monuments (R)

Potential accessibility of the
cross-border territory by
road/rail/air compared to previous
years (C)

cross-border public transport
connections (compared to previ-
ous years) (C)

the number of cross-border infra-
structure projects in the sector of
traffic (compared to past num-
bers) (C)

promotion of cooper-
ation and creation of
cross-border network
concerning structural
problems and de-
mography; creation
of concrete struc-
tures, services, prod-
ucts, events etc. in
this field

cross-border network
concerning structural
problems and de-
mography; creation
of concrete struc-
tures, services, prod-
ucts, events etc.

Cross-border difference: Gender
balance employment (C)

access to the housing market
cross-border (number of cross-
border housing) (C)

prices real estate (C)

Household income, number of
households receiving social bene-
fits (A)
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Needs Measures Effects Indicators

development of cross-border network development of a cross-border
cross-border network development onthe  governance system (C)

on the local and local and regional number of cross-border institu-
regional level; crea-  level; creation of tions (number of EGTC etc.) (C)
tion of concrete concrete structures,

The quality of cross-border coop-
eration of municipalities, employ-
ment services, educational institu-
tions, cultural organisations, hos-
pitals/ambulances, tax authorities,
police forces, disaster manage-
ment, public transport organisa-
tions compared to previous years
©

citizens/companies mind-set
towards the border, cross-border
institutions, the neighbouring
region, the EU, European Pro-
jects (INTERREG) (C)

structures, services, services, products,
products, events etc. events etc.
in this field

1.4.3 Indicators

1.4.3.1 Indicator and data

In order to find the right indicators, the programme’s own indicators (for programme monitor-
ing and evaluation) were carefully analysed in order to find additional impact assessment
indicators with a clear added-value and a different character. The programme itself has for-
mulated in the first place a long list of performance indicators. These are linked to the direct
activities of the project in order to measure whether the objectives set by the programme and
projects (with respect to number of trainings, participation of SME in certain activities, etc.)
have been met. In a recent document (the situation on 16 September 2018)'7 the perfor-

mance indicators and corresponding values are presented.

Standard performance indicators are for the support of innovation, R&D, SME under priority
axis 1, the number of companies (performing in a certain way) or more precisely SME, the
number of employees (or scientists) participating in supported activities, or private invest-
ments that add up to funding. With respect to Priority Axis 2 and the specific objective “Re-
duction of the “barrier effect” of the border in the eyes of citizens and institutions, there are
guantitative indicators describing the number of supported companies or institutions, but as
well the number of participants in language courses or employment services, or the number of
citizens that have improved access to health care. The indicators for this PA are of quantita-

tive nature.

Certain aspects must be underlined when reflecting the relation between programme evalua-
tion and impact assessment:

e data on the performance of the programme are not making references to different re-
gions of the programme area.

17 “Sachstand und Analyse”, document with the recent numbers provided by the Programme Secretari-
at, dated September 2018.
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e Given the quantitative nature of the data, there is also no indication of the quality of the
cooperation, the innovation character of the supported R&D, or whether a certain activity
has finally led to a successful business model, a sustainable business opportunity, or a
stable cooperation with a company on the other side of the border.
¢ The vast majority of the indicators are linked to the number of supported organisations or
people.
The single result indicator for Priority 1 (Innovation) is the “share of all companies with pro-
cess and product innovation” (in general and for CO:z-related innovations) within the pro-

gramme area.

Therefore, additional qualitative indicators are especially an added value in order to know
more about the impact of the programme on innovation beyond the single quantitative indica-

tor.

The only qualitative indicators of the programme is on the perception of citizens and organisa-
tion with respect to the border as an barrier. The data has been and will be delivered by own
surveys commissioned by the Programme. While a baseline measurement was conducted in
2015 at the start of the programme, a second measurement was conducted in parallel to the

work on this study. The results could unfortunately not be an input for the two workshops.

In workshop 1, the experts debated on the usefulness of specific indicators. It was also noted
that the own result indicator “perception of the border as a barrier” could be problematic. The
positive impact of the projects under Priority Axis 2 would be hard to defend if citizens and
organisations perceive more border obstacles in the programme area than in previous years.
In the first place, there is of course the general question of the effects of non-programme
related developments (national/EU legislation, policies, migration/Brexit/etc.) that could lead
to a different perception of national borders. But the qualitative indicator “perception of border
obstacles” could be as well misleading. Experts in workshop 1 were of the opinion that there
is a certain paradox with respect to the perception of border obstacles. Citizens or organiza-
tions who are intensifying their cross-border activities do face more difficulties. That means
that they are also aware of more practical border obstacles. This could even mean that the
stimulation of many successful cross-border cooperation projects by the INTERREG pro-
gramme could lead to a broader perception of the border as barrier. This is certainly not an
argument against qualitative indicators related to the awareness of border barriers. But the
limitations with respect to the chosen result indicator of priority axis 2 can lead to more mis-
understandings than clarifications. What will be described in the following is that such a quali-
tative indicator (as part of the programme evaluation) has to be seen against the data pro-
duced by a broader qualitative assessments via qualitative indicators as part of an impact

assessment.
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Results from the 2018 survey on the perception of border barriers (draft report)!8

The results of the draft report on border barriers were available in April 2019 and summarized
by the Programme Secretariat. Some of the main findings support the remarks made by the

expert but also presents a rather complex picture:

One of the results indicate that citizens with INTERREG-knowledge/experience perceive the
border more as a barrier in everyday life, but the degree to which they take the border for
granted is lower for them (lower mental barrier effect). This could confirm the assumption that
more experience with and knowledge on cross-border cooperation increases the awareness
that there are still practical problems. Nevertheless, for citizens, the total perception of the
border as a barrier has slightly increased compared to 2015. The border is perceived as less
observable, obstructive and divisive (less barrier effect in everyday life) The border is per-
ceived as relatively more normal, natural useful and important (increased mental barrier ef-
fect/border is taken more for granted). However, the total barrier effect increased for general,
economic and socio-cultural aspect of the border; the total barrier effect decreased (but re-
mains still strongest) for legal-administrative aspect of the border. One external factor which
slightly influenced the described development seems to have been the influx of refugees and
the discussion around this (this specific factor has been researched, most likely other external
factors also play a role). For organisations, the total perception of the border as a barrier has
remained roughly the same compared to 2015. Also, Organisations with INTERREG-
knowledge/experience perceive the border more as barrier in everyday life, but also for them
the degree to which they take the border for granted is lower for them (lower mental barrier
effect)

Challenges connected to indicators and data of the programme area

Indicators linked to effects in the intervention logic presented above have been populated with
guantitative data wherever possible. It was aimed to obtain quantitative data for the baseline
year as close as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as close as possible to the cur-
rent year (2018). This means that the latest data was available for the year 2017, but very
often data was only available up to 2016. In this case, we have chosen to use 2013 and not
2014 as a base year in order to have a longer period and more meaningful differences. The
second difficulty has been data availability for NUTS 3 regions. Except for a few indicators,
the data was only available for NUTS 2 regions of the programme area. The following table

lists the indicators that were finally discussed during the first workshop.

Quantitative data for 7 indicators could be collected. For most of the other indicators, no
guantitative data was available so a qualitative assessment in an expert workshop was con-

ducted instead. The metadata for these indicators is provided in Table 1.7.

18 Radboud Universiteit (2019), Erste Zwischenevaluierung des Ergebnisindikators der Prioritat 2:
Wahrnehmung der deutsch-niederléandischen Grenze als Barriere®).
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Table 1.7: Indicators

Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common
Year Year method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)
Population change Eurostat 2014 2017 quantitative Y
Population Density Eurostat 2013 2016 Quantita- Y
tive
GDP Eurostat 2014 2016 Quantita- Y
tive
Unemployment Eurostat 2015 2017 Quantita- y
tive
Employment Higher Education Eurostat 2013 2017 Quantita- n
tive
Employment Scientist/ Eurostat 2013 2017 Quantita- Y
Engineers tive
Tourism Eurostat 2013 2017 Quantita- Y
Overnight stays tive
Score Regional Competitive- RCI 2013 2016 Quantita- N
ness Index tive
Quantitative Common indica-
tors not used so far
export from the cross-border  Lack of data Nuts 3 Quantita- y
territory tive
investments by companies in  Lack of Data Nuts 3 Quantita- y
the cross-border territory tive
number of SME/companies Lack of Data Nuts 3 Quantita- y
with cross-border business tive
employment in different sec-  Lack of Data Nuts 3 y
tors (agriculture, R&I, tech-
nology...)
environmental indicators (air ~ Considered as not rele- y
pollution, water, land-use, vant, Share of renewa-
biodiversity, share of renewa- ble energies/energy
ble energy, number of cars efficiency or CO2-
per household) reduction not available
at NUTS 2 or NUTS 3
cross-border energy network  Not relevant
connections (compared to
previous years)
patent applications/mio inhab- Single use not relevant, y
itants part of the data set for
the Regional Innovation
Index as discussed
the number of cross-border Data not available for y
infrastructure projects in the NUTS 2 and NUTS 3
sector of energy (compared to
past numbers)
Qualitative Indicators
Sensitization of SME with Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
regard to product and process
innovation (in general and in
the field of CO2 reduction)
2. Share of common initiatives Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative y
for cross-border research and
to access funding
3. Quality of cross-border Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative
research
4. INTERREG projects which Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative

lead to patent applications and
to the application of new tech-
nologies
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Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common
Year Year method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)

Cross-border energy/CO: Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative
infrastructure projects

In comparison to previous Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative
years: The quality of cross-
border cooperation of:

6. municipalities

7. employment services

8. educational institutions

(9. cultural organisations)

10. hospitals/ambulances

11. tax authorities

(12. police forces)

(13. disaster management)
14. public transport organisa-
tions

15. Functioning of the govern- Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
ance system in the broader

sense: functioning of cross-

border organisations/

networks/

instruments

16. Functioning of Euregios Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
compared to previous years

Bureaucracy/complexity of  Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
cross-border activities of citi-

zens/employees/companies

compared to previous years

and with regard to

17. taxes

18. social security

19. professional training

20. housing Mobility compared Workshop II 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
to previous years

21. potential accessibility of
the cross-border territory by
road/rail/air

22. cross-border infrastructure
projects in the sector of traffic
23. cross-border public
transport connections

Mind-set of citizens/ Workshop 2 2014 2018 Qualitative
companies with regard to

24. cross-border institutions

25. the regions across the

border

26. the EU

27. European projects (IN-

TERREG)

Access to employment Workshop 2 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
services in the neighbouring
country

28. individual consulting (to- 2014 2018 Qualitative Y
day/previous years)

29. Access to digital systems

for cross-border worker, em-

ployers and citizens
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These indicators have been chosen on the basis of the three dimensions of the common TIA
CBC indicator set:

e General aspects of European integration (free movement, non-discrimination, etc.) and
the impact on citizens, businesses and public organisations
e The socio-economic development of the entire territory and especially related to cross-
border activities, and
e Cross-border cohesion in a broader sense, the quality of cross-border cooperation of cit-
izens, companies and the public sector.
Indicators such as access to employment services, accessibility of the border region, public
transport connection, the complexity of cross-border activities (bureaucracy) are linked to
general aspects of European integration, whereas indicators as the impact on the cross-
border mindset, the quality of cross-border cooperation of public and private organisations,
the functioning of Euregions and other cross-border institutions are grouped under the head-

ing “cross-border cohesion”.

The application of quantitative indicators and data

During the pilot different problems were encountered with respect to the use of quantitative
indicators and data discussed in workshop 1. Given the very narrow thematic focus of the
programme (“‘innovation” and “reduction of the barrier effect of the border), many of the
“common quantitative indicators” established for the pilots were not in-line with the objectives
of the programme. For instance general environmental indicators, housing, number of cars,
etc.. In chapter 1.4.3, the examples of data on different quantitative indicators will illustrate the
problem connected to the assessment of net impacts. As already indicated, the programme
area is a special case due to its size (more than 12 Million inhabitants) and economic situa-
tion (overall GDP in the range of middle sized Member States of the EU). The general obser-
vation made by the experts in workshop 1 has been that the limited resources of INTERREG
are in the first place not considered to have a significant effect on the socio-economic devel-
opment of the programme area. This is reflected in the intervention logic: the intervention
logic of the programme is not in the first place to improve the socio-economic situation in a
broader sense in certain Nuts 3 or Nuts 2 regions or to increase employment or GDP in the
entire programme area. In this case it is doubtful whether the qualitative assessment of the
net impact of the programme on employment indicators would be helpful. Even if the impact is
assessed as being “low” due to comparatively little investments or very decisive other effects
(economic situation, etc.), the assessment is not helpful since it does not refer to the cross-
border nature of the intervention logic. This could be more useful in the future, if precise data
were available on the development of cross-border employment or data related to cross-

border developments of economic growth.

Even with respect to the intervention logic under PA 1 (innovation), the objective of the Ger-
man-Netherlands Programme is not as such to stimulate innovation in certain Nuts 3 or Nuts
2 regions but to do so in a cross-border context with the stimulation of cross-border projects.

The problem with the quantitative data (number of researchers, etc.) is, that they do not re-
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flect innovation effects with respect to this cross-border dimension. This leads to a general
guestion of cross-border data, that has to be available in the future for assessing the very
specific effects of territorial programmes in line with their intervention logic. If the intervention
logic — as in our case — is to stimulate for instance COz-related innovation in a cross-border
context, it would be helpful to find data on CO2-reductions at the Nuts 3 level, related to cross-
border projects. So far, there is a lack of quantitative data that refer to this specific cross-
border aspects.

1.4.3.2 Net impact determination
Based on the varied nature of the indicators, different approaches have been applied as pro-
vided by the methodological handbook of the ESPON TIA CBC project.

Net impact determination of quantitative indicators

One of the conclusions of the case study for the Dutch-German Programme (as already de-
scribed above) is the limitation of economic indicators. The lack of data that has been availa-
ble (or to collect with appropriate effort) especially with respect to NUTS 3 regions, ques-
tioned to some extent the relevance of the economic indicators for this programme and the
possibility of a net impact determination. The debate stimulated in workshop 1 on the indicator
guestion highlighted the fact that the experts were of the opinion that it is not possible to as-
sess the impact of the programme with respect to general quantitative indicators such as the
employment or unemployment rate (even for high skilled workers in SMESs), economic growth,
population growth, exporting activities, etc.

In the following, the chosen socio-economic indicators will be discussed with respect to the

problems of assessing the net impact.
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Map 1.5: Population Change
Population change (%), 2014-2017
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Population growth or decrease is not an explicit objective of the programme. Nevertheless it is
interesting to see the trend during the programme period. An increase or decrease of the
population can be discussed against the background of the attractiveness of border regions.
The map shows a very heterogeneous picture at the NUTS 3 level (Total population on 1
January by NUTS 3 region [demo_r_pjangrp3]). There are regions in Germany and in the
Netherlands with increasing and decreasing population. In total the population increased. As
briefly discussed in Workshop 1, it is certainly not possible to assess or calculate the effect of
the programme with respect to the population. Other effects as migration, national trends,

general employment and housing opportunities are dominating.
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Map 1.6: GDP per capita in current prices

GDP change (%), 2014-2016
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Data on the gross domestic product (Gross domestic product (GDP) at current market prices
[nama_10r_2gdp] were available for most of the sub-regions at NUTS 2 level. For the Land
Niedersachsen, NUTS 3 data was found. For most of the programme area, the development
has been very positive with increasing economic growth rates. The percentages does not
refer to the increase as such, but to the difference between base 2014 and 2016. The hetero-
geneous cross-border character of the programme area is also highlighted by the fact that
there is no trend related to a Member State. Again, other effects (economic situation, other
funds) do not allow a specific impact assessment. An additional problem is the fact, that the
numbers were only available for the year 2016. One could assume that the programme would
cause some effects with respect to the stimulation of the economy after a bigger number of
projects (and the investment of money) were started. Since many projects under priority axis
1 deal with R&D it is questionable whether the nature of these innovation projects lead to

quick wins.
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Map 1.7: Unemployment

Change of unemployment rates (%), 2015-2017
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The respective data for the development of the employment situation in the programming
area was found for the year 2015-2017 at the NUTS 2 level [Ifst_r_Ifu3rt]). It shows a very
positive development beginning with the second year of the programming period 2015. Un-
employment has declined in all NUTS 2 regions. With respect to this indicator, there is a cer-
tain national pattern since the positive development has been stronger in the Dutch regions
than in the German NUTS 2 territories. There has been no special disadvantage of German
NUTS 2 regions with respect to funding from the programme during these years. In this re-
spect, the effect cannot be related to the execution of the programme. As discussed in work-
shop 1, one cannot determine a net contribution of the programme in relation to the invest-
ments. As emphasized by the programme secretariat, the general reduction of unemployment
is not an official objective of the programme and hence cannot be relevant for programme
evaluation. Nevertheless, it is interesting with respect to a broader impact of the programme
to discuss whether effects on employment can be detected. According to the dimension of the
size of labour market in the programme territory and the limitations of the programme, effects
cannot be determined As one illustration: the target of “creating direct new jobs” under priority
axis 1 (innovation) is according to figures from the secretariat around 180. This is in a region
of more than 12 million inhabitants not relevant. It was discussed in Workshop 1 that even

more detailed data on certain branches or sectors would not necessarily lead to relevant in-
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formation for assessing the impact of the programme. Even for different branches, the num-
ber of supported companies or positions are relatively minor compared to the number of jobs
in the programme area. It was said that even the number of additional scientists would be
difficult to assess with respect to the real employment effect. It is often not clear whether a

project created extra fte capacities or has been taken over by existing staff.

Map 1.8: Employment with higher Education

Employment higher education, change (%), 2013-2017
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In order to learn more about the stimulation of high skilled personnel one employment indica-
tor was chosen targeting persons with tertiary education and/or employed in science and
technology (available at the level of NUTS 2 regions [hrst_st_rcat]). The map show a very
heterogeneous picture with a positive or very positive trend in most of the regions. Again
there is no national pattern but there are differences in both Member States.

It was discussed in Workshop 1 that even more detailed data on certain branches or sectors
would not necessarily lead to relevant information for assessing the impact of the programme.
Even for different branches, the number of supported companies or positions are relatively

minor compared to the number of jobs in the programme area.
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Map 1.9: Scientist and engineers

Scientists and engineers, change (%), 2013-2017
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An additional indicator with respect to the development on the labour market was a special

indicator on the employment of scientists and engineers in relation to the active population

(Eurostat hrst_st_rcat). The intervention logic under Priority Axis 1 is to stimulate innovation

and R&D where supposedly scientists and engineers are needed. The map shows a very

heterogeneous picture not surprisingly rather compatible to the previous map on the employ-

ment of persons with higher education. There has been in most of the Nuts 2 regions a re-

markable increase in the employment of scientist and engineers.

It was discussed in workshop 1 that it would be not feasible to assess the net impact of the

programme on the employment of additional scientists.
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Map 1.10: Change in tourism
Change in tourism (%), 2013-2017
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Since there are under Priority Axis 2 a few projects that are established to stimulate tourism
nature and cultural heritage, the researchers also chose an available tourism indicator.'® The
differences of the number of tourists in the programme area between the year 2013 and 2017
is measure by “Nights spent at tourist accommodation establishments by NUTS 2 regions
[tour_occ_nin2]”. In all of the regions, there were more overnights stays in 2017 as in 2013.
Especially in some Dutch regions (Gelderland, Overijssel, Drenthe, Groningen), the increase
was remarkable. The own performance indicator with respect to additional visitors of support-
ed projects in the field of nature and cultural heritage has been set at 50,000 additional visi-
tors. It is not likely that the programme has an impact on overnight stays that could be meas-
ured or where a net impact determination could be calculated. In comparison: The number of
overnight stays in the city of Dusseldorf alone (part of the programme area) saw a rise of
4.6% in 2017, to a total of 4,817,579.20

19 This indicator was chosen mainly since the stimulation of tourism has been an objective of the other
programmes and this indicators also illustrates the problem of net-contribution. The programme secre-
tariat has pointed out that the increase of tourism is not a major goal of the programme.

20 See: City of Dusseldorf, press release, Record numbers: Guest arrivals once again rise in Diisseldorf,
retrieved on 17.1. 2018, https://www.duesseldorf-tourismus.de/en/corporate-communications/tourist-
destination/tourist-facts-and-figures/
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Map 1.11: Regional Competitiveness Index, 2010-2013

Regional Competitiveness Index, 2010-2013
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Since under Priority Axis 1 innovation is the main objective, one underlying idea is the im-

provement of the competitiveness of the entire border territory. Hence, as an extra indictor

next to the list of common indicators a map was produced with data from the Regional Com-

petitiveness Index of the European Commission. The European Commission provides data on

changes per region if there is a deviation from the last index (2013) above a range of 5%. A

rather surprising development is displayed by Map 1.12: almost half of the NUTS 2 regions of

the programme area declined by more than 5% on the index whereas the other half have

been stable. The data are especially interesting if one compares the previous development
from 2011-2013 (see table above). All the German NUTS 2 regions and one Dutch (Drenthe)

improved their performance by more than 5%, whereas only one Dutch region (Groningen)

declined.
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Map 1.12: Regional Competitiveness Index, 2013-2016

Regional Competitiveness Index, 2013-2016
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The European Commission uses inter alia data on innovation, labour market efficiency, tech
readiness of enterprises and citizens and business sophistication. In fact, the index based on
the data is providing a broader picture of the development of competitiveness of a certain
NUTS 2 regions. However, the index is not useful with respect to assessing the impact of the
programme. As in the case of the Regional Innovation Scoreboard. also the Regional Com-
petitiveness Index does not really show the situation up to the year 2016 as the compared
periods suggest. The negative trend from 2013-2016 dos not match with the programming
period since there no data is used from the year 2016. For the different indicators, the main
data goes back to the year 2013/2014. In this respect, it is no indication that the programme
has not delivered positive impacts on the innovation aspect of competitiveness. One general
problem of applying indicators related to both the Regional Competitiveness Index and the
Regional Innovation Scoreboard is that the data is not referring to the actual programme peri-
od (other than the titles suggest). Even if more recent data would be available, the schemes —
determined by the specific indicators- are not rewarding particular improvements in regional
cross-border cooperation. There are not special indicators on showing the quality of cross-

border activities related to competitiveness.

One additional reason for the problem of the application of the “tested” common quantitative

socio-economic indicators is the scope of the Germany-Netherlands programme that focuses
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very much on product and process innovation of companies and the reduction of barrier ef-

fects of the border for citizens and institutions .

This means, that the general stimulation of employment, tourism, investments etc. is not the
focus of the programme. On the other hand, for the objectives of the programme, no mean-
ingful quantitative data were available that could indicate the real effects of the programme on
job creation related to innovation projects at the level of certain SMEs or the stimulation on
patents, etc.. And for the priority “reducing the barrier effects of the border”, quantitative data
other than the programme’s own performance indicators were not available and the produc-

tion of meaningful additional data not possible due to the limited resources of the case study.

As a result, the idea of a net impact determination of programme investments related to quan-
titative socio-economic impacts has been not feasible for the Programme Germany-
Netherlands

Net determination of qualitative indicators

As described in the case study handbook, the preferable setting of the impact assessment
itself depends on the impacts to be assessed and the composition of the panel. Since the
qualitative indicators assessed were situated in different thematic fields, the group of partici-
pants for workshop 2 was deliberately divers bringing together experts in the field and related
to projects and programme. The workshop started with a full panel moderated discussion
describing the nature of each indicator (European Integration, socio-economic, cross-border
cohesion) and the problems encountered in workshop 1 with respect to the net determination
of quantitative indicators. Each indicator was presented one after another by the moderators.
The specific problem with the chosen qualitative indicators has been, that no maps could be
produced beforehand. There were no qualitative data available. In this respect, the workshop
had to deliver both: producing qualitative data with respect to the situation against the base
year, and assessing the impact of the programme vis-a-vis these assessments. For this pur-
pose, three groups were formed that went into discussion with the help of posters displaying
each a third of the entire list of indicators. The three sub-groups composed of stakeholders
with diverse backgrounds (red, yellow and blue group, see IAM). The groups were asked to
exchange their opinion on how to fill in the field of the IAM for this indicator. In a first step the
participants were asked to judge upon the development of each indicator with respect to the
base year. In fact, the question was how positive the participants assessed the situation today
against the baseline on a scale from 0-2. By doing so, they produced the missing qualitative
data, meaning their expert judgement on the general development in a qualitative sense. As a
second step, they assessed the impact of the programme on the previously assessed devel-
opment on a magnitude from 0-2. With respect to indicators linked to PA 1 (innovation), spe-
cial assessments were made for innovation linked to CO2-reduction (marked with CO: in the

matrix).

In the end, the moderator and the groups discussed and presented the results from the three

groups to the whole panel. With the different scores of the three sub-groups, an average
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score was calculated per indicator. When at least one group described an indicator as not
being appropriate in the context of the Germany-Netherlands INTERREG programme, a “/”
was added. Moreover, when at least one group considered itself not to be able to assess the
indicator or was of the opinion that this indicator cannot be assessed in the programme’s
context, a “?” was added. Consequently, in the IAM table, average values vary on a scale
from 0 to 2 and are sometimes described as “not appropriate” (/) or as “not possible to as-

sess” (7).

The experts were not in a position to make consistent sub-regional assessments (see 1.4.3),
however for some indicators they gave different values to the German and Dutch territory of
the programme area or added remarks with respect to a north-south divide. For single indica-
tors, some remarks were added to express opinions on special conditions related to a parts of

the border region. This is included in the comments attached to some indicators.

1.4.3.3 Net impact determination for the sub-regional level
The programme secretariat provided the following table indicating plannedeligible costs of
projects. This table shows in principle the allocation on the basis of the location of each pro-

ject partner.

Table 1.8:Planned Eligible costs per Nuts 3 Region, February 2019

NUTS 3 Region Eligible costs EUR

NL226 Arnhem/Nijmegen 33,939,955.85
NL221 Veluwe 32,182,046.40
DEA34 Borken 30,319,250.90
DEA1B Kleve 29,786,441.18
NL111 Oost-Groningen 28,930,173.25
Sonstige DE 24,793,590.90
DEA33 Minster, kreisfreie Stadt 23,499,297.67
NL113 Overig Groningen 22,393,107.44
NL213 Twente 21,965,512.10
NL421 Noord-Limburg 14,141,822.35
DE949 Emsland 13,817,437.87
DEA11 Stadt Dusseldorf 12,953,143.34
DEA14 Krefeld, kreisfreie Stadt 12,468,401.31
DEA15 Monchengladbach, kreisfreie Stadt 11,276,813.32
Overig NL 10,562,763.68
NL225 Achterhoek 1,044,1767.5
NL414 Zuidoost-Noord-Brabant 9,917,515.86
DEALF Wesel 9,291,700.56
DE94E Osnabriick, Landkreis 6,112,944.90
DE944 Osnabriick, kreisfreie Stadt 5,698,568.70
DEA12 Duisburg, kreisfreie Stadt 5,574,728.35
NL121 Noord-Friesland 5,509,173.87
NL131 Noord-Drenthe 5,172,966.74
DEA37 Steinfurt 5,120,171.11
NL211 Noord-Overijssel 4,171,511.65
DE94C Leer 3,998,328.19
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NUTS 3 Region Eligible costs EUR

NL132 Zuidoost-Drenthe 3,817,307.68
DE943 Stadt Oldenburg 3,718,081.44
DEA13 Sonstige DE 3,627,928.15
NL413 Noordoost-Noord-Brabant 3,330,287.97
DE942 Emden, Kreisfreie Stadt 2,972,157.62
NL422 Middel-Limburg 255,2542.4
NL212 Zuidwest-Overijssel 2,487,688.75
DEA1E Viersen 2,236,853.08
NL230 Flevoland 1,343,601.25
DE94B Grafschaft Bentheim 1,325,973.16
DEA38 Warendorf 935,641.70
DE94A Friesland (DE) 890,687.40
DEA35 Coesfeld 818,407.30
NL122 Zuidwest-Friesland 640,912.40
NL133 Zuidwest-Drenthe 553,732.70
NL224 Zuidwest-Gelderland 388,050.75
DEA1D Rhein-Kreis Neuss 354,390.95
DE948 Cloppenburg 320,076.00
NL123 Zuidoost-Friesland 270,355.65
NL112 Delfzijl en omgeving 251,318.75
DE945 Stadt Wilhelmshaven 199,635.20
DE94D Landkreis Oldenburg 140,000.00
DE94F Landkreis Vechta 105,168.75
DE946 Ammerland 97,750.00
DE947 Aurich 94,666.25

Source: Programme Secretariat, 2019

It is nevertheless not a final list of the allocation of funds by Nuts 3 region. For those projects
for which most of the actual project partners only become known during project implementa-
tion, the planned eligible costs of these prospective partners are listed under the lead partner

and are therefore also assigned to the location of the lead partner

In this sense, it was made clear by the programme secretariat that it would be not helpful to
publish figures or tables with these types of sub-regional allocations since they show to some
extend a distorted picture.

Next to these practical problems, are more fundamental problems with respect to the deter-
mination of a certain net impact of programme investments related to sub-regions. In calculat-
ing the net impact, one has to assume that the legal seat of certain lead partner and other
project partners mean that the investment is made in the specific territory of the partners and

the effects will occur there.

Given the cross-border and cross-regional nature of many projects (stimulating networks be-
yond the sub-region or even programme area) is not evident that the effect is limited to the
territory in question (certainly not at the level of NUTS 3). Striking examples of the current

programming period are projects led by the different Euregions related to the establishment of
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cross-border information points (under Priority Axis 2). These points are created to provide
information to citizens and businesses on border questions and how to overcome obstacles.
The assistance is not limited to citizens or companies established in the particular NUTS 3 or
NUTS 2 region of the information point. Moreover, one decisive element of these information
points is the coordination of activities across the programme territory. In fact, the network is
creating synergies for the entire German-Dutch border. A net impact determination of the
invested INTERREG contribution that is limited to a certain NUTS 2 or NUTS 3 region is ac-
cording to the situation of the Dutch-German programme not in accordance with the nature of
cross-border projects.

1.4.3.4 Impact Assessment Matrix

The results of each working step of the TIA process have fed into the Impact Assessment
Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the experts
taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of those work-
ing step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the following sec-
tion is formulated. The impact assessment matrix deviates from the original format in the
Case Study handbook as a result of discussions in workshop 1. For the reasons explained
earlier, the quantitative indicators were not included in the net impact assessment. The matrix
shows the results with respect to the qualitative indicators and the data provided by Workshop
2. With respect to indicators linked to innovation, special assessments were made for innova-

tion linked to COz-reduction (marked with COz in the matrix).

As explained in 1.4.3, for methodological reasons the assessment was made for the entire
programme area and not split into Nuts 3 sub-regions. The number of Nuts 2 regions (11) and
Nuts 3 regions (51) in the programme area is exceptional higher than in the programme areas
of the other pilots. In addition, the programme area does not cover the entire territory of all
Nuts 2 regions. As stated above, most of the projects are conducted by cross-regional part-
nerships and pursue cross-regional objectives. In some projects, even partners outside the
programme area are participating. The impacts are in this sense by nature not limited to cer-
tain sub-regions. If sub-regional impacts and difference were discussed, this is shown in the
justification/note section of the matrix.
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Table 1.9: The Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment Programme area development Impact Programme on area
method 0 No positive development 0 No impact
1 Positive 1 Impact
2 Very positive development 2 High impact
1. Sensitization of SME with re- Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
gard to product and process inno- 1.33 1.67
vation (in general and in the field CO-: 1.0 CO,: 1.33
of CO2 reduction) 2 2
Justification, Notes A big effort has been made to integrate SME in the programme; now, there is a focus on
SME business, which has been stimulated by INTERREG; knowledge production mostly
happens separately from SME in research institutions; INTERREG plays a role when con-
necting SME and research institutions
2. Share of common initiatives for Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
cross-border research and to 0.67 1
access funding
Justification, Notes limited development; not within the reach of INTERREG
3. Quality of cross-border re- Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
search 0.67 0.67
Justification, Notes yellow group: no big change of quality during the past years; however, a raise of the
quantity of cross-border research is observed; red group: does not agree: quality has also
risen
4. INTERREG projects which lead Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
to patent applications and to the 1.33 1.33
application of new technologies
Justification, Notes It is difficult to know whether INTERREG projects lead to patent applications since this is
not always reported or registered.
5. Cross-border energy/CO: infra- Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme

structure projects

1 1.33

Justification, Notes

This has become much more important during the past years — but generally the im-
portance of the COz-topic has risen; big influence of INTERREG even though it is hard to
implement projects being faced with different energy markets and complex situations
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Indicator Assessment
method

Programme area development
0 No positive development

1 Positive

2 Very positive development

Impact Programme on area
0 No impact

1 Impact

2 High impact

(In comparison to previous
years:) The quality of cross-
border cooperation of:

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator
6) 1.33

7) 1.33

8)1

9)1

10) 1

11) 0.67

12) 1

13)1 or?

14) 1.5

Influence of the programme
6) 1.33to 1.67

7) 1.33t0 1.67

8) 1to1.33

9) 1.33 to 1.67

10) 1.67

11)0.67to 1

12) 1

13)1or?

14) 0

6. municipalities

7. employment services

8. educational institutions

(9. cultural organisations)

10. hospitals/ambulances

11. tax authorities

(12. police forces)

(13. disaster management)

14. public transport ogranisations

Justification, Notes

6) better cooperation than 4 years ago, can be attributed to INTERREG

7) very positive development, has much improved; new projects with new employees
have been created; gathering of common data; many initiatives would (above all financial-
ly) not be possible without INTERREG, e.g. when it comes to the GIPs

8) no comments
9) no comments
10) no comments

11) the respective tax systems have remained the same (national and not regional re-
sponsibility) but the quality of consultation for citizens has improved; however, other
groups perceive this differently!

12) good cooperation thanks to INTERREG but this depends on the respective region (e.g.
very positive experiences in the two northern Euregios)

13) Euregio Rhein-Waal: very good development, common meetings and training every 2
months

14) This is very dependent on the respective region; some participants state that it has
become much more natural e.g. through a cross-border train-line; others say that projects
in their regions have failed (e.g. Euregio Rhein-Waal, train between Kleve and Nijmegen);
however, this is not due to INTERREG but to the cooperation between public institutions;
some infrastructure projects cannot be funded by the German state due to legal reasons;
other developments such as a new Flixbus line between Disseldorf and Eindhoven for € 12
are also independent from INTERREG but anyways improve the situation of cross-border
cooperation
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Indicator Assessment

method

Programme area development Impact Programme on area
0 No positive development 0 No impact

1 Positive 1 Impact

2 Very positive development 2 High impact

15. Functioning of the governance Qualitative

system in the broader sense:
functioning of cross-border organ-
isations/networks/instruments

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
1.33 1.33

Justification, Notes

frequent bilateral meetings, systems are more closely connected without creating addi-
tional cross-border institutions or structures; INTERREG is supporting this

16. Functioning of Euregios com- Qualitative

pared to previous years

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
0.67 -1 1to 1.33

Justification, Notes

already worked very well before the current funding period; for the German part the “Eu-
ropean ideal” counts more whereas for the Dutch part the funding by the EU is more im-
portant; the Dutch-German Euregios are already on a very high level in comparison to
other border regions; increasing the quality of cooperation is difficult at this point; at the
same time, the conditions are very good: similar language and intercultural differences
not that big (in comparison for example to Germany/Poland)

Bureaucracy/complexity of cross- Qualitative

border activities of citi-
zens/employees/companies com-
pared to previous years and with
regard to

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator Influence of the programme

17) 0 or/(described as not appropriate, see 17) 0.5 or/(described as not appropriate,
justification) see justification)

18) 0 or ? (no assessment possible) 18) 0 or ? or/(described as not appropriate,
or/(described as not appropriate) see justification)

19) 1 or/(described as not appropriate) : :
20) 0 or/(described as not appropriate) ;egg J.lu'gti%';:/éggignbed as not appropriate,

20) 0.5 or/(described as not appropriate,
see justification)

17. taxes

18. social security

19. professional training
20. Housing

Justification, Notes

17) not within the scope of INTERREG and not even part of regional but national compe-
tence

18) no comments

19) no comments

20) participants are not aware of any INTERREG projects in the domain of cross-border
housing

Mobility compared to previous
years (related to transport)

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
21) 0.67 21) 0.33
22) 0.5 or/(described as not appropriate) 22) 0.5 or/(described as not appropriate)

23) Lor ? (no assessment pqssible) 23) 1 or ? (no assessment possible)
or/(described as not appropriate) or/(described as not appropriate)
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Indicator Assessment Programme area development Impact Programme on area
method 0 No positive development 0 No impact
1 Positive 1 Impact
2 Very positive development 2 High impact
21. potential accessibility of the Justification, Notes These questions highly depend on the specific parts of the programme area. While in some
cross-border territory by sub-regions transnational public transport has improved during past years (often thanks to
road/rail/air INTERREG projects), the situation is different for other sub-regions. Some participants
22. cross-border infrastructure state that the programme area is too vast to assess this indicator for the whole territory.
projects in the sector of traffic
23. cross-border public transport
connections
Mind-set of citizens/companies Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme
with regard to 24) 1.33 (citizens)/0.83 (comp.) 24) 0.83 (citizens)/0.67 (companies)
25) 1.67 25)1
26) 1 or ? (no assessment possible) 26) 1 or ? (no assessment possible)
27) 0.67 (citizens)/0.67 (companies) 27) 0.67
24. cross-border institutions Justification, Notes 24) citizens attitude is more positive than the one of companies; generally, INTERREG is
25. the regions across the border more important to citizens than to companies
26. the EU 25)/
27. European projects (INTER- 26) INTERREG has a very positive influence on what people think of the EU; this is not
REG) because people understand that it is an EU funded programme but because links across
the border are established; BREXIT has a positive impact on people’s attitude towards the
EU -> people have realised which importance the EU has
27) there are numerous positive experiences with cross-border projects but people do not
always know that these are EU funded; they have seldomly heard of the programme IN-
TERREG; however, the financing by the European Union is noticed; some participants
state that this is not important - as long as people participate in the projects they don't
need to know about the funding and the connection to the EU (also see point above)
Access to employment services in  Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) Development of the indicator Influence of the programme

the neighbouring country

28) Germany: 1.67 (citizens), 1.67 (compa- 28) Germany: 1.67; Netherlands: 1.33

nies); Netherlands: 1.67 (citizens), 1 (com-  29) Germany: 1 or ? (no assessment possi-

panies) ble); Netherlands: 0.67
29) 1.5 or ? (no assessment possible)

28. individual consulting (to-
day/previous years)

29. Access to digital systems for
cross-border worker, employers
and citizens

Justification, Notes

28) very positive development; without INTERREG many initiatives would not be possible
29) (digital) information is better accessible for citizens, but this is not a result of INTER-
REG
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Indicator

Programme area development Impact Programme on area

0 No positive development 0 No impact
1 Positive 1 Impact
2 Very positive development 2 High impact

Development of cross-border
education

Magnitude (0-2)

Development of the indicator

30) Germany: 0.67; Netherlands: 1.33
31) Ger: 0.33; NI: 1

Influence of the programme
30) Germany: 0.67; Netherlands: 1.33
31) Germany: 0.33 to 0.67; Netherlands: 1

32) 0 or ? (no assessment possible) (citi- to 1.33
zens)/0.67 (companies)
33)0 32)1.33

33) 0.33 to 0.67

30. General understanding of the
neighbour language

31. Development of hours of
lessons in the neighbouring lan-
guage

32. duration and cost of recogni-
tion of professional qualifications
and competences

33. cross-border bi-
diploma/cross-border coordination
of professional training

Justification, Notes

30) generally: the knowledge of neighbouring languages has decreases over the past 20
years, it is a question of generations; for many things, English has become much more
important (e.g. study programmes at Dutch universities are mostly in English); however,
on the basis of “today’s reality” the trend is positive: during the past 4 years, a positive
influence has been noticed and the interest in the neighbouring language has risen; big
difference between places which are very close to the border and those which are further
away (15 km is alread “far”)

31) hours of German lessons in NL has decreased, is not compulsory anymore

32) big difference between “official recognition” and “acceptance” of foreign diplomas (the
latter being more important in the end); the non-recognition of diplomas or competences
mainly causes negative reactions when it comes to understaffed professions such as in
social care

33) bi-diplomas are still very rare; however, participants argue that this is not necessary
when professional qualifications are recognized

ESPON 2020

45



1.5 Territorial Impact Assessment

1.5.1 Summary of main findings

According to the debate on appropriate indicator in Workshop 1 of the case study, the experts
agreed that for them it was not possible to assess the net impact of the programme with re-
spect to general socio-economic developments. As indicated in the summary, there are some
reasons why this is explicitly difficult for the “Netherlands-Germany” programme. In the first
place, the programme area is exceptional big with respect to population and economic activi-
ties. The investment of the INTERREG programme is in this respect rather marginal. Experts
guestioned in general that the investments are significant enough to create impacts that can
be shown with respect to employment, GDP, general competitiveness or innovation. The sec-
ond reason is the lack of specific data (on the NUTS 3 level) on the two priority axise “innova-
tion” and “reduction of barrier effects of the border’. For the second priority axis, socio-
economic indicators are not helpful to measure any impact on the quality of cross-border co-

operation or the barriers in a broader sense for citizens and companies.

In Workshop 2, experts produced in the first round qualitative data with respect to the devel-
opment of the programme areas for different indicators focusing on the two priority axis (inno-
vation and reduction of barrier effects of the border). In a second step they assessed the im-
pact of the programme on these developments. The findings are described in the impact as-
sessment matrix describing the scores for the different indicators related to the general devel-
opment of the programme area. The expert gave numbers from 0 to 2, describing whether the
developments can be described as positive (with the score 2 as being very positive). The
second score was given with respect to the impact of the programme on a certain develop-
ment in a policy sector. Starting from 0 (no impact) and ending with 2 (high impact). The fol-
lowing description provides an overview on the findings and will use the categories “no posi-
tive development” (0-0.4), “positive development” (0.5-1.4) and “very positive development”
(1.5-2). For the impact of the programme the categories are ‘no impact’ (0-0.4), impact (0.5-
1.5) and “high impact” (1.5-2).

The general development of the sensitization of SMEs in the programme area with regard to
product and process innovation was assessed positive with 1,33 The influence of the pro-
gramme on the sensitization was assessed with 1,67 as very high. It was stated by the ex-
perts that INTERREG plays a vital role when connecting SMEs and research institutions With
respect to CO2 related matters, the sensitization of SMEs was assessed slightly lower with

1.0 for the general development and 1.33 with respect to the impact of the programme.

The general development with respect to the share of cross-border research initiatives was
assessed as positive but with a lower score (0.67). This refers as well to the quality of cross-
border research (0.67). The influence of the programme on these aspects has been given a
score 1 (impact on the share) and a 0.67 with respect to the impact on the quality. However,
the experts did express different views. Whereas one group saw no special improvement of

the quality of cross-border research, the other group did.

ESPON 2020 46



The experts however jointly agreed on a positive trend with respect to patent applications

(1.33) with an impact of the programme (1.33).

The development in the field of Cross-border energy/CO2 infra-structure projects COo-
reduction has been assessed positive with a score 1, whereas the impact of the programme
was assessed with a score 1.33. In an explanatory remark, experts said that INTERREG has
a big influence but it was hard to implement projects “being faced with different energy mar-

kets and complex situations”.

In the following, the experts assessed the development of the quality of cross-border coopera-
tion for different stakeholders. They stated a positive trend (1.33) with respect to the coopera-
tion of municipalities, employment services (1.33) and a very positive with respect to public
transport organisations (1.5). Nevertheless, the experiences where very dependent on the
sub-regional experiences. Some experts stated that cooperation has become much more
natural e.g. through a cross-border train-line; others say that projects in their regions have
failed.

Different from the reported improvements with respect to the transport organisations, the ex-
perts experienced less improvement related to the cooperation of tax authorities (0,67). In
between was the assessment of the cooperation of educational institutions (1.0), cultural or-
ganisations (1.0), hospitals/ambulances (1.), police forces (1.0). For disaster management,
some of the expert could not make a judgement, whereas others referred to positive devel-
opments in a particular sub-region (Euregion Rhine-Waal: “very good development, common

meetings and training every 2 months”).

The experts noted an impact or high impact of the programme with respect to the cooperation
of municipalities, employment services and cultural organisations (1.33-1.67).2! and an impact
on educational organisations (1-1.33) Whereas the impact of the programme was less im-
portant in relation to tax authorities (0.67-1), police forces (1) and disaster management (1)%2.
The impact of the programme on the cooperation of transport organisation was assessed as
“no impact” with a score 0. This was explained by the fact that transport has been not a focus

of the programme.

Also with respect to the quality of the cross-border governance system, the picture has been
divers: the development of the governance system in a broader sense is assessed as positive
(1.33) whereas the functioning of the Euregions has described by the experts as “stable” (since
they are regarded as well functioning) with the score “positive” (0.67-1). It is important to note
that the experts concluded in their explanatory remarks that the Dutch-German Euregions are

already operating on a very high level in comparison to other border regions.

21 In this case, one out of three expert groups gave a score of 1 or 2, whereas the average score of the
groups together is either 1.33 or 1.67)

22 One group decided not to make a judgement on disaster management.

ESPON 2020 47



What has been the influence of the INTERREG programme in this matter: the experts assessed
the impact on the governance situation with an 1.33. The influence on the functioning of the
Euregions was assessed with the same score 1.33.

The experts were hesitant to judge upon the question of increased or reduced legal, bureau-
cratic or administrative obstacles for citizens and companies. There was no clear assessment
of the situation in the field of taxes, social security, professional training or housing. Most of
the participants of the workshop did not want make judgments and referred to developments

that are driven by national agendas and not by developments in the border region.

Judgements were made with respect to the general accessibility of the territory by
road/train/air. The development was seen positive but with a low score of 0.67. However in
this field, the experts pointed out that there are huge regional differences and that the pro-
gramme area is too vast to assess that for the whole. The impact of the programme on ac-
cessibility was assessed as comparatively low with 0.33. This refers to the general remarks of
experts that there was no focus on transport projects in the programme. Also with respect to
the development of cross-border infrastructure projects and cross-border public transport
connections part of the expert did not make a judgement or regarded the questions as not

appropriate with respect to the programme.

A rather divers picture can be detected with respect to the development of the mindset of
citizens and companies with respect to cross-border institutions. The development with re-
spect to the attitude of citizens has been assessed more positive with 1,33 than the score for

companies (0.83).

The impact of the INTERREG programme on the mindset of citizens on Euregional institu-
tions is assessed with a 0.83 for citizens and a lower score of 0.67 for companies. In an ex-
planatory note, experts concluded that INTERREG was more important for citizens than for

companies.

A very positive development is detected regarding the attitude towards the neighbouring bor-
der region. The experts gave a score of 1.67. The experts assessed the impact of the pro-

gramme on this development with an score of 1.

A positive development (but with a lower score of 1) was seen with respect to the attitude of
citizens and companies towards the EU. The was assessed with a score of 1.23 Finally, the
experts assessed that there is a rather small improvement with respect to the attitude towards
European programmes as INTERREG both for citizens (0.67) and companies (0.67). One
explanation given by the experts was that there were numerous positive experiences with

cross-border projects but people do not always know that these are EU funded.

23 Also with respect to this indicator, one experts group did not judge upon the question.
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The impact of the programme on the attitude towards European Programmes has been as-

sessed with a modest score of 0.67 for both companies and citizens.

A very divers picture was given with regards to the quality of the access to employment ser-
vices in the neighbouring country. The experts made in this case a distinction between the
German employment services and the Dutch of the programme territory. The development
with respect to individual consulting was seen as very positive, both assessed with a 1.67 for
the German and Dutch parts with respect to citizens. For companies the development was for
the German situation also assessed as very positive (1.67) and the Dutch as positive (1). The

digital accessibility was assessed as very positive for the services in both countries (1.5).24

What was the assessment of the impact of the programme in this respect? Concerning indi-
vidual consulting services, the judgement for Germany was very high (1.67) and for the Dutch
service a bit lower (1.33). The impact on the accessibility to the neighbouring digital systems

was regarded as lower with a score of 1 for the German and 0.67 for the Dutch situation.

Also in the field of education, a divers picture was presented with respect to the understand-
ing of the neighbouring language. The experts in general concluded that there has been a
downward trend for the last 20 years with respect to cross-border language skills. On the
Dutch side the understanding of German was still better than Dutch on the German side. The
expert noted a positive development during the last couple of years given the fact that the
interest for the neighbouring language is again increasing. With respect to the development of
the general understanding of the neighbour language the experts gave for Germany a score
of 0.67 and for the Dutch side a score of 1.33. Concerning the development of hours of les-
sons the score for Germany is low with 0.33 and for the Netherlands better with 1. Also the
impact of the programme is according to the experts divers: with respect to the general un-
derstanding of the language, the score for Germany was 0.67 and for the Dutch part 1.33.
The impact of the programme on the actual number of lessons is also seen higher on the
Dutch side with a score of 1, compared to a score of 0.33-0.67 for the German situation.

One last indicator related to education was the duration and cost of recognition of profession-
al qualifications and competences. There was a very low score of 0 with respect to the devel-
opment in this field concerning the situation of citizens (one group abstained from the judge-
ment). A higher score — meaning a more positive development — was experienced for the
situation of companies (0.67). In the debate, experts explained that there are big difference
between “official recognition” and “acceptance” of foreign diplomas which was often the big-
ger problem. The influence of the programme with specific projects for schools and employers

was assessed with a score of 1.33.

The last indicator dealt with the related question of cross-border bi-diplomas and the cross-

border coordination of professional training. There was no positive development experienced

24 One group that did not make a judgement.
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by the experts (with a score of 0) in this field. And also the impact of the programme was as-

sessed with a low score (0.33 to 0.67)

1.5.2 Impact on the regions

The idea to break down the impact of the programme at the level of sub-regions (NUTS 2 or
3) was discussed with experts and seen as problematic in the framework of this case study. In
meetings with the Programme Secretariat (Germany-Netherlands), the steering group of the
research study and during the first Workshop, general concerns were made with respect to
such a regional and sub-regional analysis, as most of the projects include the idea of stimulat-
ing networks outside the own sub-region. In this sense, the nature of most of the projects
would not be appropriate for an assessment of the impact concerning the limited territory of
the beneficiaries. “Cross-border” in this sense means as well crossing the borders of sub-
regions. Another problem is the available data. Even if there were more detailed socio-
economic quantitative indicators available, this would lead to a distorted picture and net-value
calculations. As described in the overall methodology, effects on the socio-economic devel-
opment of the programme territory is only one out of three dimensions of border effects. The
two others, namely the impact on aspects of European Integration and cross-border cohesion
were assessed by qualitative indicators. In this case the experts were able to describe broad-
er regional differences (i.e. differentiating between the German or Dutch situation, North or

South of the programme area).

1.5.3 Qualitative assessment

The most relevant results on the assessment of impacts of the programme have been produced
in the second expert Workshop held in November 2018 in Kleve. As a result of the first Work-
shop, the project team decided to concentrate on qualitative indicators and produce data as a
result of expert judgements. A detailed presentation of the results of the second Workshop is

given in the impact assessment matrix and in the description of the findings under 1.5.1.

1.6 Methodological commentary for the programme set-up

The assessment of quantitative socio-economic effects has been the biggest challenge of this
case study. Reasons were the lack of meaningful data (NUTS 3) with respect to the focus of
the programme and the general problem that experts were hesitating to assess a net impact
of the programme on socio-economic developments of the programme area. A specific differ-
ence related to other programmes is the size of the programme area (population and eco-
nomic activities), its many Nuts 3 regions and modest INTERREG investments compared to
the overall size of the economy. In this case, the experts saw too many other dominating in-
fluences that are not related to the programme (also not to other funds). A sub-regional as-
sessment of effects of investments was difficult because of the multitude of Nuts 3 regions,

the problem of the precise allocation of investments to a certain region and fundamental
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methodological frictions with respect to the transboundary nature of most of the projects de-

scribed above.

There has been a different picture with respect to the impact on aspects of European Integra-
tion and Cross-border cohesion. Here, the impact was more successfully assessed with the
formulation of qualitative indicators, the production of qualitative data by an expert group and
the application of the expert judgement approach with respect to the net-impact of the pro-

gramme on certain developments in the programme area.

This discrepancy illustrates how difficult it is to determine quantitative and qualitative indica-
tors that are appropriate instruments to measure the broader impact of the programme. For
instance, the “share of all companies with process and product innovation” is not appropri-
ate.That has been for instance one of the results of Workhops 1. There are too many other
determinants that influence the development, being it the general economic development or
as it is assessed in this case, the limited internal capacities of companies due to filled order
books and a positive economic outlook of companies. It was also stated that the perception of
the border as a barrier by citizens and organisations does not necessarily correspond to the

impact of all activities to ease cross-border activities.

In this respect, also available tools as the “Regional Innovation Scoreboard” that is produced
by assessing 18 innovation related indicators does not help (but can be misleading). Half of
the NUTS 2 regions in the programme area show lower scores from 2013 to 2017 according
to the Scoreboard with respect to their innovation performance. A closer look however shows
that most of the data used in the 2017 edition is from 2014 (or even earlier). A balanced mix
of indicators related to innovation could deliver assistance with respect to the possible im-
pacts of an INTERREG Programme. But, only if appropriate recent data is used and these
data are not limited to the NUTS 2 level.

A similar problem was further illustrated during the attempt of the research team to use some
of the earlier proposed common quantitative indicators. In order to assess the general social
and economic development of the programme territory, the maps were created on the basis
of Eurostat data at the level of mainly NUTS 2. Only a few data were as well available at the
level of NUTS 3. The different indicators were discussed in Workshop 1 with experts related
to the programme management (from the secretariat and other stakeholders). As in the case
of the indicator “companies with process or product innovation”, the indicators chosen were
not convincing. It was not evident that one could calculate or assess a certain influence of the
programme on general data between base year and the current situation. The tested indica-
tors were on employment, employment of persons with higher education, employment of sci-
entist and engineers, economic growth, population, overnight stays and the performance of
regions in the framework of the Regional Competitiveness Index. As a result, it was not pos-
sible to calculate a net impact determination on the basis of quantitative indicators. Yet, the
maps fulfil an important purpose. They give a more detailed insight into the general develop-

ment of the programme area with respect to specific socio-economic developments.
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1.6.1 TIA Process

In general, the templates were extremely useful for the structuring of the work. The handbook
has provided good instructions. The structure of the process was experienced as very helpful.
A first kick-off with the programme secretariat was very important to get an overview on the
programme and its management. From the beginning, the programme secretariat provided
useful documentation, helped with the organisation of the workshop and gave very important
advice. The timing of the two workshops was perfect due to the help and the contacts of the
programme secretariat. In this case, the approach is dependent on an excellent cooperation
with the secretariat. In this respect, this case study was conducted under excellent conditions.
The research team faced problems with respect to quantitative socio-economic data. A lot of
time was necessary to search for comprehensive data on NUTS 3 level. Given the only two
priority axis and the focus on innovation, the full list of common quantitative indicators was not
that relevant. Even detailed sets of indicators — as in the framework of the Regional Innova-
tion Index — do lack essential indicators for a cross-border territory. The real impact of the
programme is not so much on innovation as on innovation in a cross-border context. One of
the findings of this case study is that the programme operates with limited result indicators.
The innovation result indicator (share of companies with process and product innovation) has
its limitations since it is not referring to the cross-border dimension of innovation and im-

provement of cross-border activities.

The production of qualitative data with the expert judgments of Workshop Il were seen as
more stringent. As also stated by the Programme Secretariat, the group of experts represent-
ed a good range of different sector expertise and knowledge on regional developments. It is
evident, that an assessment of impacts with a more balanced view into different sub-regions
ins not possible with such a limited number of experts. With much more resources, four differ-
ent workshops covering different areas could have delivered more in-depth results on regional
impacts. If the qualitative element of such an impact assessment is emphasized — what is one
of the recommendations of this case study — a concept with more expert workshops would be
an option. Nevertheless, there is the methodological problem of reproducing expert work-
shops. One has to accept the subjective and temporary nature of specific assessments with
respect to programmes. There should be a list of minimum requirements with respect to the

mix of experts with respect to the sectoral and regional diversity.

1.6.2 Intervention logic

It was feasible to work with the intervention logic scheme that helps to get a grip on the fun-
damental elements of the programme. In the case of the case study, the programme as such
was not that complex. Since there are only two priority axis formulated, the intervention logic
is not too complex. That is certainly an advantage compared to other case studies. Hence, it
was not necessary to limit the scope of the research. There was much guidance on the ques-
tion of quantitative indicators and data with respect to the socio-economic impacts of the pro-

gramme. Less attention was devoted to the question how to produce qualitative data with
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respect to the qualitative indicator in the field of European integration and cross-border cohe-
sion. Given the experiences of the case study, it would be necessary to redefine the use and
appropriateness of quantitative indicators and describe certain limitations. It would be also
helpful to work on a specific set of quantitative cross-border indicators (e.g. number of com-
panies with innovation partner across the border) and discuss the availability or the innovative

production of data.

It would be of course also helpful to devote more time on the formulation of qualitative indica-

tors and the question how to produce the data in an expert workshop setting.

1.6.3 Upscaling of the methodology

In principal, the methodology can be used for any CBC programme. As already mentioned,
the process demands a rather good coordination with the programme secretariat. Especially if
the qualitative element will be emphasized, only the secretariat has the expertise and con-
tacts to find appropriate experts and help to bring them together. If the experiences from this
case study are also valid for other cases, there has to be an up-date with respect to the use of
guantitative socio-economic indicators, the calculation of net impact determination and the
sub-regional dimension. The common indicators should be still grouped around the three
dimension. More explanation is necessary whether an indicator is appropriate with respect to

the nature of a certain programme.

1.7 Appendix chapter 1

Programme documents, other sources and literature

e Programmhandbuch 2014-2020 (Programme Manual)

o Kooperationsprogramm DT-NL 2014-2020 (Cooperation Programme)

e Durchfuihrungsberichte 2014-2017 (Annual Implementation Reports)

e Messung “DE-NI Grenze als Barriere” (Report on the perception of the border as a barri-
er)

o ExAnte Bewertung INTERREG VA (Ex-Ante evaluation report)

e Sachstand und Analyse der Indikatoren, 2018 (not public)

¢ Eligible Costs by Nuts 3 Region, Document provided by the programme secretariat
(situation January 2019, not public)
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2 Case study Sweden — Norway

2.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme Sweden-Norway within the ESPON TIA CBC project. As this
TIA was conducted as a pilot testing a previously developed methodology, the purpose of the
report is threefold:

¢ Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment

¢ Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme

¢ Comment on the methodology applied and its upscalability to other programmes
For policymakers, an executive summary (section 2.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 5 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 2.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment

(section 2.5).

This report is produced for a pilot case study within the ESPON TIA CBC project, therefore
the methodology applied will be subject to changes based on the experiences gathered within
the case study. Section 2.6 acts as the commentary part, where experiences and suggestions
for the further methodological development are recorded. Furthermore, the project shall serve
as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indicators used and gathered to conduct
a territorial impact assessment. Thus within section 2.6 suggestions for indicators to be col-

lected in the upcoming programming period are recorded.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
Sweden-Norway CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases various steps on
expert knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure sound and well
justified results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating experts is in-
herent to the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

2.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme: Interreg Sweden-Norway Programme - Inner Scandinavia Sub Region

Version: CCI 2014TC16RFCB016
First year: 2014
Last year: 2020

Introduction

The concept of a territorial impact assessment (TIA) for cross border programmes aims at
showing the regional differentiation of the impact on the programme region of a cross border
cooperation (CBC) programme. The focus of analysis in this report is an impact assessment
of the Sweden-Norway programme with a focus on the sub-region of Inner Scandinavia. The

results are based on the methodology of the ESPON TIA CBC project, which ideally com-
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bines both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments to produce evidence of the
territorial distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two expert workshops have been
held on the 10t of December 2018 in Hamar (Norway) and on the 8t of January 2019 in
Hamar (Norway) with participants from the Interreg Joint Secretariat, Norwegian Managing
Authority, and representatives from regional higher education institutes, businesses, and as-
sociations. The input gathered from and expert discussions held in these workshops has been
translated into the present report by the authors from Nordregio Research Institute (Stock-
holm, Sweden).

TIA Inner Scandinavia: Specific Objectives

The TIA of Inner Scandinavia highlights the heterogeneous effects of the Sweden-Norway
programme on this sub-region. On a regional level, a significant urban-rural distinction can
been observed in the overall effects of the programme and in the main focus and volume of
spending on projects. The impact of the programme also differentiates in relation to each

specific objective of the CBC programme, as outlined in more detail below:

Specific Objective 1: Increase the R&D and innovation capabilities of organisations
and enterprises (TO1, PA1)

The main undertakings in this area are focused on increasing the collaboration and
knowledge transfers between stakeholders, e.g. by way of networking and skills centres
(quadruple- and penta-helix), as well as projects that develop concrete models for introducing
new ideas to the market, including testing and demonstrations. Current projects include inno-
vation-network projects in sectors such as green technology and construction. The interview-
ees stressed that the most significant effect has been the expansion and growth of the inno-
vation ecosystem in Inner Scandinavia. While there have also been a few entirely new clus-
ters, this growth is viewed predominantly as an expansion and deepening of existing networks
of co-involved actors. Regarding regional distribution, the one hand, interviewees found that
Norwegian regions as a whole are commonly a bit behind the level of innovation and R&D
advancement of the Karlstad urban area in Sweden, but on the other hand, in the Swedish
national innovation context Karlstad in the relatively peripheral Varmland risks falling behind
larger Swedish cluster regions. In this way, growing the available resources and interactions
through a cross-border ecosystem becomes mutually beneficial for the regional centres of
Inner Scandinavia. Moreover, while the innovation networks are naturally stronger in urban
centres than in rural localities, the accessibility and connectivity of many smaller localities has
been improved significantly by the increased cross-border connections. The volume of fund-
ing by the cross-border programme is spread quite equally across the programme area, but
interviewees point out that this does not give the whole picture in terms of effects. The effi-
ciency of funded projects is very contextual and depends on which nodes of the innovation

ecosystem are being supported and what their prior connections and capabilities are.
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Specific Objective 2: Increase the competitiveness of enterprises (TO3, PA2) and
Specific Objective 3: Increase the frequency of establishment in the programme
area (TO3, PA2)

The main undertakings of this area have focused on efforts that support the growth opportuni-
ties of enterprises, international growth opportunities in particular, e.g. through collaboration,
skills training, and method development. Current efforts include projects to strengthen the
competitiveness of manufacturing exports and, for example, ecosystems for creative indus-
tries, as well as projects to promote and strengthen the region as an international tourism
destination. There is also promotion of student entrepreneurship initiatives as well as support-
ing newly-established SMEs in networking within the cross-border ecosystem. The clearest
dimension of cross-border added value concerns the number of companies collaborating
across the border: Interviewees estimated that the impact of the Interreg cross-border pro-
gramme has been particularly decisive for this development, in supporting a networking cul-
ture among SMEs through which it has gradually become completely natural to engage with
partners and supply chains across the border. The cross-border programme has acted as a
facilitator for firms to take advantage of the expanding entrepreneurial networks and a sup-
porter of collaborative scale-up efforts that would not otherwise have taken place. In general
terms, Interreg funding has been more effective as a tool for established firms to expand and
develop than as start-up seed funding. Moreover, Interreg-funded projects have helped in
building up the global tourism competitiveness of the programme area, especially for outdoor
and recreation activities. Entrepreneurship and SME growth is naturally more centred in and
around more densely populated urban centres in the programme area, but interviewees
pointed out that pioneer entrepreneurs and municipalities eager to act as testing grounds can

be found in smaller localities across the programme area.

Specific Objective 4: Increase the access to and engagement with the natural and
cultural heritage of the cross-border region while maintaining their status of con-
servation (TO6, PA3)

The main undertakings in this area concern common management projects for cross-border
protected natural areas and water bodies, including cooperation in knowledge creation, inven-
tory, and method development (e.g. for natural restoration). Current projects include protect-
ing river ecosystems and species living in the several cross-border water bodies of the pro-
gramme area, as well as coordination of gamekeeping and conservation of forest mammals
living and moving back and forth across the border. Efforts and investment focus in cultural
heritage conservation have been much less extensive during the current programme period. It
is difficult to link and compare programme-level indicators with specific, project-level activities
in this thematic area, and thus it is too early to establishing an overall impact of the undertak-
ings. For example, many of the critically endangered species and vulnerable ecosystems
supported by programme projects are yet to show significant signs of recovery. However, in
terms of output and activity in mobilising new collaborations and targeting new focus areas, it

stands clear that the projects funded by the cross-border programme have performed rea-
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sonably well. The undertakings of the cross-border programme are spread across the natural,
predominantly rural areas of Inner Scandinavia. Some variation in project intensity between
regions and municipalities is linked to the prevailing natural conditions, however, even more
significant is the variation caused by administrative factors. The activity and engagement of
local and municipal authorities to support project causes and to improve collaboration with
cross-border counterparts varies substantively based on available resources and previously
existing connections. The Norwegian decentralised administrative bodies are perceived to
carry more autonomy in general to collaborate with the projects funded by the cross-border

programme.

Specific Objective 5: Increase travel by cross-border public transport (TO7, PA4)
and Specific Objective 6: Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-
carbon transportation (TO7, PA4)

The main undertakings in this SO area are focused on developing the knowledge-base to
support the planning of cross-border transport infrastructure to increase the share of freight
and people transport carried out by carbon efficient means of transport. Current measures
include projects promoting information sessions and networking events on the spread of fos-
sil-free private transportation solutions in the cross-border region, and the establishment of
public transport links between tourism destinations in the northern part of the programme
area, connecting them to the new Scandinavian Mountain Airport. The overall impact of the
programme in this specific objective have been relatively small, as different national level
transport infrastructures and priorities between Norway and Sweden make collaboration diffi-
cult and reduce the potential impact of the programme. The level of involvement of regional
organisations in relation to transport issues was considered important for regional differentia-
tion. Hedmark county was particularly active in this area, whereas areas including Ostfold,
Dalarna and Varmland were less involved in transport reforms. The regional effects of the
programme are largely restricted by the limited spread of funding to urban areas around
Hedmark and Dalarna and the very specific rural areas of Trysil/Salen where the Mountain
Airport is being constructed. The programme has not made a made direct impact on meeting
the specific objectives of the programme including the development of cross-border transport
networks and infrastructures, increasing the use of environmentally friendly transports and
reducing pollution emissions. Developments in these areas are most likely the result of exist-
ing transport networks or national level climate and energy policies, such as the Norway tax

incentive scheme to encourage citizens to buy electric vehicles.

Specific Objective 7: Increase cross-border labour mobility (TO8, PA5S)

The main undertakings in relation to this SO include projects that facilitate collaborative initia-
tives by industry clusters and higher education facilities across the border to increase net-
working and exchanges, for example in the bio-economy and construction sectors, with the
aim to exchange knowledge and models to better match educational competences to the

demand of the labour market in the cross-border region. The programme has made a signifi-
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cant impact in enhancing cross-border labour mobility and training schemes in the region.
Changes can be directly attributed to the programme as there are no other national or local
level initiatives that focus on promoting employment and education across the border. How-
ever, the impact of the programme is only of a short-term in nature as workers or students
return to their home countries once project related jobs or educational courses have conclud-
ed. There is a strong urban-rural divide within this specific objective area, which is reflected in
the spread of funding allocated to the regions of Hedmark, Varmland, Dalarna and Akershus
that have more diverse urban economies with more businesses and stronger higher educa-
tion institutes. The programme has helped build strong networks between universities in
Hamar, Karlstad and Borlange, but more can be done to link rural areas to urban nodes
through mobility and training schemes based around bio-economy initiatives and forestry and
eco-foods industries.

TIA: Main Findings

The TIA results indicate that the Sweden-Norway programme has had a significant impact on
building and enhancing cross-border collaborations within the Inner Scandinavia region, but
regional and thematic distinctions are evident. There is a greater impact in urban areas than
in rural ones, with the largest regional towns, including Karlstad (Varmland), Hamar (Hed-
mark) and Borlange (Dalarna) benefitting most from the programme. This can partially be
explained by the regional spread of programme spending, as Varmland, Hedmark and Dalar-
na receive higher levels of funding than the Akershus and Ostfold regions. The main reason
that the programme has a bigger impact in urban areas is that these cities, particularly Hamar
and Karlstad, have a critical mass of key stakeholders, including industries, businesses, and
higher education institutions. The regional variations are broadly reflected across the different
specific objectives of the programme, with the exception of the specific objectives for natural
and cultural heritage, which is largely focused on rural areas around the immediate cross-
border areas.

At the specific objective level, the programme has the largest impact in relation to fostering
cross-border innovation. The programme has helped in the development of an innovation
ecosystem involving cross-border stakeholders, with particularly strong collaboration between
actors in the Varmland and Hedmark regions in areas of shared interests and strength, such
as forestry, bio foods, manufacturing, and renewable energy solutions. The programme has
also had a significant impact in the thematic objective area of labour mobility by promoting
cross-border labour schemes and student exchanges that are driven by a close connection
between the universities in Hedmark, Karlstad and Dalarna. In relation to SMEs and entre-
preneurship, the impact of the programme is largely confined to urban hubs, such as Hamar
and Karlstad, which have dense business agglomerations within the programme area, alt-
hough some examples of pioneering localities for rural entrepreneurship have also received
great benefit from the programme. Overall, the impact of the programme funding is more sig-

nificant for SMEs in their expansion phase than as seed funding for start-ups, as the former
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are well-placed to maximise the opportunities presented by the programme in relation to

cross-border networking.

The impact of the programme has been smaller in the specific objectives areas of transport,
as well as in culture and heritage. Different national priorities and administrative differences in
these thematic areas are an obstacle to cross-border collaboration and significant develop-
ments can be attributed mainly to national level policies and cluster organisations. In the the-
matic area of innovation, the programme has helped contribute to building long-term collabo-
rations between stakeholders, but in most other specific objective areas the impacts are
short-term and do not extend beyond the project period. Overall, the TIA results indicate that
the Inner Scandinavia region is a genuinely functional area that has the critical mass of
stakeholders required to stimulate regional growth and development. The next programme
period should focus on finding ways of utilising the cross-border innovation ecosystem that
the programme has helped develop to stimulate new business development through training,
knowledge sharing and sharing test bed facilities. There should also be a more explicit focus
on how to connect rural areas to urban hubs and on promoting the use of rural capital and
entrepreneurship opportunities. If the rural dimension is to be genuinely developed in relation
to opportunities presented by cultural heritage and environmental tourism, the programme
must find ways of enhancing collaboration between municipalities in Norway and Sweden in

the development of environmentally friendly transport initiatives.

2.3 Initial programme assessment findings

2.3.1 Context and programme area description

The programme area for Interreg Sweden-Norway 2014-2020 comprises nine regional admin-
istrations — five Swedish lan and four Norwegian fylke — which are arranged along the south-
ern half of the long Sweden-Norway border that splits the Scandinavian Peninsula and its
namesake mountain range from north to south. The programme area is geographically exten-
sive and very sparsely populated, with an average population density of just 19 inhabitants
per square kilometre (while the EU average is about 117 people per square kilometre). The
combined population of the programme area is a little over four million people, most of whom
live in and around a few main urban and sub-urban agglomerations while the more remote
parts of the programme area count among the most sparsely populated regions in Europe.
These demographic variations are mirrored in similarly significant inter- and intra-regional
differences in economic structure and growth. That being said, the regions of the programme
area are also united by similar natural conditions and a cultural heritage, and their cross-
regional collaborative tradition dates back centuries. There are many economic, demographic,
environmental, and infrastructure challenges that are shared across most of the programme
area and for which the Interreg Sweden-Norway programme thus sets out common strategies
and solutions. A common inter-regional approach is seen to increase the prospects of the

programme area as a whole through facilitating cross-border engagement and critical mass
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formation. The Sweden-Norway programme area is divided into three sub-areas, as the
cross-border regions in each of these share even more characteristics in common with each
other than with the programme area as a whole. The three sub-areas are the Nordic Green
Belt, featuring the northernmost regions included in the programme area; Inner Scandinavia,
the central part of the programme area and the main sub-area explored in the present report;

and Borderless Co-operation, which includes the southern regions of the programme area.

The regions included in the programme area are (NUTS Il level):

Nordic Green Belt Inner Scandinavia Borderless Co-operation
Nord-Trgndelag, NO Hedmark, NO @stfold, NO
Sgr-Trgndelag, NO @stfold, NO Akershus, NO
Jamtland, SE Akershus, NO Vastra Gotaland, SE
Vasternorrland, SE Dalarna, SE

Varmland, SE

Map 2.1: Sweden-Norway Cross Border Cooperation: Three Functional Sub-Regions
Norway-Sweden Cross Border Cooperation: functional areas and typology

Urban-rural typology
(based on Eurostat typology)

- Predominantly urban region
Intermediate region, close to a city
Intermediate region, remote

- Predominantly rural region, remote

National border

ESPIN ﬂ @ESPON, 2019 —Dkm__

Cotnances b e Esopen Regions Deveiopment

Territorial level: NUTS3 (version 2013)

Source: Espon CBC TIA, 2019

Qrigin of data: Eurostat and Nordregio, 2019
@ UMS RIATE for administrative boundaries

Overview of needs and challenges

e Economy and industry
Economic growth in the programme area over the past few years has varied from moderate in
the more rural regions (which also feature meagre demographic prospects and decreasing

population) to strong in the most industrialised regions. There is considerable variation across
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the programme area in which sectors dominate the local economy: Whereas some regions
have the most extensive forestry or agriculture industries in their respective countries (e.g.
Hedland in Norway or Varmland in Sweden), others host large clusters of industrial production
(such as the automobile industry centred around Trollhattan, Sweden). Innovative capacity,
especially outside the urban centres of the programme area, is highlighted as a specific chal-
lenge. The education levels and skillsets among the inhabitants in remote regions are com-
paratively low, and long geographical distances inhibit engagement in innovative cluster activ-
ities. R&D investment levels are modest across the programme area. SMEs are identified to
warrant specific attention; 90% of all enterprises in the programme area are SMEs, but the
number of newly-established SMEs has decreased in recent years. The border presents a
further challenge to this, as there still exist differences in skill certification and information
asymmetries between the Swedish and Norwegian regions and between urban and rural are-
as within these regions, which makes it difficult to match the needs of the labour market with
skilled labour. This makes it more difficult to reach critical mass and thus build up and main-

tain the competitiveness of the border region.

Map 2.2: Sweden-Norway Cross Border Cooperation: Employment rate 2016
Norway-Sweden Cross Border Cooperation: Employment rate 2016

Nord
Trondelag

Vasternorrland

Inner
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Cotnanced b e Escpean Regions

Territorial level: NUTS3 (version 2013)

Source: Espon CBC TIA, 2019

Origin of data: Nordregio’s calculations based on NSIs and Eurostat, 2019
UMS RIATE for administrative boundaries
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Map 2.3: Sweden-Norway Cross Border Cooperation: Number of Patents 2007-2013
Norway-Sweden Cross Border Cooperation: Patents 2007-2013
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¢ Natural and cultural heritage

The border region features a long-running common natural and cultural heritage, the lacking
preservation of which is recognised as a particular risk in times of economic and demographic
change. One dimension of this is to maintain the level of protection of natural heritage areas
alongside efforts to increase tourism and improve the accessibility for inhabitants and tourists
to experience and enjoy these natural environments. Moreover, the Swedish and Norwegian
border region communities have engaged with each other for many centuries and are thus
interwoven by way of cultural and family ties as well as shared local living and environmental
conditions characteristic of the mountainous or forestry/agricultural regions, respectively. The
conservation of the shared cultural heritage has been highlighted to carry inherent value for
the border region, and also an instrumental importance as a solid foundation of shared expe-
riences on which to build future collaboration.

e Transport

The border region already benefits from a strong tradition of communication and economic
cooperation across the border. Cross-border commuting is relatively common and is growing
in volume, as are cross-border transports of goods. The main Norwegian and Swedish high-
ways and railways are linked together by road and rail links that run east to west. However,

the infrastructure for commuting by means of public transport is lagging behind, especially in
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the most sparsely populated parts of the programme area. A particular challenge is thus that
the pressure to increase cross-border transport and commuting, while economically beneficial
for the region, is being channelled into environmentally unsustainable transport flows that rely
excessively on fossil fuels, such as commuting by private car. This founds the programme’s
priorities to increase and improve the transport infrastructure of the programme area and to

base this increase on environmentally-friendly public transport links.

Source: Programme document, implementation reports

2.3.2 Programme framework characterisation

e Thematic Objective 1: Strengthening research, technological development and innovation.
¢ Specific Objective 1: Increase the R&D and innovation capabilities of organisations and
enterprises.
e Priority Axis 1: Innovative environments
Brief Justification: Enterprises in the programme area have low volumes of R&D investment.
SMEs have little engagement with educational institutions or research institutes, nor do they

have platforms meant for such engagement.

Main change Sought: To stimulate open innovation through clustering activities and increased

cooperation between academia and industry.

Activities undertaken: Increasing the collaboration and knowledge transfers between stake-
holders e.g. by way of networking and skills centres (quadruple- and penta-helix); a Smart
Specialisation approach to enrich the specific strengths of the cross-border region, e.g. by
way of demand-driven research; projects that develop concrete models for introducing new
ideas to the market, including testing and demonstrations. Current projects include innova-

tion-network projects in sectors such as green technology and construction.

Beneficiaries: SMEs; the public sector; the social economy; R&D-institutions. E.g. universities;
institutes of education and research; business associations; enterprise groups; public organi-
sations at the local, regional, and national levels; foundations; cooperatives; non-profit organi-

sations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 26,519,980 (30% of total).

e Thematic Objective 3: Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs.

e Specific Objective 2: Increase the competitiveness of enterprises.

e Priority Axis 2: SMEs
Brief Justification: SMEs in the programme area have narrow profit margins and few re-
sources for internationalisation efforts. Previous analyses emphasise that there are particular-
ly promising development opportunities in tourism, cultural and creative industries, and other
service-based sectors.

Main change Sought: Joint efforts should lead to an increased access to skills, knowledge
and technology, to facilitate the commercialisation of innovations as well as to increase the

internationalisation of the regional business community.
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Activities undertaken: Efforts that support the growth opportunities of enterprises, international
growth opportunities in particular, e.g. through collaboration, skills training, and method de-
velopment. Increasing knowledge of which industries and companies have potential for cross-
border cooperation. Current efforts include projects to strengthen the competitiveness of
manufacturing exports and, for example, ecosystems for creative industries, as well as pro-

jects to promote and strengthen the region as an international tourism destination.

Beneficiaries: SMEs; prospective entrepreneurs. E.g. public organisations at the local, re-
gional and national levels; business associations; enterprise groups; universities; education

and research institutions; foundations; cooperatives; non-profit organisations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 30,939,976 (35% of total).

e Thematic Objective 3: Enhancing the competitiveness of SMEs.

¢ Specific Objective 3: Increase the frequency of establishment in the programme area.

e Priority Axis 2: SMEs
Brief Justification: SMEs in the programme area have narrow profit margins and few re-
sources for internationalisation efforts. 90% of all enterprises in the programme area are

SMEs, but the establishment frequency of new SMEs has been steadily decreasing.
Main change Sought: Increase entrepreneurship and new businesses.

Activities undertaken: Strengthening and developing business advisory and incubator func-
tions for cross-border business establishment; projects that channel the entrepreneurial spirit
and drive of young people; stimulating entrepreneurship among diverse social groups. Cur-
rent projects include, for example, promotion of student entrepreneurship initiatives as well as

supporting newly-established SMEs in networking within the cross-border ecosystem.

Beneficiaries: SMESs; prospective entrepreneurs; young people. E.g. public organisations at
the local, regional and national levels; business associations; enterprise groups; primary edu-
cation institutions; secondary education institutions; universities and tertiary education institu-

tions; research institutions; foundations; cooperatives; non-profit organisations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 30,939,976 (35% of total).

e Thematic Objective 6: Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting re-
source efficiency.
e Specific Objective 4: Increase the access to and engagement with the natural and cul-
tural heritage of the cross-border region while maintaining their status of conservation.
e Priority Axis 3: Natural and cultural heritage.
Brief Justification: The cross-border region hosts a common natural and cultural heritage and
therefore a shared responsibility to conserve, promote, and develop them for the benefit of
future generations. This is done most efficiently on a cross-border basis. Natural and cultural
heritage is of fundamental importance for an attractive living environment, for the develop-

ment of a sustainable economy, and for the promotion of creativity.
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Main change Sought: Ensuring that the natural and cultural heritage is preserved and made
accessible, and that they can contribute to business development and strengthen the attrac-

tiveness of the border region.

Activities undertaken: Developing natural areas and cultural heritage to the benefit of sustain-
able outdoor recreation and attractive visitor destinations; improving the accessibility to natu-
ral areas and cultural heritage, both physically and through new technology; strengthening
and displaying the historical and cultural identity of the border region; common management
projects for cross-border protected natural areas and water bodies, including cooperation in
knowledge creation, inventory, and method development (e.g. for natural restoration). Current
projects include protecting river ecosystems and species living in the several cross-border
water bodies of the programme area, as well as coordination of gamekeeping and conserva-

tion of forest mammals living and moving back and forth across the border.

Beneficiaries: Inhabitants and visitors of the programme area; SMEs; the public sector. E.g.
public organisations at the local, regional and national levels; universities and tertiary educa-

tion institutions; research institutions; foundations; cooperatives; non-profit organisations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 8,839,993 (10% of total).

e Thematic Objective 7: Promoting sustainable transport and improving network infrastruc-
tures.
¢ Specific Objective 5: Increase travel by cross-border public transport.
o Priority Axis 4: Sustainable transport.
Brief Justification: Cross-border communications, and cross-border public transport in particu-
lar, are highlighted as one of the main weaknesses in the cross-border region. This affects

both mobility and the environment negatively.

Main change Sought: Developing well-coordinated and efficient public transport across na-

tional borders.

Activities undertaken: Developing knowledge-bases and surveys to support the planning of
infrastructure investments across or in conjunction with the national border; supporting pro-
jects that aim to increase cross-border public transport. Current projects include, for example,
the establishment of public transport links between tourism destinations in the northern part of

the programme area, connecting them to the new Scandinavian Mountain Airport.

Beneficiaries: Inhabitants and visitors of the programme area; actors in the regional economy;
the public sector; state-level authorities. E.g. public organisations at the local, regional and
national levels; universities and tertiary education institutions; research institutions; founda-

tions; cooperatives; non-profit organisations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 8,839,993 (10% of total).

e Thematic Objective 7: Promoting sustainable transport and improving network infrastruc-
tures.

¢ Specific Objective 6: Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-carbon transpor-
tation.
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e Priority Axis 4: Sustainable transport.

Brief Justification: A large proportion of both freight and people transport in the cross-border
region takes place with by means of transportation that are heavily reliant on fossil fuels. The
negative environmental impact can be minimised by way of coordinating among different
means of transportation, facilitating collective transport across the border, and finding solu-
tions to decrease the reliance on fossil fuels of both freight and people transport. There is
good potential to increase the production of renewable energy in the programme area — this

provides a unique opportunity to decrease the reliance on fossil fuels.

Main change Sought: Increased coordination of traffic and freight flows using environmentally

friendly vehicles and fuels.

Activities undertaken: Developing knowledge-bases and surveys to support the planning of
infrastructure investments across or in conjunction with the national border; projects that aim
to increase the share of freight and people transport carried out by carbon efficient means of
transport. Current measures include, for example, projects hosting information sessions and
networking events as well as promoting and surveying the spread of fossil-free private trans-

portation solutions in the cross-border region.

Beneficiaries: Inhabitants and visitors of the programme area; actors in the regional economy;
the public sector; state-level authorities. E.g. public organisations at the local, regional and
national levels; universities and tertiary education institutions; research institutions; founda-

tions; cooperatives; non-profit organisations.

Funding (per Priority Axis): € 8,839,993 (10% of total).

e Thematic Objective 8: Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting la-

bour mobility.

¢ Specific Objective 7: Increase cross-border labour mobility.

e Priority Axis 5: Employment.
Brief Justification: Daily and weekly commuting is important for the employees and enterpris-
es in the border region and for the programme area as a whole. Moreover, the relatively low
education levels in several parts of the programme area constitutes a specific challenge. Re-
gional development may stagnate if available training does not correlate with the competence

demand.

Main change sought: Increasing cross-border mobility in the labour market by matching the
available skills of the labour force to market needs through enhanced education and certifica-

tion of competences.

Activities undertaken: Projects that support cross-border activity among individuals and enter-
prises, e.g. through exchange schemes, awareness efforts, or bringing up new models of
experience exchange; projects that contribute to better matching competences to the demand

from the labour market in the border region. Current projects include collaborative initiatives
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by industry clusters and higher education facilities across the border to increase networking

and exchanges, for example in the bioeconomy and construction sectors.

Beneficiaries: Employees; job applicants and job searchers; young people; SMEs. E.g. public
organisations at the local, regional and national levels; employment agencies and headhunt-
ing firms; universities and tertiary education institutions; research institutions; foundations;

cooperatives; non-profit organisations.
Funding (per Priority Axis): € 13,595,994 (15% of total).

2.3.3 Additional funding instruments

In the programme period of 2014-2020 Interreg Sweden-Norway has coordinated efforts with
several EU funds and programmes, transnational sectoral programmes, and Swedish and
Norwegian national-level funds. The synergy points may be both geographical and thematic in
nature. Synergies may also arise if Interreg Sweden-Norway makes use of results and anal-
yses from other EU-funded projects and develops these further from the specific perspective

of the cross-border programme.

In cases where the responsible secretariat concludes that a project is closely related to an-
other structural programme, the responsible authority of that programme is contacted in order
to find the most efficient synergies between the two and to ensure that one activity is not sim-
ultaneously being financed by multiple programmes. The primary guideline for Interreg Swe-
den-Norway is that only such activities are funded from which cross-border interregional col-

laboration brings added value.

Priority Axis 1 of the programme, Innovative environments, entails clear synergy points with
the Horizon 2020 research and development programme. The focus area for Horizon 2020 is
to develop excellence in science and the entire innovation value chain so that new ideas suc-
cessfully reach the market. Interreg Sweden-Norway can complement these efforts by build-
ing regional capacity and thus increasing the opportunities of actors in the programme area to
participate in the research and innovation collaboration of the EU. Interreg projects can bene-

fit from and build on the results of Horizon 2020 projects at the regional level.

The following is a list of funds and programmes that have synergy points with Interreg Swe-

den-Norway:

Structural funds (incl. Interreg)

¢ National and regional structural fund programmes and ESI-funds (Sweden)
e Oresund-Kattegat-Skagerak (A)

¢ Botnia-Atlantica (A)

¢ Interreg Nord (A)

e The North Sea Programme (B)

e The Baltic Sea Programme (B)

e Northern Periphery (B)

¢ Interreg Europe (C)

¢ URBACT (C)

ESPON 2020 68



Transnational sectoral programmes:

e Horizon 2020

e COSME

e Connecting Europe Facility

e Erasmus+

e The programme for Employment and Social Innovation
e Creative Europe

e LIFE

2.4 TIA Process

The territorial impact assessment (TIA) process leans on desk research as well as expert
input in a workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention
logic), the indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are
never attributed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core ele-
ment of the process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section 2.5.
In this section, the working steps are described which were undertaken to produce the evi-
dence of the territorial impact. The elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived

thereof are presented in the following section 2.5.

2.4.1 Selection of TOs and TIA Area

To make the TIA process more manageable, the number of intervention logics was reduced
from seven to five by merging specific objectives that shared a similar focus. Specific Objec-
tive 2 “Increase the competitiveness of enterprises (TO3, PA2)” and Specific Objective 3 “In-
crease the frequency of establishment in the programme area (TO3, PA2)” were merged into
one intervention logic as they both had an SME focus, examining the development of new
SMEs and the internationalization of SMEs in the programme area. Furthermore, Specific
Objective 5 “Increase travel by cross-border public transport (TO7, PA4)” was merged with
Specific Objective 6 “Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-carbon transportation
(TO7, PA4)” as they were both concerned with enhancing cross-border transport through the
use of environmentally friendly modes of transportation. All thematic objectives and specific

objective areas remained covered despite the reduction in the number of intervention logics.
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Map 2.4: Inner Scandinavia Cross-Border Area

Inner Scandinavia cross-border area
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The managing authority representatives asked if it would be possible to concentrate the TIA
on the sub-programme of Inner Scandinavia as shown in Map 2.4. The main reason for this
was that it is was deemed too difficult to conduct an effective TIA assessment across the
sizeable geographical scope of all three sub-regions in the Sweden-Norway programme. Re-
ducing the scale of the territorial focus would allow for a more detailed analysis of one area
and ensure more meaningful analysis and results upon which an assessment of the TIA
methodology could be made. The Inner Scandinavia sub-region has been a consistent part-
nership of five border regions since 1996 and represents the most interesting case study in
the Sweden-Norway programme due to the geographical diversity of the area that includes
urban centres like Akershus region (Norway) and rural areas like Ostfold (Norway), along with
key regional towns in inner-peripheral areas, including Hedmark (Norway), Dalarna (Sweden),
Varmland (Sweden). Another key reason for focusing the case study on Inner Scandinavia is
that it is regarded by managing authority representatives as a genuinely “functional cross
border territory” within the Sweden-Norway programme, due to the higher levels of cross-
border activities in this region. The managing authority pointed out that the SWOT analysis

upon which the programme area document was developed is largely based on findings from
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this sub-region. Furthermore, there is more data and reports to build an analysis/case study
upon in the Inner Scandinavia sub-region as the variety of projects covers more of the the-
matic objectives of the programme.

Inner Scandinavia

The Inner Scandinavia area covers the three border regions of Hedmark (Norway), Varmland
(Sweden), Dalarna (Sweden) and the two Norwegian provinces of Akershus and Ostfold. The
area represents 7% of the total population of Sweden and Norway. This population is largely
concentrated around the provincial Oslo metropolitan areas of Akershus and Ostfold, and the
main urban towns of Hamar (Hedmark), Karlstad (Varmland), and Falun/Borlange (Dalarna).
There is a strong urban-rural divide in the area and the Swedish side of the border in particu-
lar has been affected negatively by depopulation and outmigration. As indicated in Table 2.1,
socioeconomically, the Inner Scandinavia area has an unbalanced, largely industri-
al/manufacturing-based economy and a weak business infrastructure, low levels of education,
a lack of public transport, and long distances between cities. The regional strengths include
access to natural resources and other environmental assets that present opportunities for

innovative entrepreneurship and tourism.

Table 2.1: Inner Scandinavia Partnership Region: Statistical Overview

Criteria Varmland Dalarna Hedmark Akershus @stfold Sweden Norway

(S) (S) (N) (N) (N)

Employment excl. cross-border 74.9% 78.1% 76.0% 80.7% 74.6% 76.8% 78.7%
commuters

Employment ratio incl. cross- 78.2% 78.9% 76.0% 80.7% 74.6% 77.6% 78.7%
border commuters

R&D Investment Total Mill. EUR 57 58 18 594 65 11.194 4.188
R&D Investment Private Sector 28 40 8 335 33 7.863 1.820
Mill. EUR

Climate gas emissions 1000 tons  1.634 1.872 1.146 1.954 1.619 59.054 35.506
CO2 eq.

Renewable energy 48% 46% 57% 56% 65% 47% 65%

Tertiary level education Female 50.0% 44.6% 44.3% 51.7% 41.5% 55.0% 51.5%
30-39Y

Tertiary level education Male 30- 30.3% 29.2% 25.7% 39.5% 26.8% 41.9% 36.6%
39Y

GDP/Capita EUR 28,651 31,188 30,974 40,372 30,768 35,731 43,641
Total population (2017) 279,999 285,724 197,032 619,440 296,575 9,995,000 5,295,600
Population change (1970-2012) -4% -1% 8% 50% 28% 20% 30%
Square area (km?) 17,591 28,189 27,397 4,918 4,181 450,295 385,203

Sources: SCB, SSB, @stlandsforskning, Karlstad University

The focus of the Interreg programme in the Inner Scandinavia region has been to connect
isolated areas by building cross-border networks of collaboration with a focus on promoting
business links, human capital and cultural activities (Medeiros 2017). As Figure 2.1 highlights,
Varmland, Hedmark and Dalarna regions have received the most funding from the pro-

gramme, with Akershus and Ostfold receiving the least money.
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Figure 2.1: Interreg Sweden-Norway Investment Distribution per Region 2014-2020 (EUR)
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2.4.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the

programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded

through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via

indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

¢ result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)
e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)
¢ additional indicators developed by each case study tailored to the programme —marked (A)

The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-

gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-

essary basis for all further assessments made.

Table 2.2: SO 1: Increase the R&D and innovation capabilities of organisations and enterprises

Needs Measures

Effects

Indicators

Stimulating innovation Projects that increase
and the commercialisa-  synergies and contribute
tion of new ideas through to knowledge transfer
clustering activities and  between research envi-
increased cooperation ronments, companies, the
between academia and  public sector, and the
industry social economy

Increased cross-border
cooperation between
innovation stakeholders
(e.g. clusters and net-
works)

Number of clusters
and networks (A)

Projects that that increase
the innovation capabilities
of organisations through
development of practically
useful models that bring
new ideas to the market,
including tests and
demonstrations

Increase in companies
getting new products to
the market

Number of new pa-
tents/trademarks (C)
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Table 2.3: SO 2: Increase the competitiveness of enterprises (TO3, PA2) and Specific Objective 3: In-
crease the frequency of establishment in the programme area (TO3, PA2)

Needs Measures Effects Indicators
Fostering entrepreneur-  Joint projects that Increase in cross-border  Number of companies
ship and new startups, strengthen and develop businesses cooperating across the

and enhance internation-
alization through collabo-
rative cross-border sup-
port schemes

advisory and incubator
functions for cross-border
business

border (C)

Joint projects that support
business growth opportu-
nities in international mar-
kets

businesses in external
markets

Increased involvement of

Number of companies
engaged export efforts

(R

Increase in new busi-
nesses

Projects that encourage
startups and entrepre-
neurship

New enterprises
(number of new enter-
prises with 1-4 em-
ployees) (R)

Table 2.4: SO 4: Increase the access to and engagement with the natural and cultural heritage of the
border region while maintaining their status of conservation (TO6, PA3)

Needs

Measures Effects

Indicators

Ensuring that the natural
and cultural heritage
sites are preserved and
made accessible, so they
can contribute to busi-
ness development and
strengthen the attractive-
ness of the border region

Increased coordination
and collaboration be-

Joint projects that develop
accessibility to and raise
awareness of nature are-
as and cultural heritage
for benefit of sustainable
outdoor recreation and
visitor areas

authorities

tween culture and nature

Number of joint nature,
culture and heritage
governance initiatives

(A)

Cross-border projects that
protect and restore cross-
border nature areas

Improved natural and
cultural heritage status

Increased area of
protected natural and
cultural landscape (R)

Table 2.5: SO 5: Increase travel by cross-border public transport (TO7, PA4) and Specific Objective 6:
Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-carbon transportation (TO7, PA4)

Needs

Measures Effects

Indicators

Developing well-
coordinated and efficient
public transport across
national borders and
increased coordination of
traffic and freight flows
using environmentally
friendly vehicles and
fuels.

Enhance cross-border
transport management

Projects aiming to increas-
ing cross-border public
transport by enhancing
knowledge and planning
of infrastructure initiatives

Number of joint plat-
forms cross-border
knowledge sharing on
transport infrastruc-
tures (R)

Increase in envrionmen-
tally friendly transport
Decrease in pollutant
emissions

Projects aimed at increas-
ing the proportion of
freight and passenger
traffic performed with low
carbon dioxide transport

Number of available
systems for environ-
mentally friendly and
carbon efficient
transport (R)

Number of CO2 and
N20 emissions (R)

Table 2.6: SO 7: Increase cross-border labour mobility (TO8, PA5)

Needs

Measures Effects

Indicators

Increasing cross-border
mobility in the labour
market by matching the
skills to labour market
needs through enhanced
education and certifica-
tion of competences

Projects that support Increased cross-border
cross-border labour mobil- labour mobility

ity among individuals and

enterprises through ex-

change schemes, aware-

ness raising, or new mod-

els that better match edu-

cation with the needs of

the labour market

Number of participants
in cross-border labour
mobility schemes (R)

Number of cross bor-
der students (A)
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2.4.3 Indicators

2.4.3.1 Indicator data

Indicators linked to effects in the intervention logic presented above were to be populated with
guantitative data wherever possible. It was aimed to obtain data for the baseline year as close
as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as close as possible to the current year
(2018). During the first workshop it became clear, however, that neither the managing authori-
ty nor the national statistics offices or other stakeholders had been collecting any data on the
result indicators set out in the programme document. Data had not been compiled on com-
mon CBC indicators, either. Therefore the intervention logics were revised in cooperation with
experts present at the first interview, producing a set of indicators (predominantly output indi-
cators from the programme document) which both captured the intended impacts of the pro-
gramme, for which the managing authority could provide project-level data, and in which the
intended participants for the second workshop could support the process with qualitative in-
sight and expertise. The ambition then became to obtain information about the general devel-
opment on the revised indicators, in order to be able to perform quantitative net impact calcu-
lations. However, with the exception of the indicator on the number of patents, for which the
OECD has collected regionalised information, the case-study team concluded that there was
no general statistics available on these indicators, either. Furthermore, the data provided by
the managing authority after the first workshop turned out to be incomplete, with only a mi-
nority of projects having reported results on the indicators. Qualitative assessments in an
expert workshop were conducted for all indicators, and the primary rationale for indicator se-
lection therefore became to focus only on such indicators for which panel experts had noted
during the first interview that they would be able to provide meaningful insight. The metadata

for these indicators is provided in Table 5.27.

Closely adapted or verbatim versions of CBC indicators were drawn from the Regional Com-
petitiveness and Cross Border Cohesion groups on the CBC list. With the exception of the
indicator of cross-border students, which was partly inspired by the European Integration
related CBC indicator on cross-border bi-diplomas, the European Integration group of CBC
indicators was not represented, mainly due to the response by participants during the first
workshop that some of the proposed indicators would not reflect very accurately the intended
impact of the programme, or that the experts had too little knowledge to provide meaningful
information on a proposed indicator. For these same reasons some of the adopted CBC indi-
cators were reworded in collaboration with workshop participants to better fit the processes
and objectives of the Sweden-Norway programme and the availability of qualitative expertise
to analyse the programme impact. Whereas the list of common CBC indicators included indi-
cators of the number of SMEs/companies with cross-border business, the number of patent
applications, and the number of cross-border bi-diplomas, the expert stakeholders present at
the workshop did not have specific enough information to make a precise assessment of pro-
gramme impact based on these measures. These indicators were thus formulated into

measures of the number of companies with cross-border business, the number of granted
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patents/trademarks, and of the number of cross-border students. This facilitated the qualita-

tive assessment process and made possible the use of the limited project-specific data avail-

able on behalf of the Managing Authority to create through the workshops a general qualita-

tive picture of programme impact.

Table 2.7: Indicator assessment method

Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common

Year Year method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)

Number of clusters and Adapted by case-study team 2014 2018 Qualitative No

networks from programme document

Number of new pa- Adapted common CBC Indica- 2014 2018 Qualitative Yes

tents/trademarks tor

Number of companies Common CBC Indicators, 2014 2018 Qualitative Yes

cooperating across the programme document

border

Number of companies Programme document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

engaged in export efforts

New enterprises (number Programme Document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

of new enterprises with

1-4 employees) (R)

Number of joint nature, = Programme Document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

culture and heritage

governance initiatives

Increased area of pro- Programme Document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

tected natural and cul-

tural landscape

Number of joint plat- Programme Document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

forms cross-border

knowledge sharing on

transport infrastructures

Number of available Programme document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

systems for environmen-

tally friendly and carbon

efficient transport

Number of CO2 and N2.O  Programme document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

emissions

Number of participants in Programme document 2014 2018 Qualitative No

cross-border labour mo-

bility schemes

Number of cross border  Adapted by case-study team 2014 2018 Qualitative No

students from programme document
and CBC indicators

Source: Consortium, 2019

2.4.3.2 Net impact determination

Data shortages and the low quality of available statistical information determined that the net

impact of all of the indicators could only be assessed using the qualitative analysis strategy

outlined in the case study handbook. Initially there was the potential prospect to undertake

guantitative analysis with indicators for which both programme-specific and regionalised gen-

eral data was available. The indicator on patent/trademark statistics was the most promising

and the only indicator for which any general data was available: The case-study team was

able to obtain both project-specific data on the number of new patents generated (achieving

NUTS 3 regional granulation by using the spending on each project per region as a proxy)
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and general statistics on regional patent counts drawn from OECD databases. However, the
latter data was only available up until 2013, in other words, there was suitable baseline statis-
tics but no statistics from later years that could be used to calculate the gross impact over the
programme period. Therefore, while the project and OECD data could be compared to get a
general image of the size of the Interreg interventions in comparison to the overall general
volume of patent/trademark counts in the programme area, there was no way to calculate the
gross or net impacts in the way set out by the handbook and the Impact Assessment Matrix.
As there was no comparable general data available for any or the other indicators, either, and
as the project-specific data for all other indicators had significant gaps in reporting outputs,
the case-study team decided that a harmonised qualitative analysis method for all indicators

was the only attainable way to conduct the territorial impact assessment.

As part of the qualitative assessments, workshop interviews were conducted with regional
experts in each thematic area of the Inner Scandinavia region (innovation, SMEs, nature and
cultural heritage, transport, and labour mobility). The qualitative assessments were performed
using the structure outlined in the case study handbook and involved experts from managing

authorities, the joint secretariat, academics, regional associations and businesses.

Experts were first reintroduced to the intervention logics and indicators that had been agreed
upon in the first workshop in relation to their thematic area. The thematic experts then sys-
tematically assessed the impact of the programme in relation to each individual indicator,
focusing on any regional, geographic and socio-economic divergences in impact. As a start-
ing point for discussions, experts were asked to review the funding statistics and project data
provided by the MA on project level indicators and asses what information on programme
impact could be ascertained from this data. The experts agreed that the quality of the quanti-
tative data available was too incomplete to provide any concrete reflections on programme
impact. The research team, therefore, conducted the remainder of the qualitative assessment
using key interview questions they had developed using the case study handbook as a guide.
The experts were asked to consider the following questions in relation to each indicator, in-
cluding:
e What are the overall trends in relation to this indicator?
e To what extent are interventions by the cross-border programme responsible for bringing
about these effects?
e What other factors (e.g. other EU/national funding sources) have had an impact on this
indicator?
e What has been the outcome in regions/fields where interventions by the cross-border
programme have been absent?
e How do the trends on this indicator differ across different regions in Inner Scandinavia
(e.g. urban-rural, geographic, socioeconomic divergences)?
e How does the volume of programme focus and funding differ across different regions in
Inner Scandinavia?
As highlighted in the questions above, there was a counterfactual element built into the work-

shop interview questions, as experts were asked to consider what other factors outside of the
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programme may have contributed to impact, as well as how overall trends had developed in
the regions least affected by the Interreg interventions. A central challenge in implementing
the qualitative assessment was a geographic imbalance in the composition of the workshop
experts. All the experts that attended the workshop were from the Norwegian side of the bor-
der as experts invited from the Swedish side were unable to attend. The research team tried
to compensate for this imbalance by ensuring that the Norwegian experts present offered

insights from both sides of the border.

2.4.3.3 Impact Assessment Matrix

The results of each working step of the TIA process have been fed into the Impact Assess-
ment Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the
experts taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of
those working step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the

following section is formulated.
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Table 4.1: Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region
od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
Number of clusters Quantitative Value TO

and networks ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2 2 1 0
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Up Same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short-medium

Justification, notes

The interviewees stressed that the most significant impact has been the expansion and growth of the innovation ecosystem in Inner
Scandinavia. While there have also been a few entirely new clusters, this growth is viewed predominantly as an expansion and
deepening of existing networks of co-involved actors, with many new entrants from both urban and rural localities.

Number of new Quantitative Value TO
pa-
tents/trademarks ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2 2 1 0
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Up Same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short-medium

Justification, notes

The interviewees stressed that the most significant impact of the cross-border programme in innovation terms has been the sys-
tem-wide expansion and growth of the innovation ecosystem in Inner Scandinavia. Statistics on patents and the frequency of new
projects and ideas coming out of this ecosystem have been very positive for many of the projects supported by the programme,
especially in the Hedmark, Varmland and Dalarna regions.
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Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region
od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
Number of compa- Quantitative Value TO
s cosperatny
Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 2 1 1 1
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Up Up
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short-medium

Justification, notes

The clearest dimension of cross-border added value for SMEs concerns the number of companies collaborating across the border:
Interviewees estimated that the impact of the Interreg cross-border programme has been particularly decisive in supporting a net-
working culture among SMEs. It has gradually become completely natural to engage with partners, supply chains, and testing facili-
ties across the border.

Number of compa-
nies engaged in
export efforts

Quantitative

Value TO

ValueT1l

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 1 1
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Up Up
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short-medium

Justification, notes

Interviewees pointed out that the projects supported by the cross-border programme have performed very well on the indicator
measuring new export efforts, and internationalisation initiatives have been particularly extensive with regards to the international
marketing the tourism industry of the cross-border area.
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Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region

od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
New enterprises Quantitative Value TO
(ber et
4 employees) (R) Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 1 1
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Up Up
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short

Justification, notes

The number of new firms shows a positive trend particularly in relation to student-driven entrepreneurship projects.

But also in general the interviewees highlight the importance of the cross-border programme: The cross-border pro-
gramme funding covers only a minority share of the total expenses for a project (vis-a-vis, for example, fully-funded
Horizon grants) and thus remains attainable for a higher number of projects, giving room for new, lesser-known en-
trants with few prior connections.

Number of joint Quantitative Value TO
nat_ure, culture and ValueT1
heritage govern-

ance initiatives Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 0 0
Direction against baseline Up Up Up Same Same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Meduim-long

Justification, notes

In terms of output and activity in mobilising new collaborations and targeting new focus areas, the projects funded by the cross-
border programme have performed reasonably well, although differences in national and regional administration present persisting
inhibiting factor for closer coordination of efforts. Investment focus in cultural heritage conservation has been much less extensive
than nature-focused investment.
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Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region
od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
Increased area of  Quantitative Value TO
protected natural ValueT1
and cultural land-
scape Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 0 0
Direction against baseline Same/up Same/up Same/up Same Same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Long
Justification, notes
While some positive signs are visible, it is too early to assess exactly how impactful the cross-border programme has been in im-
proving natural and cultural conservation status in the border region. For example, many of the critically endangered species and
vulnerable ecosystems supported by programme projects are yet to show significant signs of recovery.
Number of joint Quantitative Value TO
platforms cross-
border knowledge ValueT1
sharing on Gross impact
transport infra- Net impact calculation method
structures
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 1 0
Direction against baseline same same same same same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short term

Justification: Workshop experts argued that the programme has helped develop a small number of short term transport knowledge-
sharing infrastructure networks across the border, however, most long-term interaction occurs in well-established transport clus-
ters. Cross-border collaborations and decision-making in this thematic area are largely determined by different national level
transport infrastructures and priorities, therefore, the programme only has a limited short-term impact.
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Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region
od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
Number of availa-  Quantitative Value TO
ble _systems for ValueT1
environmentally
friendly and carbon Gross impact
efficient transport Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 1 1 2 1
Direction against baseline Up same same Up same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short/Medium term

Justification: The programme areas main transport project was focused on enhancing knowledge on how to develop and implement
effective infrastructure for increasing the use of environmentally friendly vehicles. This project has coincided with a rise in the num-
ber of environmentally vehicles on the Norwegian side of the border inn urban areas, whereas the use of electric vehicles in Sweden
remains low. Experts pointed out that this rise can be partially attributed to the programme activities but has mostly been the result
of national level tax incentive schemes to encourage people to buy electric cars.

Number of CO2 and Quantitative
N2O emissions

Value TO

ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 0 0 1 1
Direction against baseline Same same same same same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) short term

Justification: Experts noted that it was extremely difficult to link emission levels to the impact of the programme activities. The
increase in the use of environmentally friendly vehicles, particularly on the Norwegian side of the border, has contributed to reduc-
ing emissions, however, the most likely cause has been the implementation of new national level climate and environmental poli-
cies.

ESPON 2020

82



Indicator Assessment meth- Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region
od Hedmark Varmland Dalarna Akershus Ostfold
Number of partici- Quantitative Value TO
e o -
bility schemes Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 1 1 0
Direction against baseline up up up up Same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short term
Justification: Workshop participants argued that the programme has made a good impact on labour mobility with projects encourag-
ing the development of short term cross-border employment schemes. Labour mobility schemes have largely focused on urban
towns and cities within the programme area, where employment opportunities are greater due to the location of businesses and
higher education institutions.
Number of cross Quantitative Value TO
border students ValueT1
Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2 2 2 0
Direction against baseline up up up up same
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) Short term

Justification: Experts suggested that the programme has had a large impact on fostering collaboration between universities within
the programme area and has contributed directly to an increase in the number of cross-border students. The impact is relatively
short term, however, and rarely lasts beyond the time scale of programme projects.
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2.5 Territorial Impact Assessment

2.5.1 Summary of main findings

The territorial impact assessment of the Sweden-Norway programme reveals heterogeneous
effects across different regions in Inner Scandinavia and specific objective areas of the pro-
gramme. On a broad programme level, the assessment reveals a significant urban-rural dis-
tinction in the overall effects of the programme and in the main focus and volume of spending
on projects. There is a greater impact in urban areas than in rural ones, with the largest re-
gional towns, including Karlstad (Varmland), Hamar (Hedmark) and Borlange (Dalarna) bene-
fitting most from the programme. This can partially be explained by the regional spread of
programme spending, as Varmland, Hedmark and Dalarna receive higher levels of funding
than the Akershus and Ostfold regions (Figure 2.2). The main reason that the programme has
a bigger impact in urban areas is that these cities, particularly Hamar and Karlstad, have a
critical mass of key stakeholders, including industries, businesses, and higher education insti-
tutions. The regional variations are broadly reflected across the different specific objectives of
the programme, with the exception of the specific objectives for culture and heritage, which is

largely focused on rural areas around the immediate cross-border areas.

Figure 2.2: Interreg Sweden-Norway Investment Distributions per region 2014-2020 (EUR)

Investment distributions per regions EUR 2014 -2020

25.000.000

21.599.571
20.000.000
15.000.000
11.217.827
10.000.000
7.738.274 7.279.033
5.000.000
1.673.952
Varmland Hedmark Dalarna Akershus Ostfold

Source: Consortium based on data by Managing authority, 2019

At the specific objective level, the programme has the largest impact in relation to fostering
cross-border innovation. The programme has helped in the development of an innovation

ecosystem involving cross-border stakeholders, with particularly strong collaboration between
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actors in the Varmland and Hedmark regions in areas of shared interests and strength, such
as forestry, bio foods, manufacturing, and renewable energy solutions. The programme has
also had a significant impact in the thematic objective area of labour mobility by promoting
cross-border labour schemes and student exchanges that are driven by a close connection
between the universities in Hedmark, Karlstad and Dalarna. In relation the SMEs and entre-
preneurship, the impact of the programme is largely confined to urban hubs, such as Hamar
and Karlstad, which have dense business agglomerations within the programme area, alt-
hough some examples of pioneering localities for rural entrepreneurship have also received
great benefit from the programme. Overall, the impact of the programme funding is more sig-
nificant for SMEs in their expansion phase than as seed funding for start-ups, as the former
are well-placed to maximize the opportunities presented by the programme in relation to
cross-border networking. The impact of the programme has been smaller in the specific ob-
jectives areas of transport, as well as in culture and heritage. Different national priorities and
administrative differences in these thematic areas are an obstacle to cross-border collabora-
tion and significant developments can be attributed mainly to national level policies and clus-
ter organisations. In the thematic area of innovation, the programme has helped contribute to
building long-term collaborations between stakeholders, but in most other specific objective
areas the impacts are short-term and do not extend beyond the project period. The following
section provides a more detailed overview of key findings from the TIA conducted in each
specific objective as outlined in the intervention logics. The findings are predominantly based

on qualitative interviews with regional experts.

2.5.2 Impact on the regions

Specific Objective 1: Increase the R&D and innovation capabilities of organisations
and enterprises (TO1, PA1)

Judging by interview testimonials, the engagement of the cross-border programme to improve
innovation collaboration and capabilities in Inner Scandinavia has brought the most significant
impact among all thematic objective areas of the cross-border programme. Interviewees from
public and private sectors as well as academia all agree in their emphasis that the innovation-
related projects of Interreg Sweden-Norway have decisively supported the emergence of a
cross-border innovation system where stakeholders in Swedish and Norwegian regions cooper-
ate and interact smoothly and naturally without border barriers. This does not mean that the
conditions in all Inner Scandinavia regions are equally stimulating in all sectors of the economy,
but rather that stakeholders are learning to recognise the opportunities from cross-regional and
cross-border collaboration to connect with peers who have the specific expertise and resources
they need. Interviewees maintained that this added value from an innovation system that spans
across the border would not have been achieved without the interventions of the Interreg Swe-
den-Norway programme, as cross-border collaboration in innovation and R&D in the area re-

ceives little attention from national stakeholders and other institutional actors.

ESPON 2020 85



The interviewees stressed that the most significant impact has been the expansion and
growth of the innovation ecosystem in Inner Scandinavia. While there have also been a few
entirely new clusters, this growth is viewed predominantly as an expansion and deepening of
existing networks of co-involved actors. Universities in, for example, Karlstad in Sweden and
Hamar in Norway are tied together much more closely than in previous years, and industrial
partners are more closely engaged in promoting the agglomeration in research and expertise
across Inner Scandinavia. Regional actors emphasise the need for a penta-helix view on
developing the innovation ecosystem (engaging private sector, public sector, academia, us-
ers, and capital).

The impact of the cross-border programme is particularly visible as improved co-development
of innovation stakeholders in different Inner Scandinavian regions. One dimension of this is
the interaction between core areas in the two countries: On the one hand, interviewees found
that Norwegian regions as a whole are commonly a bit behind the level of innovation and
R&D advancement of the Karlstad urban area in Sweden, but on the other hand, in the Swe-
dish national innovation context Karlstad in the relatively peripheral Varmland risks falling
behind larger Swedish cluster regions. In this way, growing the available resources and inter-
actions through a cross-border ecosystem becomes mutually beneficial for the regional cen-
tres of Inner Scandinavia. Moreover, the interviewees highlighted that the specific balance of
available expertise and resources depends on the context of the industry-sector in question:
For example, while the Karlstad area is leading the way in bioenergy-related R&D, the main
market and thus the core area for solutions in the construction sector are in the urban areas in
Norway. Moving then to discuss the situation in more rural areas in Inner Scandinavia, the
interviewees assessed that the accessibility and connectivity of many smaller localities has
been improved significantly by the increased cross-border connections. In fact, interviewees
found that stakeholders and authorities in smaller localities are often more motivated to en-
gage in collaborative projects than their counterparts in large urban centres with more alterna-
tive partners and collaborations available to them. Thus the Interreg cross-border programme
alleviates the urban-rural divide in innovative activities by making it easier for new ideas and
products to continue to be developed in rural areas with close links to each other and to the
urban centres. That being said, while the volume of funding by the cross-border programme is
spread quite equally across the programme area, interviewees point out that this does not
give the whole picture in terms of expected results. The efficiency of funded projects is very
contextual and depends on which nodes of the innovation ecosystem are being supported
and what their prior connections and capabilities are. Which localities and projects engage
actively and how successful these projects are depend crucially on initiatives by engaged

individuals and prior existing connections with innovation stakeholders.
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Map 2.5: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of clusters and networks”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of clusters and networks’
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The interviewees highlighted several alternative sources of funding available to prospective
projects in the innovation domain, such as schemes set up by county councils or functional
institutions such as the Norwegian cluster programme, as well as other EU-linked funding
programmes such as Horizon 2020. Advancements in building up innovation and R&D collab-
oration and capabilities can thus not be solely accredited to the Interreg cross-border pro-
gramme. That being said, the interviewees emphasised that the character of the Interreg
funding opportunities is distinct from most alternative sources: While Horizon 2020 grants for
fully-funded projects attract a lot of competition and lead to a very low success rate of applica-
tions, the Interreg cross-border programme funding covers only a minority share of the total
expenses for a project and instead remains attainable for a higher number of projects and to
new, lesser-known entrants with few prior connections. While some interviewees expressed
mild concern that this results in a lower overall quality of supported projects, the interviewees
agree that the inclusive character of the cross-border funding also makes it a fundamental
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part of the expansion and deepening of the Inner Scandinavia innovation ecosystem. There-
fore, the interviewees conclude, the significant strengthening of cross-border and cross-
regional innovation networks over the previous years would not have been attainable without
the Interreg cross-border programme. As the support is not fully-covering but requires pro-
jects to have other sources of funding, the interviewees viewed that the cross-border pro-
gramme is an optimal source of funding for the up-scaling and expansion of R&D and innova-
tion collaborations and networks, supporting projects that are already partly funded and would
go ahead in any case but get a much-needed increase in investment by the cross-border
programme’s interventions. Projects at this stage of aspiring R&D activities are at a resource-
intensive stage at which there may otherwise be a shortage of available investment capital,
which further underlines the importance of the Interreg programme for the overall impact of an
improved innovation environment in Inner Scandinavia.

Map 2.6: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of patents/trademarks”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of patents and trademarks’
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Specific Objective 2: Increase the competitiveness of enterprises (TO3, PA2)

and Specific Objective 3: Increase the frequency of establishment in the pro-
gramme area (TO3, PA2)

Judging by expert testimonials given at the stakeholder workshop, the Interreg Sweden-
Norway cross-border programme has had a positive impact on the entrepreneurship and
competitiveness trends of Inner Scandinavia. Many of the mechanisms through which the
emergence and expansion of new start-ups in the cross-border region are in close conjunc-
tion with those highlighted in relation to the innovation and R&D ecosystem. The strength and
growth of local market conditions have been strengthened by an expansion of the regional
market to involve potential partners, collaborators, and customers located across the border.
Companies also gain benefit from a wider availability of R&D resources such as testing facili-
ties and research centres in the cross-border region, which allows them to grow and innovate
faster and more extensively than they could otherwise afford. The combined presence of
higher education facilities and collaborative networks among academia and industry in Inner
Scandinavia is a cornerstone for the future of entrepreneurship in the programme area, and
many of the projects funded by the cross-border project have been key stakeholders in further

building up these enabling conditions.

Interviewees pointed out that the projects supported by the cross-border programme have
performed very well on the indicator measuring new export efforts. However, it is highly un-
likely that an increasing trend in overall exports can to a significant extent be accredited to
Interreg funding —many other factors in economic development and digitalisation have played
a very large part in internationalisation developments. Based on interview testimonials a spe-
cific focus-area for internationalisation in the programme area in the past few years has been
the expansion of international marketing of Inner Scandinavia as a tourism destination. Many
Interreg-funded projects focus on building up the global tourism competitiveness of the pro-

gramme area, especially for outdoor and recreation activities.

The indicator measuring the number of new firms shows a positive trend particularly in rela-
tion to student-driven entrepreneurship projects. The cross-border programme has acted as a
facilitator for firms to take advantage of the expanding entrepreneurial networks and a sup-
porter of collaborative scale-up efforts that would not otherwise have taken place. In general
terms, Interreg funding has been more effective as a tool for established firms to expand and

develop than as start-up seed funding.
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Map 2.7: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of companies cooperating across the border”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of companies cooperating across the border’
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The clearest dimension of cross-border added value concerns the number of companies col-
laborating across the border: Interviewees estimated that the impact of the Interreg cross-
border programme has been particularly decisive for this development, in supporting a net-
working culture among SMEs through which it has gradually become completely natural to
engage with partners and supply chains across the border. The cross-border links are the
naturally dependent on geographical distance and are strongest in the immediate cross-
border area between businesses in shared thematic areas, for example forestry, food, and
construction. While business and entrepreneurship are being promoted by many other actors
and funding sources, the increase in cross-border networking visible today would not have
occurred in the absence of the cross-border programme. There is a clear lack of political in-
terest in the programme area to strengthen cross-border activities, and many of the efforts
undertaken by Interreg are unlikely to persist beyond the duration of the project, making their
impact short-term in nature.
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Entrepreneurship and SME growth is naturally more centred in and around more densely
populated urban centres in the programme area, agglomerating around important markets,
supply chain partners, research facilities and universities, etc. Whether the main business
agglomeration is on the Swedish or the Norwegian side of the programme area depends on
the industry in question, but in general terms the framework infrastructure, funding opportuni-
ties, and culture and tradition for entrepreneurship are stronger in Sweden. While rural areas
on both sides of the border face the risk of falling behind in business growth, interviewees
pointed out that stakeholders and authorities in smaller localities are often very actively in-
volved in, for example, Interreg-funded projects as collaborators, pilot areas, as a means to
combat the challenges posed by a more remote location and/or sparse population and to
boost regional SME development. Pioneer entrepreneurs can thus be found in smaller locali-

ties across the programme area.

Map 2.8: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of companies engaged in export efforts”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of companies engaged in export efforts’
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Map 2.9: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of new enterprises with 1-4 employees
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of new enterprises with 1-4 employees’
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Specific Objective 4: Increase the access to and engagement with the natural and

cultural heritage of the border region while maintaining their status of conservation
The Thematic Objective of management and conservation of natural and cultural heritage
entails efforts and aims with concrete cross-border reach: The Sweden-Norway border cuts
across river valleys, animal migration patterns, and cultural heritage sites, the management
and conservation of which crucially depend on harmonised and coordinated management
efforts between the relevant authorities of the two countries. Funding by the Interreg Sweden-
Norway programme is a central element in enhancing this cross-border collaboration. That
being said, judging by the information gathered through the stakeholder workshops, the ef-
forts undertaken so far through interventions funded by the programme have been uneven in
distribution and effectiveness, and clear cross-border advancements seem to be lacking in

several areas of natural and cultural heritage conservation. Further complications arise from
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diverging strategies and lacking communication between Swedish and Norwegian stakehold-
ers at different administrative levels. This means that Interreg-funded projects need to under-
take substantive efforts in order to ensure long-term impact of their interventions on the natu-

ral and cultural environment in the border region.

Map 2.10: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of joint nature, culture and heritage initiatives”
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It is too early to distinguish in detail whether the cross-border programme has been impactful
in improving natural and cultural conservation status in the border region. For example, many
of the critically endangered species and vulnerable ecosystems supported by programme
projects are yet to show significant signs of recovery. It is difficult to link and compare pro-
gramme-level indicators with specific, project-level activities, and thus establishing an overall
impact in the short term is quite complicated. However, in terms of output and activity in mobi-

lising new collaborations and targeting new focus areas, it stands clear that the projects fund-
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ed by the cross-border programme have performed reasonably well. Interviews revealed that
many initiatives that had only reached planning stages earlier have been concretely opera-
tionalised during the current programme period. These advancements have taken place in
particular in collaborative natural heritage conservation efforts, such as protecting river eco-
systems and species living in the several cross-border water bodies of the programme area,
as well as coordination of gamekeeping and conservation of forest mammals living and mov-
ing back and forth across the border. Compared to these projects focusing on natural areas,
efforts and investment focus in cultural heritage conservation have been much less extensive

during the current programme period.

Map 2.11: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Increased are of protected natural and cultural landscape”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Increased are of protected natural and cultural landscape’
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Source: Stakeholder workshops
The undertakings of the cross-border programme are spread across the natural, predominant-

ly rural areas of Inner Scandinavia. Some variation in project intensity between regions and

municipalities are linked to the prevailing natural conditions and how well they link to the the-
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matic focus areas of the programme’s natural heritage projects. Even more significant, how-
ever, is the variation caused by administrative factors. As recounted by interviewees, the ac-
tivity and engagement of local and municipal authorities to support project causes and to im-
prove collaboration with cross-border counterparts varies substantively based on available
resources and previously existing connections. As a general remark, one interviewee noted
that Norwegian local administration seems more actively and strongly engaged than the Swe-
dish equivalent. The Norwegian decentralised administrative bodies are perceived by this
interviewee to carry more autonomy and resolve to collaborate with the projects funded by the
cross-border programme. Another factor, the interviewee continues, is that Swedish local
authorities seem to be influenced more strongly than Norwegian counterparts by the structural
power of industrial stakeholders in the area, who threaten to relocate, for example, power
plant operations if their activities are inhibited by increased natural conservation efforts. In
conclusion, the expert interviewee emphasised that collaboration between local and/or na-
tional authorities across the border continues to mainly be shaped as common initiatives,
increased communication, and intercalibration in units of monitoring natural and cultural herit-
age conservation, while the actual management plans for conservation remain distinctly sepa-

rate between the two countries.

Specific Objective 5: Increase travel by cross-border public transport (TO7, PA4)
and Specific Objective 6: Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-
carbon transportation (TO7, PA4)

Transport was regarded as an important cross-border issue by interviewees due to problems
of pollution, congestion and safety in the Inner Scandinavian region, however, the direct im-
pact of the Sweden-Norway programme was regarded as relatively limited in this thematic
objective. It was pointed out that cross-border collaboration is not easy to cultivate in this
thematic field and that any major effects were more likely attributed to national level environ-
mental transport tax schemes and incentives. In addition, the commitments of national gov-
ernment environmental departments towards meeting climate change goals, and supporting
local councils in this process, were also identified as a significant factor in reducing pollution

in the region.

While the programme has helped to foster the development of joint platforms for knowledge
sharing on cross-border transport issues, interviewees stressed that different national level
transport infrastructures and priorities make collaboration difficult and reduce the potential
impact of the programme. A commitment to different types of energy regimes on either side of
the Sweden-Norway border was considered as a major obstacle to collaboration. It was
pointed out that there is not such a strong commitment to environmentally friendly transport
on the Swedish side, whereas the Norwegian government has invested considerably in the
number of charging stations, with the largest charging station in Europe located in Norway.
One interviewee commented that more could be done on the Swedish side in relation to envi-

ronmentally friendly transport, with biofuel industries helping to drive this process forward.
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Until there is closer alignment in relation to energy and transport priorities on both sides of the

border, further collaboration in this thematic area will be difficult.

Map 2.12: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of available systems for environmentally friendly and
carbon efficient transport”

Impact magnitude for indicator

'Number of available systems for environmentally friendly and carbon efficient transport’
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The programme area has shown an upward trend in the number of environmentally friendly
transport systems. Interviewees argued that the programme has contributed to this process
indirectly through cross-border seminars that have enhanced knowledge on green transport,
the feasibility of hydrogen transport and fossil free fuel transport best practices. One inter-
viewee also underlined that the cross-border programme has given rise to very positive net-
working and collaboration between the management teams of different projects, with the po-
tential to lead into new collaborations and sustainable transport systems and platforms. How-

ever, the most important contributing factor to an increase in environmentally friendly
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transport in the region was attributed to national level tax incentive schemes, which encour-
age consumers in the region to buy electric cars to make financial savings. Consumers on the
Norwegian side have embraced such incentives, which could be one reason in the reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions in the region, but this could also be a result of local council level
environmental initiatives. Very few people on the Swedish side purchase environmentally
friendly vehicles as tax incentives are more modest and as the main car provider in the coun-
try, Volvo, do not yet produce an electric model. On the Norwegian side, upcoming financial
reductions in the tax incentive scheme are predicted to have negative impacts on the number
of electric car brought in the region and the inevitable downward trend in emissions that this

could cause as a result.

Map 2.13: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of joint platforms for cross-border knowledge-sharing
on transport infrastructures”

Impact magnitude for indicator

'Number of joint platforms for cross-border knowledge-sharing on transport infrastructures’
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Some important geographical differences were highlighted in this thematic objective area.
Interviewees pointed to a strong urban-rural distinction in funding provision, with densely pop-
ulated regions receiving more money as cities are leading the way in environmental transport
reforms. Furthermore, the concern of regional organisations in relation to transport issues was
considered important for regional differentiation. Hedmark county was particularly active in
this area, whereas areas including Ostfold, Dalarna and Varmland were less involved in
transport reforms. Limited resources and time was put forward as one reason for a lack of
involvement from local administrations and stakeholders in rural areas. It was also noted that
there was stronger collaboration across the border in the Southern region of Inner Scandina-
via where existing networks meet regularly to discuss cross-border transport issues. The im-
pact of the cross-border programme is, therefore, heavily dependent on the regional spread of
existing networks and initiative-takers, and that these divergences have not been significantly
counteracted by the measures supported by the Interreg programme.

Map 2.14: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Reduction of CO2 and N20 emissions”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Reduction of CO2 and N20 emissions’
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Specific Objective 7: Increased cross-border labour mobility and training (TO8, PA5)
The Sweden-Norway programme makes a significant contribution in terms of enhancing la-
bour mobility by encouraging the development of cross-border mobility schemes and student-
ships in emerging areas such as green innovation and the bioeconomy. Interview respond-
ents noted that the programme can be considered an important source of any increases in
cross-border labour mobility as this is an essential element within most of the projects in the
programme area and as there are no national or local level initiatives that focus on promoting
employment and education between regions. However, interviewees highlighted that any
labour mobility increases that came through the Interreg programme are usually of a short-
term nature, as workers or students returned to their home countries once project related jobs
or educational courses had concluded.

Map 2.15: Impact Magnitude for indicator “Number of cross border students”
Impact magnitude for indicator 'Number of cross border students’
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Both indicators on the number of participants in cross border mobility schemes and number of
cross-border students show an increase on expected results. The Interreg programme was
noted as being particularly important in relation to fostering the cross-border mobility of stu-
dents. One respondent noted that student involvement was prevalent in most cross-border
projects during the 2014-2020 period. It was noted that this was the result of high levels of
interaction and cooperation between higher education institutions in the programme area.
Indeed, one interviewee pointed to the strong network between universities in the Hedmark,
Véarmland and Dalarna regions as the reason for this increase and that this network has been

consolidated through involvement in Interreg cross-border activities.

Map 2.16: Impact Magnitude for indicator ‘Number of participants in cross-border labour mobility
schemes”
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Interview participants highlighted an urban-rural divide within the thematic objective of labour
mobility. This is reflected in the spread of funding allocated to the regions of Hedmark, Varm-
land and Dalarna that have more diverse urban economies with strong higher education insti-
tutes. They noted that cross-border labour mobility was most likely to occur in areas of shared
industrial strength between Sweden and Norway, such as forestry, eco-foods and the building
sector. Labour mobility was most likely to occur in the cities and towns as more employment
opportunities are available and there is also a stronger political commitment to enhance co-
operation between urban nodes, but large geographic distances between cities makes this
process difficult. In other words, the effect of the cross-border programme in enhancing and
enabling labour mobility has been centred around the sectors and localities with the strongest
agglomeration and existing cross-border connection. While the impact of Interreg support has
been positive, recognising this impact needs to account for the regional and sector-specific

variation and context.

2.6 Methodological commentary for the programme setup

The process of developing and implementing the territorial impact assessment highlighted
some weaknesses in the methodological set-up adopted in the development of the Sweden-
Norway programme for the 2014-2020 period. The challenges are outlined in more detail
below and recommendations are made for improving the programme set-up methodology in

future programming periods.

The identification of relevant and appropriate indicators for the intervention logics was difficult
as the original result indicators outlined in the programme area document were extremely
nebulous and did not link up well with the needs, measures and effects of the specific objec-
tives. In addition, the result indicators in the programme document lacked baselines or clear
measurement units. Discussions in the first workshop revealed that an intervention logic ap-
proach had not been used in the development of the programme indicators. Furthermore,
regional thematic and national data experts were not involved in the selection of indicators
and the identification of measurements and data gathering methods. The lack of an expert-led
intervention logic process at the inception stage of the programme had implications on the

quality of indicators selected and the data collection processes adopted.

Data availability and quality was a major challenge in relation to the results and output indica-
tors of the programme. Managing authority representatives were unfamiliar with the pro-
gramme area result indicators that had been included in the intervention logics and the re-
search team was informed that there was no data available in relation to these results indica-
tors. The main reason for this is that the methodological complexity of gathering this infor-
mation was beyond the scope of the managing authority. In the programme area document,
the national statistics offices of Sweden and Norway were noted as the primary sources of
data on the results indicators. It soon became apparent after initial data searchers by the

research team that the national statistics offices were not gathering data on these results
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indicators. Furthermore, checks on data availability, or the capacity of national statistics offic-
es to gather this information, had not been conducted during the formulation of the pro-
gramme result indicators. These issues highlight the importance of involving national and
regional data experts at an early stage in the development of indictors and data gathering

processes.

The data that was available on the output indicators was largely incomplete and had not been
collected at NUTS 3 level. This problem highlights the importance of coordinating and deter-
mining the level of geographic resolution that data should be gathered at an early stage in the
development of the programme area document. The low quality of output indicator data also
exposes the need to raise stakeholder awareness of programme output indicators and effec-
tive data gathering procedures in cross-border projects. This need was particularly evident in
the workshops, as the regional thematic experts that participated did not have extensive
knowledge on some of the original indicators included in the programme document and raised

doubts about the feasibility to gather data on them.

The lack of data availability was also evident during expert discussions on the alternative
CBC indicators presented by the research team in the first workshop. The experts participat-
ing in the workshops lacked knowledge of potential data sources and data availability in rela-
tion to these indicators and expressed doubts that they would be able to provide a qualitative
assessment of them. The final set of indicators was therefore partially reformulated to better

fit the expertise and insight available among the workshop participants.

A final key challenge for the intervention logic methodology is that even in cases of high data
availability it is extremely difficult to show a causal connection between programme interven-
tions and national/regional impact and development trends. Workshop participants pointed
out that result indicators cannot reflect the short-term impacts of the programme and can
often only be assessed long after the programme ends. The qualitative assessments high-
lighted the problems of establishing a clear link between the programme and its impact, with
workshop participants noting that the programme is usually just one factor, often a very small
contributing factor, in explaining regional development trends. Workshop participants pointed
out that result indicators, which often predominantly provide indirect impacts, are often too
broad to capture the effect of programme interventions. They continued that increasing em-
phasis could be placed on selecting and improving the monitoring of relevant targeted output
indicators as a reflection of short-term direct impact from the programme. Indeed, there is a
need to focus on targeted indicators that can be linked to the programme’s main aim of en-
hancing cross-border collaboration, rather than to broad indicators that are hard to link to the
central cross-border element of the programme. In this regard, the list of common CBC indi-
cators provides some good examples of targeted indicators with a cross-border focus that

could be used in future programme periods.

During the workshops, expert participants highlighted some limitations in relation to specific

indicators in their thematic areas and suggested alternative indicators that could be used in
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future programme periods. These observations are outlined more below in relation to each

specific objective area.

Specific Objective 1: Increase the R&D and innovation capabilities of organisations
and enterprises (TO1, PA1)

The interviewees expressed approval of the general way that the intervention logic and indi-
cators for TO Innovation had been structured by the case-study team. They pointed out, how-
ever, that measuring the long-term expansion of the innovation ecosystem is quite complex
and that careful planning of indicators and monitoring methodology should be undertaken
ahead of subsequent programme periods. Instead of counting the total number of clusters
and networks, the interviewees noted that it could be more useful and informative to measure
the number of stakeholders involved in the existing clusters, thus trying to capture the trends
of how the innovation ecosystem and social networks expand and develop as a whole and in
the long term. With regard to the indicator on new patents and trademarks, the interviewees
noted that an alternative measure could be the number of new product types and ideas on a
more general level than simply measuring patent and trademark registrations, as there is
great cross-sector variation in the character of intellectual property and in whether or not new

ideas are patented.

Specific Objective 2: Increase the competitiveness of enterprises (TO3, PA2)

and Specific Objective 3: Increase the frequency of establishment in the pro-
gramme area (TO3, PA2)

Overall, interviewees thought that the intervention logics and proposed indicators measured
and reflected well the most recent developments for this thematic objective. Instead of merely
focusing on companies cooperating across the border, they suggested including also collabo-
rative initiatives between facilities of higher education and research, as these efforts directly
support the development of the business environment. The monitoring of export efforts as
well as the number of new enterprises seemed to the interviewees as suitable indicators that

could be used also during subsequent programme periods.

Specific Objective 4: Increase the access to and engagement with the natural and

cultural heritage of the border region while maintaining their status of conservation
There were many apparent shortcomings highlighted in relation to the chosen indicators for
this thematic objective. At the time of inception of the cross-border programme, no guidelines
or decisions were communicated on how to interpret and define in a cross-border harmonised
way the units to be measured with relation to increased natural and cultural heritage protec-
tion and collaboration. This gives rise to lacking statistical records of how the output and im-
pact of the projects develop over time and across the programme area. In order to alleviate
these data gaps, national environment departments should be increasingly involved in the
planning and execution of monitoring and data gathering, already before the inception of the
programme period. Moreover, guided by general natural conservation discourse or, for exam-

ple, legal instruments such as the European Water Framework Directive, many localities and
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stakeholders in Inner Scandinavia have involved themselves in similar projects and initiatives
to those funded by the Interreg cross-border programme without having any direct connection
to the latter. This extensive range of alternative impact sources implies that, while the activi-
ties and output of individual projects can be monitored and analysed, it is impossible to link
short-term programme or project level outputs to long-term overall impacts to comprehensive-
ly assess the share of directly Interreg-driven impact in natural and cultural heritage collabora-

tion and conservation.

Specific Objective 5: Increase travel by cross-border public transport (TO7, PA4)
and Specific Objective 6: Increase cross-border mobility with a focus on low-
carbon transportation (TO7, PA4)

Interviewees noted that it was very difficult to assess the overall impact of the programme in
relation to the existing transport indicators. They pointed out that some of the Commission
CBC indicators might be more useful for future programmes, such as assessing the number
of cross-border commuters, however, the emphasis should be on producing a more detailed
analysis of transport patterns across borders focusing on different transport nodes, including
the number of new cross-border transport links created in relation to bus and train routes.
Finally, it was also suggested that the programme should focus on developing new cross
border transport plans and recommendations and assess to what extent they have been im-
plemented within regional political infrastructures.

Specific Objective 7: Increase cross-border labour mobility and training (TO8, PA5)
Interviewees noted that it was extremely difficult to find effective indicators to keep track of
labour mobility across borders. The interventions of the Interreg programme were largely
based on short term interactions and it is, therefore, not easy to assess impact over the long
term in this thematic area. It was also noted that it would be difficult to assess and link the
impact of programme activities to alternative indicators such as the number of cross-border
commuters and employment levels in the region as other factors would most likely be the

main cause of fluctuations in relation to these indicators.

Table 2.8 provides a list of alternative cross-border indicators that could be useful for measur-
ing impact by specific objectives in future programme periods. The indicators come from the
Commission’s CBC list (CBC) and alternative sources including suggestions from experts in

the two workshops, other programme area documents and Commission/ESPON reports (A).

Table 2.8: Alternative Indicators List for Specific Objectives

Specific Objectives Alternative Indicators

Specific Objective 1: In- Organizations cooperating 6-12 months after project completion (CBC)

crease the R&D and innova- Joint strategies/action plans/pilot activities taken up by organizations
tion capabilities of organisa- after project completion (CBC)

tions and enterprises (TO1, Number of tested prototypes (A)

PA1
) Number of new product development initiatives (incl. non-patentable
sectors) (A)

Percentage of R&D expenditure in regional GDP (A)
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Specific Objectives

Alternative Indicators

Number of connections/stakeholders involved in the cross-border inno-
vation ecosystem (A)

Number of people employed in R&D (A)

Specific Objective 2: In-
crease the competitiveness
of enterprises (TO3, PA2)
and

specific Objective 3: In-
crease the frequency of
establishment in the pro-
gramme area (TO3, PA2)

Exports in the cross-border territory (CBC)
Number of SMEs with cross-border businesses (CBC)
Organizations cooperating 6-12 months after project completion (CBC)

Joint strategies/action plans/pilot activities taken up by organizations
after project completion (CBC)

Survival rate of new enterprises (A)

Specific Objective 4: In-
crease the access to and
engagement with the natu-
ral and cultural heritage of
the border region while
maintaining their status of
conservation (TO6, PA3)

Environmental indicators (air pollution, water quality, land-use, biodiver-
sity, share of renewable energy, number of cars per household). (CBC)

Cross-border energy network connections compared to previous years
(CBC)
Number of cross-border energy infrastructure projects (CBC)

Quality of cross-border cooperation between environment and culture
organizations compared to previous years (CBC)

Number/area of Natura 2000 sites (A)
Number of overnight stays/tourists (A)

Number of protected or restored units of natural and cultural heritage
(species, cultural heritage sites etc.) (A)

Specific Objective 5: In-
crease travel by cross-
border public transport
(TO7, PA4) and Specific
Objective 6: Increase cross-
border mobility with a focus
on low-carbon transporta-
tion (TO7, PA4)

Number of cross-border commuters (A)

Potential accessibility of the cross-border territory by road/rail/air com-
pared to previous years (CBC)

Cross-border public transport connections compared to previous years
(CBC)

Quality of cross-border cooperation between public transport organiza-
tions compared to previous years (CBC)

Number of cross-border transport infrastructure projects (CBC)
Number of electric vehicles (A)
Volume/proportion of rail and waterway freight transport (A)

Volume/proportion of commuting by different sustainable transport
methods (A)

Specific Objective 7: In-
crease cross-border labour
mobility and training (TOS8,
PAS)

Access to employment services in neighboring country (CBC)
Number of cross-border workers (CBC)

Number of cross-border placements (CBC)

Number of cross-border bi-diplomas (CBC)

Employment in different sectors (CBC)

Cross-border territory GDP/unemployment rates (CBC)

Quality of cooperation between employment services/educational institu-
tions compared to previous years (CBC)

The TIA has revealed some weaknesses in the programme-set up for the Sweden-Norway
programme in relation to indicator development and measurements processes. In the formu-
lation of future programmes, the managing authorities would benefit from conducting a robust
expert-led intervention logic process at the programme inception stage if appropriate and
measurable results and output indicators are to be developed. Indeed, managing authorities
need to involve regional and national thematic/statistics experts at the earliest possible to
stage to ensure that measurable indicators are selected and appropriate data gathering and
reporting procedures are developed. A quantitative-based ex-post TIA will have little value if
there is no regionalised and comprehensive data available to make an evaluation, therefore,
national statistics and data gathering experts should be involved in this process at an early

stage guiding the indicator development and data gathering procedures. The complications
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with quantitative methods of assessment and data availability suggest that managing authori-
ties should explore a more balanced approach to impact assessment using both quantitative
and qualitative indicators. Qualitative methods are a useful tool for ex-post TIAs, but careful
thought is required at the outset of a programme period on the best mechanism available for

gathering qualitative data.

2.7 Methodological commentary

The template and instructions provided within the case study handbook provided a clear and
easily understandable methodology for developing and conducting a TIA of CBC programme
areas. The guidelines were followed closely during the Sweden-Norway case study. This
section outlines the main challenges and obstacles faced during the implementation of the
TIA methodology and presents some suggestions for improving the existing process (section
2.7.1). This empirical assessment is followed by some broader reflections on the overall suit-
ability of the methodology (section 2.7.2) and whether it can be applied in other programme
areas (section 2.7.3). Finally, a number of recommendations are outlined for improving TIA
processes which can be used by MA representatives and other stakeholders in the develop-

ment of effective indicators for future programme periods.

2.7.1 TIA Process

The four-stage intervention logic process outlined in the case study handbook (needs-
measures-effects-indicators) was largely intuitive and easy to follow, especially in relation to
establishing the needs and measures within each intervention logic. Basing the needs section
of the intervention logic on the specific objectives outlined in the programme document made
sense as they are more focused and finely grained than the broader thematic objectives.
Similarly, the proposed joint cross-border actions highlighted in the programme document and
annual implementation reports were easy to adapt to establish the intervention logic

measures.

The most difficult part of constructing the intervention logics was trying to interpret the main
effects of the measures identified. It was not easy to ascertain from the programme documen-
tation and ex-ante evaluations what the overall anticipated results and effects were, which
raised concerns that this part of the process was left open to subjective misinterpretation from
the research team. This meant that the effects needed to be carefully validated by the MA

representatives and experts in the first workshop.

The process of identifying relevant and appropriate indicators was more complicated. The
research team endeavoured to use the result indicators highlighted in the programme area
document, but where these indicators were extremely vague, or did not clearly link up with the
effects, potential backup indicators from the Commission CBC indicator list were added to the
logics, so they could be discussed in the first workshop. Overall, the case study handbook

instructions were easy to follow in relation to forming the intervention logics as the information
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was readily available within the programme area documents, especially with regards to formu-
lating the needs and measures. The main challenge was trying to accurately interpret the
effects and find relevant and appropriate indicators to measure them. In this task, the Com-
mission’s CBC indicator list was helpful, but other sources could also be useful in this pro-
cess, including results indictors from different programme area documents and Commis-

sion/ESPON projects reports.

The first workshop was organised to introduce the intervention logics to managing authority
representatives and regional experts. Organising the workshop was problematic as regional
government restructuring decreased the availability of managing authority contacts. Further-
more, no MA representatives or experts from the Swedish side of the border attended the

workshop, giving rise to a geographic imbalance in the profile and expertise of the attendees.

Participants in the workshop were satisfied with the way that specific objectives had been
blended together and that the research team had correctly interpreted the needs and
measures of the programme area. The effects were also largely interpreted correctly, but
there were one or two exceptions which required editing: For example, the MA highlighted
that the anticipated effects with relation to the thematic objective of natural and cultural herit-
age related more to creating platforms for improved administrative collaboration across bor-
ders and decision-making authorities than to increasing tourism and accessibility. Likewise,
the anticipated effects of labour mobility efforts were also amended to account more for inter-
institutional cross-border collaboration among universities and other stakeholders than to

simply measuring the volume of students or workers moving across the border.

The major discussion points in the first workshop surrounded the choice of indicators and
data availability. The current managing authority representatives were unfamiliar with the
result indicators that had been included in the intervention logics and drawn from the pro-
gramme document. The research team was informed that there was no data available in rela-
tion to these results indicators due to the bureaucratic complexity of gathering this infor-
mation, which was beyond the scope of the managing authority. The bureaucratic challenge
of gathering data suggests that experts at national statistics offices can play an important role
in the early stages of future programme periods by identifying indicators that are feasible to

measure.

As there was no data available on the result indicators the research team provided a list of
alternative indicators for discussion, including many form the common CBC indicators list.
The patrticipants regarded many of the CBC indicators as potentially useful, but they suggest-
ed that sufficient data would not be available for conducting a thorough assessment on them.
Other common CBC indicators were adopted into the final intervention logics but with minor
formulation changes to make sure the qualitative expert interviews had the capacity to provide
an assessment of them (for example, instead of the number of cross-border bi-diplomas, the
experts felt more comfortable providing an assessment of the trends in the numbers of cross-

border students overall). In addition, participants commented that it was often not clear
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whether an indicator proposed in the common CBC list was a result or an output indicator.
The managing authority went on to suggest as a new focus for analysis a number of output
indicators from the original programme document — on these output indicators the managing
authority had gathered project-level data, and they held that many of them could be consid-
ered as results indicators. Ahead of upcoming programme periods, the distinction between
results and output indicators is something that should be clarified by the Commission. Many
participants argued that result indicators could only be assessed after the programme has
been completed, whereas output indicators could provide an immediate flavour of the impact
of the programme. Furthermore, participants also suggested there was a quantitative bias
within the TIA methodology and proposed that more emphasis and equal weight should be

given to qualitative data inputs in future assessments.

The structure of the first workshop as outlined in the case study handbook was very effective
and produced the desired results in relation to refining and consolidating the intervention
logics for the next stage of the assessment. The central weakness of the workshop, however,
was that the regional experts present did not have an extensive knowledge of data or the
availability of data sources. This impacted negatively on the case-study process, as the deci-
sion was then taken to focus predominantly on indicators drawn from the programme docu-
ment itself, the only ones for which there was any project-level data available (this project-
level data, too, turned out too limited and incomprehensive to use as a base for quantitative
analysis). Had the lack of comprehensive data on any output or result indicators been clear
earlier in the process or even immediately during the first workshop, the process could poten-
tially had been shifted to seek a much broader and more extensive qualitative assessment
and on finding more specific expertise on common CBC indicators, the lack of which prevent-
ed the case-study team from qualitative analysis on most common CBC indicators in the pre-
sent study. The regional experts did contribute some alternative data sources and came up
with some novel and interesting data gathering techniques, but most of them were beyond the
time, resources and scope of the project. Future workshops would benefit greatly from having
a representative from national statistics offices present whose knowledge and expertise of

national and regional data availability would help inform and guide the process.

The central challenge for the methodology applied during the project was the availability of
data. The research team conducted an overview of data availability in relation to the finalised
list of indicators developed in the first workshop and the results were not positive. The pro-
gramme document highlighted the national statistics offices of Sweden and Norway as source
authorities providing data on result indicators. However, in the days following the first work-
shop it became apparent that NUTS3-level statistics on these indicators had neither been
gathered nor was going to be gathered in either country. Any available general statistics (on,
for example, patents or cross-border commuting) were outdated by several years and only
had partial relevance to the result indicators. In addition, even had the general field of data
been provided, in many cases the specific nature of the cross-border result indicators means

that the data gathering process would have had to be purposely designed in coordination with
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the managing authority in order to be relevant. For example, measuring cross-border com-
muting between regions in the programme area would require information both on the origin
and destination regions of each cross-border commuter, and this level of detail is not provided
by any current data-gathering efforts. It became apparent that although the list of CBC indica-
tors includes many potentially useful and informative indicators, their usefulness is critically
linked to how well they align with information recorded by traditional data-gathering institu-

tions.

The case study handbook proposes the gathering of “exotic” data as a supporting data source
in cases of gaps in traditional data recording. However, given the timeframe and budget of the
present assessment, there was no feasible opportunity to expand efforts to gather quantitative
data by such external sources, as this would have required contacting several different stake-
holders in different regions for each indicator separately. Consequently, we were highly de-
pendent on qualitative assessment conducted during the second workshop, not only as a
supporting source of information but as the primary channel by which to achieve any assess-
ment of the effects and impacts of the CBC programme. The lack of data availability was a
major obstacle and corroborated the views of the first workshop participants that qualitative

impact assessments would be an important tool in any TIA process.

The managing authority provided the research team with data they had collected on some of
the output indicators outlined in the programme document, chosen during the first workshop
as the most promising for delivering potential for any quantitative analysis to combine with
strong qualitative assessments with expert stakeholders. However, in the days following the
first workshop it became apparent that this data could not be used as a base for quantitative
assessment: In many cases this data on project-specific outputs was incomplete as the pro-
jects were ongoing and data was not yet available. The spreadsheets provided an overview of
project-level output and spending, the overall spending per Thematic Objective, and specified
the regions in which each project had been active as well as how much spending each project
had directed at each region. While the case-study team thus achieved regional detail on pro-
ject-level output, there was still the crucial lack of general baseline statistics with which to
conduct quantitative calculations. This problem highlights the importance of coordinating and
determining the level of geographic resolution at which to gather data at an early stage in the

development of the programme area document.

The second workshop was organised with regional thematic experts to conduct a qualitative
assessment of the impact of the programme in relation to the final list of indicators. Given the
lack of quantitative data available, the qualitative assessments were vitally important for as-
sessing the overall impact of the programme. Experts from each thematic objective area were
invited to the workshops and a one-hour interview was conducted in each area. Once again,
no experts from the Swedish side of the border were able to attend. The Norwegian experts
that did participate had a reasonable knowledge of developments on the Swedish side of the

border, but a more balanced geographical composition would be beneficial in future work-
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shops to ensure that the qualitative assessment is not too one sided. The structure of the
second workshop in the case study handbook provided a useful guide for the research team.
As a suggestion for the future, the handbook could benefit from highlighting some provisional
interview questions to be used and focused on during the interview process. In general, the
workshop approach was effective for conducting a qualitative assessment and yielded some
important data regarding the overall impact of the programme, the geographical distribution of
impact, and other factors that contributed to a positive or negative impact in the regions of the
programme area. The qualitative workshop interview structure was effective in garnering the
information required to conduct a net impact assessment of the indicators. The workshop also
contributed significantly to providing a contextual narrative in relation to the nature of cross-
border collaboration in the programme area. This contextual and nuanced analysis could not
have been provided by quantitative data alone. While the workshop was very informative, a
one-day workshop to cover all indicators was not temporally optimal, and one half-day work-
shop per thematic area would be recommended in the future. The decision for a one-day
workshop schedule for this case study had to be taken due to time constraints and due to the

long distances of travel caused to the expert stakeholders invited to the workshop.

The lack of quantitative data available made it impossible to conduct a statistical assessment
of gross and net impact. This makes it difficult assess the suitability of the data mitigation
strategies outlined in the case study handbook, or the data calculation methods suggested —
we came close to a quantitative analysis of patents using the funding framework approach,
but did not have updated figures of the general statistics that we would have required. The
Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) provides a clean structure for recording and presenting
guantitative results, but it might be an unclear presentation format for stakeholders without a
clear description of the calculation methods used to reach these figures. The qualitative as-
sessment criteria in the IAM is also largely subjective interpretation from the researcher based
on data gathered in the thematic interviews. The most effective way of presenting the impact
assessment results would rather be to build a written narrative that blends the results of the

guantitative and qualitative analysis using maps to illustrate the points being made.

2.7.2 Intervention logic

The intervention logics developed and applied during the ESPON TIA project represents a
useful tool and workable methodology to help managing authorities develop programme indi-
cators and assess the impact of CBC programmes. Managing authority representatives from
the Sweden-Norway programme were enthusiastic about the intervention logic methodology
adopted during the project, noting that they had learned a lot about the processes required for
developing and measuring impact assessment indicators. An intervention logic approach had
not been adopted at all during the programming phase and in the formulation of indicators for
the current programme period, which was reflected in the bureaucratic difficulties faced in
gathering data on the output and results indictors developed in the programme document. MA

representatives commented that the TIA intervention logic approach would, therefore, be an
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important tool to be used in the construction of impact assessment indicators for the upcom-

ing programme period.

The fluid and adaptable nature of the intervention logic model makes it suitable for other CBC
programmes, as it can be easily adjusted to meet the needs and specifics of each cross-
border region and its objectives. However, the Sweden-Norway case study has exposed the
limitations of the methodology as an ex-post tool of impact assessment. The bureaucratic
complexity of gathering data on programme indicators means that an intervention logic meth-
odology should be an ex-ante conditionality applied by managing authorities at the point of
programme inception and initiation, as continuous coordination in data gathering is a crucial
precondition for efficient ex-post quantitative assessment. Early application of the intervention
logic model is particularly important in the identification of easily measurable indicators and
considerations regarding data gathering and monitoring techniques. The ex-post application
of the methodology within the case study without this continuity and ex-ante data coordination
has proven difficult, as data has not been available or gathered in relation to relevant indica-
tors. At the same time, selecting indictors just because data is available is not good practice if

these indicators do not reflect the anticipated effects and results of the programme.

The application of the methodology has also exposed the inherent weakness of relying too
much on quantitative data. Quantitative methods can play an important role in helping to build
the impact assessment narrative, but if they are to be used and implemented effectively then
the data gathering capacities and reporting procedures of the managing authorities should be
carefully assessed in advance of the new programme period. There needs to be closer col-
laboration at the inception of a new programme between managing authority and national
statistics offices to determine which result indicators are relevant to the programme area, if
these indicators can be easily measured, at what level of regional geographic specificity they
should be measured, and how the data gathering process should be conducted. Due to the
highlighted complications with quantitative methods of assessment and data availability,
managing authorities should explore a more balanced approach to impact assessment using
both quantitative and qualitative methods. Such an approach was supported by workshop
participants, who noted that future emphasis should be placed on exploring ways to improve
and expanded the use of qualitative assessment methods, such as the development of
standardised interviews or surveys of stakeholders across different CBC programme areas.
Workshop participants also argued that there could be a larger role for researchers in observ-
ing CBC projects over time to examine the nature of cross-border collaborations and assess
the impact of the project, particularly in relation cross-border stakeholder interactions. Quanti-
tative analysis can provide a valuable and informative addition to these methods, as long as
their monitoring is planned out and executed systematically over the course of the programme

period and in the few years following the conclusion of the programme projects.

A final key challenge for the intervention logic methodology is that even in the case of high

data availability it is extremely difficult to show a causal connection between programme in-
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terventions and national/regional impact and development trends. Workshop participants
pointed out that result indicators cannot reflect the short-term impacts of the programme and
can often only be assessed long after the programme ends. The qualitative assessments
highlighted the problems of establishing a clear link between the programme and its impact,
with workshop participants noting that the programme is usually just one factor, often a very
small contributing factor, in explaining regional development trends. Workshop participants
pointed out that result indicators are often too broad to capture the effect of programme inter-
ventions which often predominantly provide indirect impacts. They continued that increasing
emphasis could be placed on selecting and improving the monitoring of relevant targeted
output indicators as a reflection of short-term direct impact from the programme. Indeed, there
is a need to focus on targeted indicators that can be linked to the programme’s main aim of
enhancing cross-border collaboration, rather than to broad indicators that are hard to link to
the central cross-border element of the programme. In this regard, the list of common CBC
indicators provides some good examples of targeted indicators with a cross-border focus that

could be used in future programme periods.

2.7.3 Upscaling of the methodology

The TIA methodology developed and applied in this project is a helpful tool that can be easily
used by managing authorities and other stakeholders to develop nhew CBC programmes and
measure and assess their impact. The methodology is flexible and can be adapted to fit the
different contexts and needs of any programme area. The application of TIA methodology in
an assessment of the Inner Scandinavia region of the Sweden-Norway programme reveals
that the TIA tool is most effective if it is implemented at the ex-ante inception stage of a new
programme period. Ex-ante application is particularly important if quantitative assessments
are to be effective as well-established data gathering procedures are essential for providing
good quality data. The TIA methodology is also a useful for ex-post qualitative assessments
of programme impact. In developing an impact assessment criteria for a new CBC pro-
gramme, it is essential that managing authorities work in close collaboration with regional
thematic experts and national statistics offices to identify and develop measurable indicators
and streamlined procedures for gathering data. Furthermore, there should be an emphasis on
using both quantitative and qualitative indicators if a balanced impact assessment narrative is
to be created. Based on the main case study findings outlined above, the following recom-
mendations are made for managing authorities and stakeholders in different CBC programme
to aid the development and implementing of effective TIA processes in the future:

e The TIA intervention logic model should be applied ex-ante, at the inception stage of a
new programme period, to help managing authorities identify the appropriate needs,
measures, effects and indicators for each CBC area.

e The TIA intervention logic model should be developed in close collaboration with a bal-
anced geographic composition of national and regional experts from every country in the
CBC area.

e Experts from national statistics offices should be included from the outset in developing
measurable output and results indicators.
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e Manageable data collection and reporting procedures should be established through
discussions with data gathering experts from national statistics offices.

e The feasibility of using and measuring the Commission’s CBC indicators should be dis-
cussed with national statistics offices.

e The feasibility of using alternative indicators from other CBC programme areas and
Commission/ESPON reports should be assessed.

e The suitable geographical resolution for data gathering should be decided and harmo-
nized ex-ante across the programme area (e.g. NUTs 2 or NUTs 3 level).

o A workshop could be held with regional stakeholders on how to develop project-level in-
dicators that link closely with the more general-level indicators in the programme docu-
ment.

e Case-study teams and relevant authorities should endeavour to strike a balance be-
tween quantitative and qualitative impact assessment data.

e The possibility of developing standardized qualitative impact assessments techniques
(e.g. thematic workshops, stakeholder interviews and surveys) should be explored.

There is potential to expand the role of researchers within projects to examine closely and

over time the nature of cross-border collaboration and overall impact of projects.
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3 Case study Romania — Bulgaria

3.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria within the ESPON TIA CBC
project. As this TIA was conducted as a pilot testing a previously developed methodology, the
purpose of the report is threefold:

¢ Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment

¢ Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme

¢ Comment on the methodology applied and its upscalabilty to other programmes
For policymakers, an executive summary (section 3.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 3.5 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 3.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment

(section 3.5).

This report is produced for a pilot case study within the ESPON TIA CBC project, therefore
the methodology applied will be subject to changes based on the experiences gathered within
the case study. Section 3.6 acts as the commentary part, where experiences and suggestions
for the further methodological development are recorded. Furthermore, the project shall serve
as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indicators used and gathered to conduct
a territorial impact assessment. Thus within section 3.7 suggestions for indicators to be col-

lected in the upcoming programming period are recorded.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases vari-
ous steps on expert knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure
sound and well justified results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating
experts is inherent to the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

3.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme: Interreg V-A Romania - Bulgaria

Version: 1.3
First year: 2014
Last year: 2020

The concept of a territorial impact assessment (TIA) for cross border programmes aims at
showing the regional differentiation of the impact of a cross border cooperation (CBC) pro-
gramme on the programme region. The results are based on the methodology of the ESPON
TIA CBC project, which combines both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments
to produce evidence of the territorial distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two ex-
pert workshops have been held on 13 December 2018 and on 10 January 2019 in Bucharest

with participants from the Managing Authority and Joint Secretariat of the Programme, the
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Joint Technical Secretariat of the Joint Operational Programme Black Sea Basin 2014-2020,
Romanian General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations, General Inspectorate of Romanian
Gendarmerie, County Councils, Gendarmerie and Inspectorate for Emergencies, etc. The
input gathered from and expert discussions held in these workshops and the distribution of
contracted financing split by county/district provided by MA have been translated into the

present report by the authors from M&E Factory.

The overall strategic goal of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme with budget of
€ 258,504,126 is “To bring together the people, communities and economies of the Romania-
Bulgaria border region to participate in the joint development of a cooperative area, using its

human, natural and environmental resources and advantages in a sustainable way”.

There are 3 main groups of beneficiaries under the programme:

¢ National (ministries/agencies and their regional structures, e.g. regional inspectorates),
regional or local public authorities (e.g. counties/districts, municipalities, etc.)
¢ Public sector operators (e.g. universities, schools, museums, theatres, libraries, etc.)
¢ Non-governmental organizations (foundations, associations, chambers of commerce and
industry, clusters, business/innovation support centers, etc.)
Presently, 156 projects are contracted under the 5 PAs, subject to TIA, of which 42 have been
implemented till the end of 2018. With the exception of SO 2.2. “To enhance the sustainable
management of the ecosystems from the cross-border area”, under which all funded projects
have been finalised, all other specific objectives are at different stages of implementation.
None of the infrastructure interventions (mainly under SO 1.1., SO 2.1. and SO 3.1.) is com-
pleted. Therefore, for the remaining SOs (except for SO 2.2.), the presented effects are rather
sought or expected based on the distribution of financing, qualitatively assessed in a work-
shop setting/based on the opinions of local stakeholders or quantitatively measured, mainly

based on the “funding framework” approach.

PA 1.25 (A well connected region), SO 1.1.: Improve the planning, development and
coordination of cross-border transport systems for better connections to TEN-T
transport networks

The main undertakings under SO 1.1. are related to the construction/modernization of roads
to improve the cross-border secondary and tertiary nodes connections to TEN-T infrastruc-
ture, elaboration of joint solutions and strategies, to reduce transportation time and to improve
public mobility services and traffic safety. The main beneficiaries are territorial administrative
units (RO) and municipalities/Road Infrastructure Agency (BG) — for infrastructure invest-
ments, as well as NGOs for “soft measures”. The main expected effect of this SO, qualitative-
ly assessed by the indicator “Cross-border population served by modernized infrastructure
leading to TEN-T”, is the improved cross-border transport with special emphasis on public

transport at regional level. With the exception of four NUTS 3 regions (Olt and Calarasi in

25Here and for the remaining PAs, the information about contracted projects is updated as of 31 De-
cember 2018.
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Romania, and Vratsa and Veliko Tarnovo in Bulgaria), all other counties and districts in both
countries will equally benefit from the interventions under this SO. Currently, 11 infrastructure
projects are in the process of implementation, to be completed in 2020/2021 and 2 have al-
ready been completed. Contracted funding under this SO (13 projects) till 31 December 2018

is € 83.5 million (ERDF, national and own contribution).

Also, at the moment, other projects are in the contracting phase.

PA 1. (A well connected region), SO 1.2.: Increase transport safety on waterways
and maritime transport routes

The main undertakings under SO 1.2. are aimed at the elaboration of integrated plans and
measures in order to improve the navigation conditions along the River Danube, as well as
the development of joint co-ordinated strategies, tools and pilot applications. The main effect
sought (quantitatively measured by the indicator “Share of the RO-BG CBC Danube length
where safety of navigation has been improved”) is to improve the safety of navigation of the
RO-BG section of the Danube river. The beneficiaries are a couple of municipalities (Ruse
and Giurgiu), the Executive Agency “Maritime Administration” and the Romanian Naval Au-
thority. Two projects are under implementation in this SO, to be completed in 2019 and in
2021, with an overall budget of around € 13 million (ERDF, national and own contribution).

The outcomes of this SO will be applicable for the whole CBC territory.

Also, at the moment, one project is in the contracting phase.

PA 2. (A green region) SO 2.1.: To improve the sustainable use of natural heritage
and resources and cultural heritage

The main undertakings under SO 2.1. include the elaboration of joint studies, strategies and
management plans to preserve, develop and promote the cultural/natural heritage in the RO-
BG region, development of common tourist products and services, as well as investments in
tourist infrastructure and cultural monuments. Main beneficiaries are municipalities, public
institutions, universities, museums, libraries and NGOs. The main effect will be the enhanced
capacity to integrate natural and cultural heritage protection and development in cross-border
socio-economic strategies and policies resulting in an increased number of “Tourist over-
nights in the cross-border region” (quantitatively assessed indicator for this SO). 66 projects
have been contracted under this SO (out of which 1 project have been terminated) for around
€ 58 million (ERDF, national and own contribution). There is a pretty equal distribution of pro-
jects and beneficiaries throughout the whole CBC territory. Based on reported results from

projects till the end of 2018, the net effect on the territory is estimated at around 2.1%.

Also, at the moment, other projects are in the contracting phase.

PA 2. (A green region) SO 2.2.: To enhance the sustainable management of the
ecosystems from the cross-border area

The main undertakings under SO 2.2. include the exchange of information to reinforce the

implementation of the EU environmental policies and biodiversity conservation measures,

ESPON 2020 116



protection of the ecosystems using classification, mapping and spatial planning, elaboration of
studies, strategies and plans related to NATURA 2000 sites, joint designation and manage-
ment of protected sites and species of the NATURA 2000 network. The main effect achieved
under this SO, quantitatively measured by the indicator “NATURA 2000 sites from the cross-
border area with management tools” is the upgraded cooperation and management capacity
of NATURA 2000 sites in the cross border area. Two projects have been contracted and
completed under this SO for a total amount of around € 1.3 million (ERDF, national and own
contribution). The first one with 3 partners — NGOs from RO-BG, while the second one — in
partnership between the National Environmental Guard (RO) and Regional Inspectorate of
Environment and Water — Veliko Tarnovo (BG). The results of this SO are applicable for the
whole CBC territory.

PA 3. (A safe region) SO 3.1.: To improve joint risk management in the cross-
border area

The main undertakings under SO 3.1. comprise elaboration of common strategies for hazard
management and risk prevention, establishment of joint partnerships for early warning and
emergency response and elaboration of action plans for disaster resilience and mitigation.
The main effect will be strengthened joint planning along with developed and implemented
preventive and management actions for enhancing the low cross-border mitigation capacity,
measured qualitatively by the indicator “Population benefiting from actions of risk manage-
ment”. 23 projects have been contracted under this SO amounting to € 42 million (ERDF,
national and own contribution). Beneficiaries include state institutions, regional and local au-
thorities, public organisations and NGOs from all 15 NUTS 3 regions. The impacts are com-
paratively evenly distributed across the CBC region as differentiation can be made mainly

based on disbursed funding.

PA 4. (A skilled and inclusive region) SO 4.1.: To encourage the integration of the
cross-border area in terms of employment and labour mobility

The main undertakings under SO 4.1. include elaboration of joint strategies, plans and studies
related to cross-border mobility, development of services in the fields of lifelong guidance and
learning and vocational training, and exchange of good practices for a better integration in the
labour market. The main effect sought is the achievement of an integrated cross-border la-
bour market that relies on life-long learning, smart and inclusive networks with better availabil-
ity of business, strategic and legal information. Beneficiaries are state institutions, regional
and local authorities, public organisations and NGOs from all 15 NUTS 3 regions. 34 joint
projects have been contracted under this SO amounting to € 17 million (ERDF, national and
own contribution). The impacts, qualitatively assessed by the indicator “Population with ac-
cess to joint employment initiatives”, are comparatively evenly distributed across the CBC

region as differentiation can be made mainly based on disbursed funding.
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PA 5. (An efficient region) SO 5.1.: To increase cooperation capacity and the effi-
ciency of public institutions in a CBC context

The main undertakings under SO 5.1. include analysis and harmonization of the regulatory
framework, strengthening of local/regional cross-border networks, development of cross bor-
der models for design, testing, up-scaling, comparison and evaluation of innovations in the
fields of services of general interest, social services and public administration, raising the
awareness regarding cross-border opportunities. Beneficiaries are state institutions, regional
and local authorities, public organisations and NGOs. The main expected effects are in-
creased institutional capacity to cooperate with other stakeholders by finding joint solutions to
common problems and increased level of co-ordination of the public institutions in the cross-
border area. The indicator selected for measuring the impacts of this SO “Level of coopera-
tion between the public institutions in the cross-border area” is qualitatively assessed. With
the exception of 2 counties in Romania (Mehedinti and Olt) and 1 district in Bulgaria (Pleven),
which do not have funded projects under this SO, all other NUTS 3 regions will benefit from
the implementation of this SO. 16 projects have been funded with total budget of € 12 million

(ERDF, national and own contribution).

Also, at the moment, other projects are in the contracting phase.

TIA: Main Findings

e The TIA results indicate that the net impact of the programme is evident for all SOs, and
more specifically for SO 1.2. “Increase transport safety on waterways and maritime
transport routes” and SO 2.2.”To enhance the sustainable management of the ecosys-
tems from the cross-border area” where it is the main funding source in the RO-BG CBC
region

e There is comparatively equal distribution of funding among urban and rural areas in all
15 eligible NUTS 3 regions

e 3 counties in Romania (Constanta, Dolj and Giurgiu) and 3 districts in Bulgaria (Ruse,
Pleven and Dobrich) will mostly benefit from the programme since they will absorb over
two thirds of the respective budgets available for all five SOs

o The majority of the projects contracted under the programme are in process of imple-
mentation as a full evaluation of the results can be made at the end of 2020 or even
2021

¢ A major obstacle for the integrated development of the RO-BG region is the River Dan-
ube, which divides both countries throughout almost the entire length of the border be-
tween the two countries. Only the Romanian county of Constanta has a land border with
the Bulgarian districts of Silistra and Dobrich. The remaining districts have to rely on
transport connections determined by the two Danube river bridges and a limited number
of ferryboat links, mainly used for freight traffic. Therefore, the implementation of PA 1.
“A well connected region” and more specifically SO 1.1. “Improve the planning, devel-
opment and coordination of cross-border transport systems for better connections to
TEN-T transport networks” will mostly contribute to the integrated development of the
RO-BG area
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3.3 Initial programme assessment findings

3.3.1 Context and programme area description

The Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme covers a total of 15 NUTS 3 units in both
countries: 7 counties in Romania (Mehedinti, Dolj, Olt, Teleorman, Giurgiu, Calarasi, Constan-
ta) and 8 districts in Bulgaria (Vidin, Vratsa, Montana, Pleven, Veliko Tarnovo, Ruse, Silistra,
Dobrich).

Map 3.1: Eligible area of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme
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Source: Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme

The main challenge, which at the same time is a great asset for the cross-border develop-
ment is the River Danube, dividing both countries for as long as 470 km. There are only 2
bridges linking the cross-border territory — at Ruse-Giurgiu and Vidin-Calafat at a distance of
around 300 km between both harbour towns.

Territory
The eligible area of the programme represents 19.8% of the surface of the two countries
(69,285 km?); 57.75% of the area belongs to Romania and 43.25% — to Bulgaria. The border

between the two countries is 610 km long.

Population

The inhabitants of the cross-border region have been 4,284 thousand people in 2017 (16% of
the total population of Romania and Bulgaria), compared to 4,420 thousand in 2014, i.e. they
have decreased by around 136,000 people. The population density has also reduced from
62.2 inhabitants per km? in 2014 to 60.0 in 2016.
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Economic development

The 7 counties in Romania are located in the following NUTS 2 regions: Sud-Vest Oltenia
(Mehedinti, Dolj, Olt), Sud-Muntenia (Teleorman, Giurgiu, Calarasi) and Sud-Est region (Con-
stanta). In 2016, the GDP per capita (expressed in terms of purchasing power standards,
PPS) of all 3 regions is equal or below 50% from the EU average: Sud-Vest Oltenia (42%),
Sud-Muntenia (46%) and Sud-Est (50%).

In Bulgaria, 4 of the districts in the cross-border region (Vidin, Vratsa, Montana and Pleven)
are located in the least developed NUTS 2 region in the whole EU — Severozapaden (North-
western) with GDP per capita (in PPS) of only 29% from the EU average (2016). Three of the
other districts (Veliko Tarnovo, Ruse and Silistra) are located in Severen tsentralen (North
Central) NUTS 2 region, which is number 3 from the bottom (34% from the EU average),
while Dobrich is located in Severoiztochen NUTS 2 region (Northeastern), which is number
six from the bottom with GDP per capita (in PPS) of 39%.

For the Romanian regions there is a slight improvement in 2016 compared to 2013 (between
1 and 3 percentage points), while the upgrade for the Bulgarian regions is more moderate (0-
2 percentage points for the same period). The cumulative GDP of all 8 Bulgarian districts in
2016 has been 12.5% (€ 6 billion) from the national GDP, while for the 7 Romanian counties
(2015) it has been 11.8% (€ 18.9 billion) from the total for the country.

Employment

Over the past few years there has been significant increase of employment in the cross-
border region, following the general trend of improved economic environment both in Roma-
nia and Bulgaria. Unemployment rate in the seven Romanian counties has varied from 3.1%
in Constanta county up to 8.8% in Teleorman county (October 2018), compared to an aver-
age of 4.0% in Romania for the same period. For Bulgaria, the average unemployment rate in
2017 has been 6.2% and only the districts of Veliko Tarnovo (4.6%) and Ruse (5.8%) have
rates below the average. For the remaining 6 Bulgarian districts, unemployment rates vary
between 6.5% for Dobrich district up to 19.3% for Vidin district.

Transport

The cross-border region in both countries suffers from significant underfunding for rehabilita-
tion and modernisation of the road network. Although significant investments have been made
in recent years, in the general case the share of roads in good condition is far from satisfacto-
ry. The heavy freight traffic, especially through the 2 river crossings (Vidin-Calafat and Ruse-

Giurgiu) represents an additional challenge for the quality and safety of transport connections.

Natural and cultural heritage
The RO-BG border region is favoured by a number of natural and cultural heritage opportuni-
ties. The NATURA 2000 network is well presented on both sides, incl. the Persina Nature

Park (covering part of Pleven and Veliko Tarnovo districts in BG). The Black sea resorts lo-
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cated in the county of Constanta (RO) and in Dobrich district (BG) provide a combination of
summer tourism opportunities and varied cultural attractions, thus generating around 80% of
all overnight stays in the eligible area of the programme. Additional investments are required
for the rehabilitation, socialization and promotion of many cultural sites, especially ones which
are outside the main cities and routes. The tourist potential of the Danube river is still largely

underused.

Environment and risk management

The environmental situation in the RO-BG region is improving although in the past there have
been cases of cross-border air pollution. This is mainly a result of the reduced industrial activi-
ty in many of the main urban centers along the border. Over the past few years a number of
disastrous events have reiterated the need for better planning, coordination and infrastructure
investment in order to prevent the local population and the economy from floods, forest fires

and other climate-related hazards.

3.3.2 Programme framework characterisation

Based on the main identified challenges and the lessons learnt from the previous program-
ming period, the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme has defined 6 Priority Axes
(PAs), incl. PA 6. Technical assistance, focused on 5 Thematic Objectives (TOs), 7 Invest-
ment Priorities (IPs) and 8 Specific Objectives (SOs). The overall budget of the programme is
€ 258,504,126 (of which € 215,745,513 is provided by the ERDF). The projects (PA 1-5) are
financed: 85% ERDF, 13% state (Romania and Bulgaria) contribution and 2% own contribu-

tion.

The programme’s overall strategic goal is “To bring together the people, communities and
economies of the Romania-Bulgaria border region to participate in the joint development of a
cooperative area, using its human, natural and environmental resources and advantages in a

sustainable way”.

Table 3.1: Overview of the investment strategy of the programme

Priority Axes Thematic Investment  Specific Objec- Budget, EUR (ERDF
Objectives  Priorities (IPs) tives (SOs) & national funding)
(TOs)
1. A well connected region TO 7 IP 7b SO1.1 96,450,936
IP 7c SO 1.2
2. A green region TO 6 IP 6¢C SO 2.1 63,454,564
IP 6d SO 2.2
3. A safe region TO 5 IP 5b SO 3.1 48,225,468
4. A skilled and inclusive region TO 8 IP 8e SO 4.1 17,767,279
5. An efficient region TO 11 IP 11b SO 5.1 12,690,913
6. Technical assistance - - SO 6 19,914,966
TOTAL 258,504,126

Source: Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme
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Till the end of 2018, 3 calls for proposals have been launched and 156 projects have been
contracted amounting to € 226.8 million. Already 42 projects amounting to around € 35.0 mil-
lion have been finalised.

An outline of the specific objectives within the respective priority axes is presented below.

e Specific objective 1.1.: Improve the planning, development and coordination of cross-
border transport systems for better connections to TEN-T transport networks
e Priority Axis 1: A well connected region (TO 7, IP 7b)
Brief justification: there is a significant gap in the accessibility between the peripheral rural
regions and the regional economic centres. The accessibility to TEN-T infrastructures for the
main urban centres is far better than for the small/medium sized cities, especially the ones

situated along the Danube river

Main change sought: modernized/upgraded existing infrastructure and constructed new, flexi-
ble and improved ones by connecting the secondary and tertiary nodes in the eligible area to
the TEN-T infrastructure, including multimodal nodes; improved cross-border transport with

special emphasis on public transport at regional level

Activities undertaken: elaboration of joint solutions and strategies in order to connect second-
ary and tertiary nodes to TEN-T infrastructure, to reduce transportation time and to improve
public mobility services; construction/modernization of road infrastructure to improve the

cross-border secondary and tertiary nodes connections to TEN-T infrastructure

Types of beneficiaries: national, county and municipal public authorities, public infrastructure
administrators and providers, national or county/district/municipal hon-government organisa-

tions, etc.
Funding: € 69,038,564.00%¢ (contracted € 70,980,080.16%7; 102.8%)

e Specific objective 1.2.: Increase transport safety on waterways and maritime transport
routes
e Priority Axis 1: A well connected region (TO 7, IP 7c)
Brief justification: there is low level of intermodal links at cross-border and Danube level (in-
sufficient seaport infrastructures), which requires solutions for increasing the accessibility of
the territory, improving its environmental status and the sustainability of the Danube transport

potential (incl. for enhancing the cross-border tourism)
Main change sought: improved Danube inland waterway navigation in the cross-border region

Activities undertaken: elaboration of integrated plans and measures in order to improve the
navigation conditions; development of joint co-ordinated strategies, tools and pilot applica-

tions; works to improve freight and passenger river and sea transport

26 ERDF support only (here and for the remaining specific objectives).

27 Till 31 December 2018 (ERDF support only) — here and for the remaining specific objectives
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Types of beneficiaries: national institutions (e.g. Bulgarian Executive Agency "Maritime Admin-

istration" and Romanian Naval Authority), counties and local public authorities (municipalities)
Funding: € 12,944,731.00 (contracted € 11,092,139.53; 85.7%)

e Specific objective 2.1.: To improve the sustainable use of natural heritage and resources
and cultural heritage
e Priority Axis 2: A green region (TO 6, IP 6¢)
Brief justification: the CBC area benefits from unique natural and cultural heritage. However, it
is subject to a variety of anthropogenic and natural pressures as industry or climate change.
Their consequences are harmful to the whole area since the interaction of landscapes and the

continuity of habitats and ecosystems highlight the ecological unity of the region

Main change sought: enhanced capacity to integrate natural and cultural heritage protection
in cross-border socio-economic development strategies and policies; promoted and prevented

natural and cultural heritage from spoiling

Activities undertaken: elaboration of joint studies, strategies and management plans to pre-
serve, develop and promote the cultural/natural heritage; development of common tourist
products and services based on the sustainable joint utilization of the cultural/natural heritage;

investments in joint and sustainable tourist infrastructure and cultural monuments

Types of beneficiaries: public institutions (counties, districts and municipalities), NGOs (asso-
ciations, foundations, business centres, etc.), universities and colleges, museums, public

libraries, chambers of commerce (including associations of SMES)
Funding: € 32,361,827.00 (contracted € 49,693,271.89; 153.6%)

e Specific objective 2.2.: To enhance the sustainable management of the ecosystems from
the cross-border area
e Priority Axis 2: A green region (TO 6, IP 6d)
Brief justification: the CBC region is exposed to many environmental risks, as the mitigation of
their negative effects especially on agriculture and tourism requires urgent and specific

measures

Main change sought: upgraded green infrastructure and rehabilitated degraded ecosystems
(eroded and/or exhausted soils, unstable riverbanks, etc.); restored cross-border ecosystem,
improved status of endangered species and their habitats and decreased negative conse-

guences from Invasive Alien Species?®

Activities undertaken: exchange of information to reinforce the implementation of the EU envi-
ronmental policies and biodiversity conservation measures; protection of the ecosystems

using classification, mapping and spatial planning; elaboration of studies, strategies and plans

28 Invasive Alien Species = animals and plants that are introduced accidentally or deliberately into a
natural environment where they are not normally found, with serious negative consequences for their
new environment.
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related to NATURA 2000 sites; joint designation and management of protected sites and spe-
cies of the NATURA 2000 network; investments in green infrastructure and purchase of

equipment for protecting, preserving and monitoring the ecosystems

Types of beneficiaries: national, county/district nature protection agencies and bodies, NGOs

involved in nature protection
Funding: € 21,574,552.00 (contracted € 1,207,858.36; 5.6%)

¢ Specific objective 3.1.: To improve joint risk management in the cross-border area

e Priority Axis 3: A safe region (TO 5, IP 5b)
Brief justification: the CBC area has low adaptive capacity to climate change, while being, at
the same time, the most exposed area in the two countries subject to droughts, floods, ero-
sion or landslides. This can lead to human loses and has detrimental effects on the develop-

ment of the region, more specifically regarding its accessibility, tourism or agriculture

Main change sought: strengthened joint planning along with the development and implemen-
tation of preventive and management actions in order to enhance the low cross-border mitiga-

tion capacity

Activities undertaken: elaboration of common strategies for hazard management and risk
prevention; establishment of joint partnerships for early warning and emergency response;
elaboration of action plans for disaster resilience and mitigation; introduction of integrated and
common standards for the urban planning and risk management; purchase of equipment
aimed at monitoring the environmental parameters, for hazard management and disaster
resilience; implementation of awareness raising campaigns on the hazards and risks and on

the measures for their mitigation, management and reduction; exchange of experiences

Types of beneficiaries: national, district/county and municipal institutions (municipalities and
communes) in charge of managing emergency situations, NGOs, Red Cross, universities and
R&D organizations involved in research on different risk factors (industrial pollution, local

effects of climate change, etc.)
Funding: € 40,991,647.00 (contracted € 35,890,603.81; 87.6%)

e Specific objective 4.1.: To encourage the integration of the cross-border area in terms of
employment and labour mobility
e Priority Axis 4: A skilled and inclusive region (TO 8, IP 8e)
Brief justification: the cross-border area suffers from high rates of unemployment, low wages
and structural brain drain. At the same time, the cross-border labour market is rather under-

developed

Main change sought: integrated labour market that relies on life-long training, smart and in-
clusive networks with better availability of business, strategic and legal information; lowered
employment barriers between the two sides of the border, between the education system and

employers, and between the workers and companies

ESPON 2020 124



Activities undertaken: elaboration of joint strategies, plans and studies related to cross-border
mobility; development of services in the fields of lifelong guidance and learning and vocational
training; exchange of good practices for a better integration in the labour market; development
of infrastructure directly linked to increase labour mobility; establishment of cross border busi-

ness incubators and virtual incubators

Types of beneficiaries: local public authorities (public policy, economic and social preroga-
tives, public services providers), educational organizations (universities, colleges, Bulgarian
Academy of Sciences), training providers (for the provision of cross-border relevant skills and
competencies), clusters and NGOs, especially business associations from both sides of the
border (for the support of SMEs and self-employment in the cross-border area), chambers of
commerce

Funding: € 15,102,186.00 (contracted € 14,742,240.88; 97.6%)

e Specific objective 5.1.: To increase cooperation capacity and the efficiency of public in-
stitutions in a CBC context
o Priority Axis 5: An efficient region (TO 11, IP 11b)
Brief justification: the local public authorities in the cross-border region are often considered
by the general public as bureaucratic, opaque and reluctant to supporting civil society initia-

tives

Main change sought: increased institutional capacity to cooperate with other stakeholders by
finding joint solutions to common problems; reinforced the existing and created new cross-

border cooperation networks and promoted initiatives on cooperation between stakeholders

Activities undertaken: analysis and harmonization of the regulatory framework; strengthening
of local/regional cross-border networks; development of cross border models for design, test-
ing, up-scaling, comparison and evaluation of innovations in the fields of services of general
interest, social services and public administration; raising the awareness regarding cross-
border opportunities; development of common structures, systems and tools

Types of beneficiaries: national (e.g. Romanian and Bulgarian Ministries of Tourism), local
public administration (e.g. county councils, district administrations, municipalities, etc.), public
institutions with key sectorial competencies (e.g. Bulgarian Executive Agency “Maritime Ad-
ministration” and Romanian Naval Authority), colleges and schools, NGOs with activities rele-
vant for the cross-border area (e.g. NGOs delivering public interest services in the cross-
border area: healthcare, old-age care, child-care, transportation services for disabled, other
services for people with socio-economic difficulties, etc), deconcentrated bodies of public

institutions like: employment agencies, education inspectorates, etc.
Funding: € 10,787,276.00 (contracted € 10,433,169.52; 96.7%)

Based on data from MA of the programme (updated till the end of 2018), breakdown is made

for contracted projects by category of intervention (PA and SO) and by NUTS 3 level.
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Table 3.2: Project allocations (in EUR) per PAs, SOs and NUTS 3 regions in Romania (end of 2018) — total funding (ERDF, national and own contribution)

PAs/SOs Region 1: RO413 Region 2: RO411 Region 3: RO414 Region 4: RO317 Region 5: RO314 Region 6: RO312 Region 7: RO223
(Mehedinti) (Dolj) (Olt) (Teleorman) (Giurgiu) (Calarasi) (Constanta)
PA 1 5,057,755.02 9,508,593.28 0.00 6,626,088.19 14,387,408.11 0.00 16,223,371.39
SO 1.1. 5,057,755.02 9,508,593.28 0.00 6,626,088.19 11,642,196.91 0.00 13,577,611.10
SO 1.2. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2,745,211.20 0.00 2,645,760.29
PA 2 650,646.26 6,664,657.34 1,140,129.45 5,057,833.49 931,069.83 3,046,829.05 8,968,423.57
SO 2.1. 526,456.14 6,664,657.34 1,140,129.45 5,057,833.49 931,069.83 3,046,829.05 8,968,423.57
SO 2.2 124,190.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PA 3 1,887,280.08 4,031,939.43 416,251.99 494,702.29 3,808,222.86 4,290,449.90 420,844.85
PA 4 771,224.47 3,252,496.17 455,139.74 455,139.41 694,092.59 1,417,927.16 1,892,721.19
PA 5 0.00 860,241.77 0.00 854,493.02 540,971.30 1,485,937.06 2,676,714.68
TOTAL 8,366,905.83 24,317,927.99 2,011,521.18 13,488,256.40 20,361,764.69 10,241,143.17 30,182,075.68

Source: MA of the programme

Table 3.3: Project allocations (in EUR) per PAs, SOs and NUTS 3 regions in Bulgaria (end of 2018) — total funding (ERDF, national and own contribution)

PAs/SOs Region 1: BG311 Region 2: BG312 Region 3: BG313 Region 4: BG314 Region 5: BG321 Region 6: BG323 Region 7: BG325 Region 8: BG332
(Vidin) (Montana) (Vratsa) (Pleven) (Veliko Tarnovo) (Ruse) (Silistra) (Dobrich)
PA 1 388,857.26 2,989,587.64 0.00 12,926,743.99 0.00 17,991,430.63 3,062,351.04 7,182,955.64
SO 1.1. 388,857.26 2,989,587.64 0.00 12,926,743.99 0.00 10,332,826.19 3,062,351.04 7,182,955.64
SO 1.2. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7,658,604.44 0.00 0.00
PA 2 3,817,888.20 2,939,038.16 1,323,013.42 8,243,767.63 4,173,807.77 3,448,945.52 2,510,701.81 4,487,680.63
SO 2.1. 3,683,886.80 2,939,038.16 1,323,013.42 8,243,767.63 3,933,444.80 3,448,945.52 2,510,701.81 4,487,680.63
S0 2.2 134,001.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 240,362.97 0.00 0.00 0.00
PA 3 986,563.25 495,334.90 3,584,398.67 1,865,183.97 2,026,073.20 1,104,152.56 589,784.10 409,374.45
PA 4 1,235,645.30 100,308.22 88,359.86 710,090.07 1,888,653.39 1,238,491.64 564,391.96 1,311,316.73
PA 5 164,326.60 99,803.19 713,616.94 0.00 979,200.16 618,509.61 455,076.71 1,161,274.73
TOTAL 6,593,280.61 6,624,072.11 5,709,388.89 23,745,785.66 9,067,734.52 24,401,529.96 7,182,305.62 14,552,602.18

Source: MA of the programme
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Map 3.2: Project allocations (in EUR) per PAs and NUTS 3 regions in Romania and Bulgaria (end of
2018) — total funding (ERDF, national and own contribution)
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3.3.3 Additional funding instruments

The programme takes into account the principles of coherence and complementarities with
other European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) as well as with other relevant EU
policies, national funding and with the European Investment Bank (EIB). The programme is
implemented in accordance with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality and in a
complementary and coordinated way with all available instruments in order to avoid the fund-

ing of activities that can overlap with projects activities financed by other funds.

According to the selected priorities, a coordination mechanism is considered with regards to
EU funding instruments, such as the European Regional Development Fund, the European
Social Fund, the LIFE programme, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Erasmus+ pro-
gramme, national funding programmes and EIB instruments. More specifically, at priority axis
level synergies with the ESIF and other EU instruments are sought, as follows:

¢ Priority Axis 1 “A well connected region”: Connecting Europe Facility

e Priority Axis 2 (“A green region”) and 3 (“A safe region”): LIFE, European Agriculture
Fund for Rural Development and the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund

e Priority Axis 4 “A skilled and inclusive region”: Erasmus+ programme
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Other cooperation programmes which finance one or more of the interventions under the PAs
of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme, are the following:
e Danube Transnational Programme (all 5 PAs; all NUTS 3 regions are eligible)
e Black Sea Basin Programme 2014-2020 (PA 2 and PA 3; eligible NUTS 3 regions: Con-
stanta county in Romania and Dobrich district in Bulgaria)
¢ Interreg Europe 2014-2020 Programme (PA 3; all NUTS 3 regions are eligible)
e INTERREG Balkan-Mediterranean 2014-2020 Programme (PA 3; only the 8 Bulgarian
NUTS 3 regions are eligible)
¢ Interreg-IPA CBC Romania-Serbia programme (PA 1, PA 2, PA 3 and PA 4; only Me-
hedinti county is eligible)
¢ Interreg IPA-CBC Bulgaria-Serbia Programme (PA 2, PA 3 and PA 4; only Vidin and
Montana districts are eligible)
At national level, funding for activities related to the modernization of roads leading to the
TEN-T network (PA 1), development of the cultural and natural heritage & green infrastruc-
ture/NATURA 2000 (PA 2), improvement of risk management (PA 3), encouragement of em-
ployment and labour mobility (PA 4), and enhancement of the efficiency of public institutions
(PA 5) comes from a variety of sources (both ESIF-funded and from public budget/own con-
tribution).

Romania:

¢ Regional Operational Programme (PA 1 and PA 2)
e Operational Programme for Large Infrastructure (PA 1, PA 2 and PA 3)
¢ Human Capital Operational Programme (PA 4)
e Operational Programme “Administrative Capacity” (PA 5)
¢ State budget, county budgets & municipal budgets (all PAs)
¢ Private investments/own contribution (mostly PA 2 and PA 4)
Bulgaria:

e Operational programme “Transport and Transport Infrastructure” (PA 1)
e Operational programme “Regions in Growth” (PA 1 and PA 2)

e Operational programme “Environment” (PA 3)

e Operational programme “Human Resources Development” (PA 4)

¢ Operational programme “Good Governance” (PA 5)

¢ State budget, municipal budgets (all PAs)

¢ Private investments/own contribution (mostly PA 2 and PA 4)

3.4 TIA Process

The territorial impact assessment process leans on desk research as well as on expert input
in a workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention logic),
the indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are never
attributed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core element of
the process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section 3.4.3. In this
section, the working steps are described which are undertaken to produce the evidence of the
territorial impact. The elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived thereof are pre-

sented in the following section 3.5.
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3.4.1 Selection of TOs and TIA area
The current analysis takes into consideration all 7 SOs (2 SOs for PA 1 and PA 2, and 1 SO

for the remaining PAs from PA 3 to PA 5) as well as the whole TIA area (7 counties in Roma-

nia and 8 districts in Bulgaria).

Table 3.4: Overview of the financial allocations under the respective PAs (1-5) and SOs

Priority Axes TOs SOs Estimated total Total contracted, Share
budget, EUR (ERDF EUR (ERDF & na- con-

& national funding) tional funding) tracted

1. A well connected region TO7 SO1.1 81,221,840.59 83,505,976.74 102.8%

SO 1.2 15,229,095.41 13,049,575.93 85.7%

Total PA 1 96,450,936.00 96,555,552.67 100.1%

2. A green region TO6 SO2.1 38,072,737.93 58,462,673.37 153.6%

SO 2.2 25,381,826.07 1,421,009.83 5.6%

Total PA 2 63,454,564.00 59,883,683.20 94.4%

3. A safe region TO5 SO3.1 48,225,468.00 42,224,239.99 87.6%

4. A skilled and inclusive region TO8 S04.1 17,767,279.00 17,343,812.89 97.6%

5. An efficient region TO 11 SO5.1 12,690,913.00 12,274,317.19 96.7%

TOTAL 238,589,160.00 228,281,605.94 95.7%

Source: Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme and current status of projects implementation
(www.interregrobg.eu/en/projects/projects.html, 3 January 2019)

3.4.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the
programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded
through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via
indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

¢ result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)
e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)
¢ additional indicators developed by each case study tailored to the programme — marked
(A)
The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-
gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-
essary basis for all further assessments made.

Table 3.5: SO 1.1. (PA 1): Improve the planning, development and coordination of cross-border
transport systems for better connections to TEN-T transport networks

Needs Measures Effects Indicators

Improvement of the
transport accessibility
between Romania and
Bulgaria by connecting
secondary and tertiary
nodes to TEN-T infra-
structure

Joint projects for improv-
ing the cross-border sec-
ondary and tertiary nodes
connections to the TEN-T
infrastructure through
action-based solutions,
management plans, strat-
egies, feasibility studies,
environment impact as-
sessments, etc., related
to works projects for
public infrastructure

Improved quality of the
road network

(R) Cross-border pop-
ulation served by
modernized infrastruc-
ture leading to TEN-T,
number
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Table 3.6: SO 1.2. (PA 1): Increase transport safety on waterways and maritime transport routes

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Improvement of the

Danube river navigation

safety for freight and
passenger traffic in the
cross-border area

Joint projects for elabora-
tion of plans, strategies,
tools and pilot applica-
tions, and investments
(infrastructure and
equipment) in upgrading
the freight and passenger
traffic

Increased passenger and (R) Share of the RO-
freight transport traffic in BG CBC Danube

the cross-border section

of the Danube river

length where safety of
navigation has been
improved, %

Table 3.7: SO 2.1. (PA 2): To improve the sustainable use of natural heritage and resources and cultural

heritage

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Preservation, promotion

and utilisation of the
potential of the natural
and cultural heritage as
a basis for sustainable
development of tourism

Joint projects for elabora-

tion of studies, strategies, cultural attractiveness of
the cross-border region

management plans, and
investments in tourist
infrastructure, develop-
ment and promotion of
common tourist products
and services (e.g. cultural
events with cross-border
dimension)

Increased natural and

(R) Tourist overnights
in the cross-border
region, number

Table 3.8: SO 2.2. (PA 2): To enhance the sustainable management of the ecosystems from the cross-

border area

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Preservation of biodiver-
sity for effective protec-

tion and restoration of
the ecosystem with
focus on NATURA 2000
sites

Joint projects for devel-
opment of strategic doc-
uments, management
plans and actions, and
investments in green
infrastructure for protect-
ed sites and species of
NATURA 2000 network

Improved protection and

conservation status of
natural habitats with

focus on NATURA 2000

sites

(R) NATURA 2000
sites from the cross-
border area with man-
agement tools, hum-
ber

Table 3.9: SO 3.1. (PA 3): To improve joint risk management in the cross-border area

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Improvement of the
cross-border disaster
risk prevention and
management

Joint projects for elabora-
tion of strategies, action
plans and awareness
raising campaigns for
hazard management, risk
prevention, disaster resil-
ience and mitigation, and
investments in the risk
management of emergen-
cy situations

Increased efficiency of
reactions in cases of
emergency situations
caused by natural and
anthropic disasters

(A) Population benefit-
ing from actions of
risk management,
number

Table 3.10: SO 4.1. (PA 4): To encourage the integration of the cross-border area in terms of employ-

ment and labour mobility

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Integration of the cross-

border labour market

and improved mobility of

workers

Joint projects for cross-
border employment initia-
tives, education and
training, and investments
in infrastructure directly
linked to labour mobility

Upgraded workforce
skills adapted to the

cross-border economic
resources and potential

(R) Population with
access to joint em-
ployment initiatives,
number
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Table 3.11: SO 5.1. (PA 5): To increase cooperation capacity and the efficiency of public institutions in a
CBC context

Needs Measures Effects Indicators
Enhancement of public Joint projects for the Increased level of coop- (R/A) Level of cooper-
governance mechanisms development and delivery eration between institu- ation between the

in the cross-border re- of more efficient, adapta- tions delivering public public institutions in
gion ble and tailor-made poli-  services within the cross- the cross-border area

cies and services in the border area
cross-border region

3.4.3 Indicators

3.4.3.1 Indicator data

A long list of 58 indicators (programme-based, common CBC and additional ones) has been
created for measuring the programme effects, which has been shortened to 7 based on sev-
eral iterations during the 2 workshops held in Bucharest. Some examples of indicators, which
have not been selected are the following:

e For SO 1.1. (PA 1) — indicator “Number of traffic accidents in the cross-border region”
has been considered; however, it has been agreed on that traffic incidents are not direct-
ly linked to the improved quality of the road network (expected effect) but depend on
many other factors, which cannot result from the programme interventions (e.g. bad
weather, personal driving preferences, alcohol abuse, etc.)

e For SO 2.1. (PA 2), indicators “Revenues from nights spent”, “Number of accommoda-
tion establishments” and "Number of bed places” have been discussed; similarly, alt-
hough there is sufficient statistical information, the results measured by those indicators
cannot be directly linked to the programme effect (increased natural and cultural attrac-
tiveness of the cross-border region)

e For SO 4.1. (PA 4), indicator “Cross-border territory unemployment rate” has seemed
very suitable; likewise, the employment opportunities are dependent on a broad spectrum
of external conditions and cannot be directly stemming out from the targeted effect (up-
graded workforce skills adapted to the cross-border economic resources and potential)

Therefore, the final list of 7 indicators linked to the effects in the intervention logic of the pro-
gramme has been seen by the workshop participants as best fitting its impacts. Those indica-
tors have been populated with quantitative data wherever possible. It has been aimed to ob-
tain data for the baseline year as close as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as
close as possible to the current year (2017 or 2018, for which information has been available).
In this way, quantitative data for 3 indicators has been collected. For 4 indicators, no quantita-
tive data has been available so a qualitative assessment in an expert workshop has been
conducted. The metadata for these indicators is provided in the following tables. However, the
qualitative assessment was finally based on the distribution of contracted funding by coun-

ty/district.
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Table 3.12: Indicators

Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common

Year (TO) Year (T1) method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)

1. (R) Cross-border pop- Project reports 2014 2018 Qualitative N

ulation served by mod-

ernized infrastructure

leading to TEN-T, num-

ber

2. (R) Share of the RO- Project reports, Romanian 2014 2018 Quantita- N

BG CBC Danube length Naval Authority, Executive tive

where safety of naviga-  Agency for Exploration and

tion has been improved, Maintenance of the Danube

% river

3. (R) Tourist overnights Project reports 2014 2017 Quantita- N

in the cross-border re- National Statistical Institutes tive

gion, number

4. (R) NATURA 2000 Project reports, Ministries of 2014 2018 Quantita- N

sites from the cross- Environment tive

border area with man-

agement tools, number

5. (A) Population benefit- Project reports 2014 2018 Qualitative N

ing from actions of risk

management, number

6. (R) Population with Project reports, Ministries of 2014 2018 Qualitative N

access to joint employ-  Labour

ment initiatives, number

7. (R/A) Level of cooper- Programme reports 2014 2018 Qualitative N

ation between the public
institutions in the cross-
border area

Source: Consortium, 2019

During the 2 workshops, all common CBC indicators have been reviewed in an attempt to
select indicators from any of the three groups (European Integration, Regional Competitive-
ness, Cross Border Cohesion), which might have been used in the TIA exercise. The list of

indicators has been shared with the workshop participants and their use has been explained.

Potentially suitable indicators for SO 1.1. (PA 1), which have been reviewed, have been:

e Potential accessibility of the cross-border territory by road compared to previous years
(European Integration)

e Cross-border public transport connections (compared to previous years) (Regional
Competitiveness)

e The number of cross-border infrastructure projects in the sectors of traffic (Cross Border
Cohesion)

For SO 2.2. (PA 2):
¢ Environmental indicators (air pollution, water, land-use, biodiversity)
For SO 4.1. (PA 4):

e Access to employment services in the neighbouring country

e Number of cross-border workers

e Number of cross-border placements

e Access to digital systems of/for cross-border workers, employers and citizens

For SO 5.1. (PA 5):

¢ RCR 79 — Joint strategies/action plans taken up by organisations at/after project completion
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The development of the cross-border governance system

The quality of cross-border cooperation of institutions providing public services

RCR 83 — Persons covered by signed joint agreements

RCR 86 — Stakeholders/institutions with enhanced cooperation capacity beyond national
borders

None of the above mentioned, potentially applicable indicators has been selected, however,

due to the lack of reliable information (sources of information), which could have been used to

populate them with data for the analysis, especially at NUTS 3 level. The general definitions

of the indicators have been unclear to the workshop participants due to the lack of specificity.

Therefore, they have been reviewed but not taken into account. In addition, the already se-

lected 7 indicators have been seen as best fitting the performance framework of the pro-

gramme. More specific clarifications on why the common CBC indicators mentioned above

have not been used are provided below:

Indicator “Potential accessibility of the cross-border territory by road compared to previ-
ous years”. In order to evaluate the indicator quantitatively, there needs to be a definition
of “accessibility” and a measurement unit; the term “potential” is not clear (compared to
real?). Also, geographical dimension (accessibility — from where to where); having in
mind that the cross-border territory (a very broad definition) covers a very large area, the
accessibility of its different NUTS 3 regions might significantly vary, especially as re-
gards mountainous locations/river crossings, etc. The indicator intends to measure the
current status compared to “previous years” — there is ambiguity regarding the duration
(starting point) of “previous years” (i.e. baseline value)

Indicator “Cross-border public transport connections (compared to previous years)”. The
indicator needs to be substantiated with a definition of “transport connections”, e.g. road,
rail, air, river, etc. Some transport links may develop over time, while others deteriorate
based on market conditions. At the same time, the general connectivity of the territory
may improve

Indicator “The number of cross-border infrastructure projects in the sectors of traffic”. A
very good output indicator; however, without specific reference to results; defini-
tions/examples of “infrastructure projects” and “sectors of traffic’ need to be developed
Indicator “Environmental indicators (air pollution, water, land-use, biodiversity)”. A very
good indicator but difficult to measure at NUTS 3 level. Definition of each of the sub-
indicators “air pollution, water, land-use, biodiversity” needs to be provided in order to
ensure comparison amongst regions

Indicator “Access to employment services in the neighbouring country”. Two definitions
need to be provided in order for the indicator to be properly used: “access” and “em-
ployment services”

Indicator “Number of cross-border workers”. A well-defined output indicator but difficult to
use in the RO-BG context due to lack of reliable statistical information

Indicator “Number of cross-border placements”. A definition of “placements” (also short-
term/long-term/seasonal workers) is needed for the correct use of this output indicator
Indicator “Access to digital systems of/for cross-border workers, employers and citizens”.
A definition of “digital systems” is needed since virtually all online based applications and
web sites are “digital systems”. Explanation of the meaning of “access” would be suitable
in this case, as well as precision of the target group — “workers, employers and citizens”
comprises virtually the whole population of the region (more specificity is needed)
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e Indicator “RCR 79 — Joint strategies/action plans taken up by organisations at/after pro-
ject completion”. A very general output indicator, which needs to be clarified in the fol-
lowing directions: a definition of “taken up” (and how this is proved) would be suitable
compared to “implemented”; in case only a few of the measures/actions are “taken up”
based on prioritisation/available funding, would this mean the whole programming doc-
ument has been “taken up”?; some of the strategic documents are medium- to long-
term, i.e. actual results from their implementation might be observed in 5 to 10 years, i.e.
far after the completion of the respective programming period

e Indicator “The development of the cross-border governance system”. Several definitions
might be needed to better specify the indicator: “development” and “governance sys-
tem”; in the general case, “cross-border governance” is not possible according to the na-
tional legislations, especially in the RO-BG case; “coordination” is possible, however, dif-
ficult to quantify/specify

e Indicator "The quality of cross-border cooperation of institutions providing public ser-
vices”. This indicator seems very similar to the abovementioned one, i.e. it requires more
specificity. As mentioned by the workshop participants, a more precise definition (instead
of “public services”) would be “services of general interest’, which can be provided by
the state or public sector (e.g. NGOs). They can be differentiated in 3 categories follow-
ing the EU definitions2®: services of general economic interest, non-economic services
and social services of general interest

¢ Indicator “RCR 83 — Persons covered by signed joint agreements”. A good output indica-
tor, which needs to be substantiated by actions pertaining to the agreements (incl. budg-
et for their implementation) and results expected/achieved

¢ Indicator “"RCR 86 — Stakeholders/institutions with enhanced cooperation capacity be-
yond national borders”. A very similar indicator to the two already mentioned above “The
development of the cross-border governance system” and “The quality of cross-border
cooperation of institutions providing public services”; definition of “capacity” needs to be
provided (financial, human resource or else) in order for the indicator to be better target-
ed and useful

Qualitative evaluation of all abovementioned indicators would be somewhat possible but only
at programme level. Having in mind that the objective is to differentiate impacts amongst the
NUTS 3 territories, it would be difficult to give an impression of the territorial distribution of
impacts and their magnitude. Additional methodological guidelines would be needed in this
regard. Otherwise, subjective opinions might not be correct in all cases when the result of
each intervention measured by the respective indicator is not obvious. At the same time, most

of the indicators lack specificity which would be needed in the decision-making process.

3.4.3.2 Netimpact determination

The indicator data obtained as described above represents a gross value, thus an assess-
ment of how big the net contribution of the programme for each indicator value has been has
been conducted. Based on the varying nature of the indicators, different approaches have
been applied as provided by the methodological handbook of the ESPON TIA CBC project. It

should be taken into account that at the moment of development of the TIA (end of 2018-

29 https://ec.europa.eufinfo/topics/single-market/services-general-interest_en
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beginning of 2019) just 26.9% of all projects funded by the CBC programme have been final-

ised, which have reported implementation of their respective indicators.

Table 3.13: Status of contracted and completed projects (end of 2018) under the Interreg V-A Romania-
Bulgaria Programme

Priority axis/Specific objective No. of con- Value, EUR* No. of Value, EUR*
tracted finalised
projects projects

PA 1. A well connected region

SO 1.1. Improve the planning, develop- 13 83,505,976.74 2 2,190,851.45
ment and coordination of cross-border

transport systems for better connections

to TEN-T transport networks

SO 1.2. Increase transport safety on 2 13,049,575.93 0 0
waterways and maritime transport
routes

PA 2. A green region

SO 2.1. To improve the sustainable use 66** 58,462,673.37 14 9,918,483.44
of natural heritage and resources and
cultural heritage

SO 2.2. To enhance the sustainable 2 1,421,009.83 2 1,421,009.83
management of the ecosystems from the
cross-border area

PA 3. A safe region

SO 3.1. To improve joint risk manage- 23 42,224,239.99 6 14,564,534.91
ment in the cross-border area

PA 4. A skilled and inclusive region

SO 4.1. To encourage the integration of 34 17,343,812.89 14 5,886,982.36
the cross-border area in terms of em-
ployment and labour mobility

PA 5. An efficient region

SO 5.1. To increase cooperation capacity 16 12,274,317.19 4 1,009,590.20
and the efficiency of public institutions in
a CBC context

TOTAL 156 228,281,605.94 42 34,991,452.19

Source: MA of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme
Notes: * ERDF (85%), national (13%) and own (2%) contribution

** Incl. one project, which has been terminated amounting to € 1,297,423.74
More specifically, the methods of assessment of the gross and net impacts for the proposed 7

indicators is presented below:

(1) (R) Cross-border population served by modernized infrastructure leading to
TEN-T, number (PA1,S0O 1.1)

This is an original result indicator of the programme, described as “number of inhabitants

living within 2 km of a road eligible through the cross-border programme”. It is directly linked

to the length of modernized roads through project interventions compared to the upgrade of

road infrastructure funded by other sources (e.g. state or municipal budgets).

Since none of the projects related to works for road infrastructure modernization has been
completed till the end of 2018 (no results have been reported yet in order to populate the
indicator with data), qualitative measurement during the 2 workshops has been made. It has

been based on an analysis of the number/value, expected effects from the contracted projects
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under this SO in the respective NUTS 3 regions and their impact on the territory. In some
cases, the positive impact can be not only roads modernization but development of joint
mechanisms for supporting intermodal connections, establishment of a network of electrical
bicycles throughout the CBC area, etc.. Generally, the development of the traffic infrastructure
has been seen as a major prerequisite for improving the living conditions of the citizens in the

region and a catalyst for enhanced economic activity.

Since measurement is mainly based on the distribution of funding, for counties/districts where
the magnitude is “0”, no projects have been contracted till the end of 2018, i.e. no net impact
can be reported. For those territorial units, it needs to be taken into consideration that spill-
over effects to these counties/districts can occur even though the investment took place in

another county/district. They are, however, difficult for quantification at this stage.

Although there is fragmentary statistical information on both sides of the border about the
length of modernised/upgraded roads funded through other sources, it is difficult to calculate

the gross/net effect quantitatively.

(2) (R) Share of the RO-BG CBC Danube length where safety of navigation has
been improved, % (PA 1, SO 1.2.)

The CBC programme is a major funding source for improvement of the safety of navigation
along the RO-BG section of the Danube river in the current programming period. There are
also other ongoing or scheduled (to be implemented) projects (to be) funded by the Romanian
Large Infrastructure Programme, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Danube Transnational
Programme, etc., related to works or studies for improvement of the Danube inland water-
ways. They, however, have a different set of indicators, which cannot be directly transposed
and used for comparison with the current indicator used for establishing the net impact of the

interventions under the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme.

The baseline value of the indicator (2014) is 1.29%. Since none of the 2 contracted projects
funded by the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme under this SO has been finalized till
the end of 2018, the Value T1 (2018) remains the same (1.29%).

The net impact is calculated based on the expectation that the result indicator of 101.83%
(declared to be achieved by the 2 projects) will be implemented (2021). According to the MA,
both projects are going according to plan and this assumption is realistic. The impact cannot
be differentiated among NUTS 3 regions since the whole eligible cross-border territory shall

benefit from the project results.

(3) (R) Tourist overnights in the cross-border region, number (PA 2, SO 2.1.)

The gross impact of the indicator represents the ratio between the increased number of tourist
overnight stays at NUTS 3 level in the CBC region in 2017 compared to 2014, based on offi-
cial data provided by the RO-BG statistical offices. The net impact is calculated through the

ratio of reported number of tourist overnights in the CBC region (declared by project benefi-
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ciaries in their reports till the end of 2018) — 38,523 to the overall number of increased tourist

overnights in the 15 NUTS 3 regions covered by the programme (2017).

Regional distribution of net impacts cannot be made for a couple of reasons: 1) only part of the
projects (finalized or ongoing) have reported results till the moment of TIA; in many cases, they
comprise partners from 2, 3 or even 4 different NUTS 3 regions, 2) the result indicators are
reported at project level rather than per partner, i.e. it is not possible to differentiate the share

of increased overnight stays in the respective counties or districts compared to the total.

Having in mind that beneficiaries under the programme are public institutions, universities,
museums and NGOs, rather than accommodation establishments providing primary data,
there are some reserves about the precision of actual results. In the case of public beneficiar-
ies (e.g. municipalities) information might be based on the collected local tax on tourist over-

night stays.

(4) (R) NATURA 2000 sites from the cross-border area with management tools,
number (PA 2, SO 2.2))

The baseline value of this indicator in the programme, referring to jointly developed/aligned
management tools (2014) is 2. The gross impact is calculated as the total number of jointly
developed/aligned management tools of NATURA 2000 sites (7, reported by the 2 project
beneficiaries in their final reports of completed projects) is divided to the baseline value. The
net impact is estimated to be 100% based on the assumption shared by the workshop partici-
pants that no other common NATURA 2000 management tools have been developed through

other funding sources during the same period.

(5) Population benefiting from actions of risk management, number (PA 3, SO 3.1.)
The majority of the projects are yet in process of implementation, especially ones related to
infrastructure interventions. Therefore, qualitative analysis has been made during the work-
shops to estimate the net impact of already funded projects on the NUTS 3 regions from both
sides of the border assuming that they will all be completed successfully. The gross impacts
can hardly be quantified since a variety of funding mechanisms (ESIF-funded operational
programmes, national budgets, regional/local funding) are applied for remedying the conse-
qguences of disastrous events (floods, landslides or forest fires), many of which on an ad hoc

basis, and for improving the risk management of emergency situations.

Assessment has been made by the stakeholders of the needs of the respective regions and
how (to what extent) the undergoing programme interventions will produce the planned ef-
fects. The programme focus has been analysed taking into account the available funding at

NUTS 3 level, which can contribute to achieving the desired results.
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(6) (R) Population with access to joint employment initiatives, number (PA 4,
S04.1)

Analysis has been made during the workshops to estimate the net impact of already funded
projects in the NUTS 3 regions from both sides of the border assuming that they will all be
completed successfully (many of them are still in progress). The CBC programme is the main
instrument supporting joint initiatives for promoting cross-border employment and labour mo-
bility. Due to the difficult accessibility between both countries because of the limited connec-
tivity, the implemented and ongoing projects have been assessed qualitatively due to the lack
of sufficiently credible statistical information for a quantitative assessment. Points, which have
been considered in the process have been: perceived level of integration of the cross-border
labour markets and impact of funded interventions on workers’ mobility between and across
borders, compared to the results from other actions in the CBC region, financing similar pro-

jects, contributing to the gross impact.

(7) (R/A) Level of cooperation between the public institutions in the cross-border
area (PA5,S05.1)

Qualitative assessment has been made during the workshops to estimate the impact of al-

ready funded projects on the NUTS 3 regions from both sides of the border assuming that

they will all be completed successfully. The analysis has focused on several issues — how (to

what extent) the interventions will contribute to the expected effect of this SO, what would be

the expected outcomes and results, whether there are alternative sources of funding for the

same activities and what is their impact.

Since the programme is the main instrument for enhancing the bilateral cooperation, it has
been estimated that the net and gross impacts from the funded projects and activities have

very similar values.

For counties/districts where the magnitude is “0”, no projects have been contracted till the end

of 2018, i.e. no net impact can be reported.

3.4.3.3 Impact Assessment Matrix

The results of each working step of the TIA process have been fed into the Impact Assess-
ment Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the
experts taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of
those working step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the

following section is formulated.
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Table 3.14: Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - ROMANIA Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta
method

1. (R) Cross-border popula- Value TO

_tion served by moc_jernized value T1
infrastructure leading to

TEN-T, number Quantitative Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact
o Magnitude (0-2) 1 2 0 1 2 0 2
Qualitative - - : - - - - - -
Direction against baseline Positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term
term)
Justification, notes: Original result indicator of the programme, described as “number of inhabitants

living within 2 km of a road eligible through the cross-border programme”. Since no
reliable official statistical data can be collected about the gross impact, qualitative
assessment is performed based on expert opinions in a workshop setting. Analysis
has been made of the expected magnitude of effects from the contracted projects
under this SO in the respective NUTS 3 regions and their impact on the territory. In
some cases, the positive impact, in addition to roads modernization, has been the
development of joint mechanisms for supporting intermodal connections, establish-
ment of a network of electrical bicycles throughout the CBC area, etc. For NUTS 3
regions where the magnitude is 0", no projects have been contracted till the end of
2018, i.e. no net impact can be reported.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo
1. (R) Cross-border popula- Value TO
_tlon served by mot;lernlzed Value T1
infrastructure leading to
TEN-T, number Quantitative Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
o Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 0 2 0 2 1 2
Qualitative : : : - o o - - " "
Direction against baseline Positive  Positive  Neutral Positive  Neutral Positive Positive  Positive
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme, described as “number of inhabitants living
within 2 km of a road eligible through the cross-border programme”. Since no relia-
ble official statistical data can be collected about the gross impact, qualitative as-
sessment is performed based on expert opinions in a workshop setting. Analysis has
been made of the expected magnitude of effects from the contracted projects under
this SO in the respective NUTS 3 regions and their impact on the territory. In some
cases, the positive impact, in addition to roads modernization, has been the devel-
opment of joint mechanisms for supporting intermodal connections, establishment of
a network of electrical bicycles throughout the CBC area, etc. For NUTS 3 regions
where the magnitude is “0”, no projects have been contracted till the end of 2018,
i.e. no net impact can be reported.
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Indicator

Assessment
method

Nature of Impact - ROMANIA

Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta

2. (R) Share of the RO-BG
CBC Danube length where
safety of navigation has
been improved, %

Quantitative

Value TO (2014)

1.29%

Value T1 (2018)

1.29%

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

“funding framework” approach

Net impact

7,893.8% (expected)

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2)

Direction against baseline

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Medium term

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme. The baseline value of the indicator (2014)
is 1.29%. Since none of the 2 contracted projects under this SO has been finalized
till the end of 2018, the Value T1 (2018) remains the same (1.29%). The net impact
is calculated based on the expectation that the result indicator of 101.83% (declared
to be achieved by the 2 projects) will be implemented (2021): 101.83% (indicator to
be achieved)/1.29% (current status) = 78,938 times increase = 7,893.8%. Accord-
ing to the MA, both projects are going according to plan so the assumption that they
will be successfully finalized is realistic. The impact cannot be differentiated among
NUTS 3 regions since the whole eligible cross-border territory shall benefit from the
project results. Although there are similar interventions under other funding sources
targeting improvement of the Danube inland waterways (e.g. the Romanian Large
Infrastructure Programme, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Danube Transnational
Programme, etc.), able to contribute to the gross impact, those projects rely on a
different set of indicators, which cannot be directly transposed and used for compari-
son with the current indicator. Thus, they have not been taken into consideration for
establishment of the gross, respectively the net impact.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo

2. (R) Share of the RO-BG Value TO (2014) 1.29%

CBC Danube length where Value T1 (2018) 1.29%

safety of navigation has
been improved, %

Quantitative

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

“funding framework” approach

Net impact

7,893.8% (expected)

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2)

Direction against baseline

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Medium term

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme. The baseline value of the indicator (2014)
is 1.29%. Since none of the 2 contracted projects under this SO has been finalized
till the end of 2018, the Value T1 (2018) remains the same (1.29%). The net impact
is calculated based on the expectation that the result indicator of 101.83% (declared
to be achieved by the 2 projects) will be implemented (2021): 101.83% (indicator to
be achieved)/1.29% (current status) = 78,938 times increase = 7,893.8%. Accord-
ing to the MA, both projects are going according to plan so the assumption that they
will be successfully finalized is realistic. The impact cannot be differentiated among
NUTS 3 regions since the whole eligible cross-border territory shall benefit from the
project results. Although there are similar interventions under other funding sources
targeting improvement of the Danube inland waterways (e.g. the Romanian Large
Infrastructure Programme, the Connecting Europe Facility, the Danube Transnational
Programme, etc.), able to contribute to the gross impact, those projects rely on a
different set of indicators, which cannot be directly transposed and used for compari-
son with the current indicator. Thus, they have not been taken into consideration for
establishment of the gross, respectively the net impact.

ESPON 2020

142



Indicator

Assessment
method

Nature of Impact - ROMANIA

Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta

3. (R) Tourist overnights in
the cross-border region,
number

Quantitative

Value TO (2014)

112,185 161,652 68,761 24,336 41,906 35,495 3,616,980

Value T1 (2017)

229,574 223,094 78,540 18,695 54,107 51,810 4,729,186

Gross impact

104.6% 38.0% 14.2% -23.2% 29.1% 46.0% 30.7%

Net impact calculation method

The gross impact of the indicator represents the ratio between the increased number
of tourist overnight stays at NUTS 3 level in the CBC region in 2017 compared to
2014, based on official data provided by the RO-BG statistical offices (Value T1/Value
TO minus 1). The net impact is calculated by the ratio of reported number of tourist
overnights in the CBC region declared by project beneficiaries in their reports (R) till
the end of 2018 (38,523) to the overall humber of increased tourist overnights (I) in
the 15 NUTS 3 regions covered by the programme in 2017 (1,855,059): R/I, pre-
sented in percentage points. Regional differentiation at NUTS 3 level is not possible
due to the fact that results are reported only at project level (one project comprises
partners from 2, 3 or sometimes even 4 NUTS 3 regions).

Net impact 2.1%
o Magnitude (0-2)
Qualitative - - - -
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme well describing the gross and net effects
of the outcomes of the specific objective. Well populated with statistical information
from a reliable source at NUTS 3 level.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo

3. (R) Tourist overnights in Value TO (2014) 46,478 63,096 80,576 87,331 267,452 133,966 32,735 1,794,55

the cross-border region, 0

number

Quantitative

Value T1 (2017)

57,283 62,747 92,402 79,728 337,706 143,433 26,556 2,237,69
7

Gross impact

23.2% -0.6% 14.7% -8.7% 26.3% 7.1% -18.9% 24.7%

Net impact calculation method

The gross impact of the indicator represents the ratio between the increased number
of tourist overnight stays at NUTS 3 level in the CBC region in 2017 compared to
2014, based on official data provided by the RO-BG statistical offices (Value T1/Value
TO minus 1). The net impact is calculated by the ratio of reported number of tourist
overnights in the CBC region declared by project beneficiaries in their reports (R) till
the end of 2018 (38,523) to the overall number of increased tourist overnights (I) in
the 15 NUTS 3 regions covered by the programme in 2017 (1,855,059): R/I, pre-
sented in percentage points. Regional differentiation at NUTS 3 level is not possible
due to the fact that results are reported only at project level (one project comprises
partners from 2, 3 or sometimes even 4 NUTS 3 regions).

Net impact 2.1%
o Magnitude (0-2)
Qualitative : : : :
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme well describing the gross and net effects
of the outcomes of the specific objective. Well populated with statistical information
from a reliable source at NUTS 3 level.
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Indicator

4. (R) NATURA 2000 sites
from the cross-border area
with management tools,
number

Assessment Nature of Impact - ROMANIA Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta
method
Value TO (2014) 2
Value T1 (2018) 7
Quantitative Gross impact 350%
Net impact calculation method “funding framework” approach
Net impact 100%
o Magnitude (0-2)
Qualitative : : : -
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Slightly modified original result indicator of the programme relevant for assessing the
outcomes of implemented measures and their effects. The impacts are based on 2
implemented projects under the programme, which have covered the whole eligible
area. Gross impact = Value T1/Value TO. The net impact is estimated to be 100%
based on the assumption shared by the workshop participants that no other common
NATURA 2000 management tools have been developed through other funding
sources during the same period.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo
4. (R) NATURA 2000 sites Value TO (2014) 2
frpm the cross-border area Value T1 (2018) 7
with management tools,
number Quantitative Gross impact 350%
Net impact calculation method “funding framework” approach
Net impact 100%
o Magnitude (0-2)
Qualitative : : : -
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Slightly modified original result indicator of the programme relevant for assessing the
outcomes of implemented measures and their effects. The impacts are based on 2
implemented projects under the programme, which have covered the whole eligible
area. Gross impact = Value T1/Value TO. The net impact is estimated to be 100%
based on the assumption shared by the workshop participants that no other common
NATURA 2000 management tools have been developed through other funding
sources during the same period.
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Indicator

Assessment
method

Nature of Impact - ROMANIA

Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta

5. (A) Population benefiting
from actions of risk man-
agement, number

Quantitative

Value TO

Value T1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2)

1 2 1 1 2 2 1

Direction against baseline

Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Short-term

Justification, notes

Additional indicator related to a set of output indicators of the programme, able to
evaluate the impact and effects of the interventions. Qualitative assessment has
been made by the programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. The needs of the
respective regions have been analysed and how (to what extent) the undergoing
programme interventions will produce the planned effects. The programme focus has
been analysed taking into account the available funding at NUTS 3 level, which can
contribute to achieving the desired results.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo
5. (A) Population benefiting Value TO
from actions of risk man- value T1
agement, number
Quantitative Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1

Qualitative

Direction against baseline

Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Short-term

Justification, notes

Additional indicator related to a set of output indicators of the programme, able to
evaluate the impact and effects of the interventions. Qualitative assessment has
been made by the programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. The needs of the
respective regions have been analysed and how (to what extent) the undergoing
programme interventions will produce the planned effects. The programme focus has
been analysed taking into account the available funding at NUTS 3 level, which can
contribute to achieving the desired results.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - ROMANIA Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta
method

6. (R) Population with access Value TO

to joint employment initia- Value T1

tives, number

Quantitative

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Qualitative

Net impact
Magnitude (0-2) 1 2 1 1 1 2 2
Direction against baseline Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive Positive

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme relevant for assessing the outcomes of
implemented measures and their effects. Qualitative assessment has been made by
the programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. Analysis has been made of the
perceived level of integration of the cross-border labour markets and the magnitude
of impact of funded interventions on workers’ mobility between and across borders,
compared to the results from other actions in the CBC region, financing similar pro-
jects.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo
6. (R) Population with access Value TO
t_o joint employment initia- Value T1
tives, number
Quantitative Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
Magnitude (0-2) 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 2

Qualitative

Direction against baseline

Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive  Positive

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long
term)

Short-term

Justification, notes

Original result indicator of the programme relevant for assessing the outcomes of
implemented measures and their effects. Qualitative assessment has been made by
the programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. Analysis has been made of the
perceived level of integration of the cross-border labour markets and the magnitude
of impact of funded interventions on workers’ mobility between and across borders,
compared to the results from other actions in the CBC region, financing similar pro-
jects.

ESPON 2020

150



Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - ROMANIA Mehedinti Dolj Olt Teleorman  Giurgiu Calarasi  Constanta
method

7. (R/A) Level of cooperation Value TO

between the public institu- value T1

tions in the cross-border
area

Quantitative

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact
o Magnitude (0-2) 0 1 0 1 1 2 2
Qualitative : : : - - - - o o
Direction against baseline Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Positive Positive Positive
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Modified programme result indicator able to better assess the outcomes of imple-
mented measures and their effects. Qualitative assessment has been made by the
programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. The analysis has focused on several
issues — how (to what extent) the interventions will contribute to the expected effect
of this SO, what would be the expected outcomes and results, whether there are
alternative sources of funding for the same activities and what is their impact. For
NUTS 3 regions where the magnitude is “0”, no projects have been contracted till the
end of 2018, i.e. no net impact can be reported.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact - BULGARIA Vidin Montana Vratsa Pleven Veliko Ruse Silistra Dobrich
method Tarnovo
7. (R/A) Level of cooperation Value TO
b_etwe_en the public institu- value T1
tions in the cross-border
area Quantitative Gross impact
Net impact calculation method
Net impact
o Magnitude (0-2) 1 1 2 0 2 2 1 2
Qualitative e ) : - - - - - - -
Direction against baseline Positive  Positive  Positive  Neutral Positive Positive Positive  Positive
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long Short-term

term)

Justification, notes

Modified programme result indicator able to better assess the outcomes of imple-
mented measures and their effects. Qualitative assessment has been made by the
programme stakeholders in a workshop setting. The analysis has focused on several
issues — how (to what extent) the interventions will contribute to the expected effect
of this SO, what would be the expected outcomes and results, whether there are
alternative sources of funding for the same activities and what is their impact. For
NUTS 3 regions where the magnitude is “0”, no projects have been contracted till the
end of 2018, i.e. no net impact can be reported.
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3.5 Territorial Impact Assessment

3.5.1 Summary of main findings
The Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme focuses on providing targeted support in 5
thematic areas:

e Promoting sustainable road and river transport and removing bottlenecks in key network
infrastructures by providing a link to the TEN-T network (PA 1, TO 7)
e Preserving and protecting the natural and cultural heritage and the environment (espe-
cially Natura 2000) (PA 2, TO 6)
¢ Promoting risk prevention and management related to the mitigation of floods and forest
fires and supporting the mechanisms for early warning and emergency response (PA 3,
TO5)
¢ Promoting sustainable and quality employment as well as establishing the base for la-
bour mobility (PA 4, TO 8)
¢ Enhancing the institutional capacity of organisations providing services of public interest
and the efficiency of the public administration (PA 5, TO 11)
For some of the eligible interventions included in the programme, it is the main funding source
for the CBC region during the 2014-2020 period, e.g. PA 2’s SO 2.2. “To enhance the sus-
tainable management of the ecosystems from the cross-border area”, PA 4’s, SO 4.1. “To
encourage the integration of the cross-border area in terms of employment and labour mobili-
ty”, and PA 5’s, SO 5.1. “To increase cooperation capacity and the efficiency of public institu-

tions in a CBC context”.

For others, it is a complementary source of funding, e.g. for PA 1 (SO 1.1. and SO 1.2.), PA 2
(SO 2.1.), and PA 3 (SO 3.1.) since additional EU-funded, national and regional investment is
poured into the region or is planned for the upgrade of the road infrastructure, inland water-

ways, tourism/natural attractiveness and risk management (climate change mitigation).

At the specific objective level, the programme has balanced impacts across the eligible territo-
ry. The largest share of the funding goes for improvement of the transport links (PA 1, SO 1.1.
and SO 1.2.) and for enhancement of the tourist and natural resources potential of the region
(PA 2, SO 2.1. and SO 2.2.). However, this is not directly linked to the magnitude of expected
impacts on the respective regions since a large portion of the investments under PA 1 and PA

2 is allocated to a small number of infrastructure projects.

Based on the analysis and the outcomes of the stakeholder workshops, the TIA of the RO-BG
programme indicates that the different NUTS 3 regions in the cross-border area will benefit to
a different extent from the undertaken interventions within the 7 specific objectives of the pro-
gramme. There are two exceptions — SO 1.2. and SO 2.2., whose positive effects will cover
the whole eligible area. All RO counties and BG districts will achieve:

¢ Increased passenger and freight transport traffic in the cross-border section of the Dan-
ube river based on improved transport safety of the waterway transport routes

¢ Improved protection and conservation status of natural habitats and NATURA 2000 sites
due to newly introduced sustainable management tools
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For the remaining 5 SOs, the following Romanian counties will be most positively affected by
the programme:

e Constanta, Dolj and Giurgiu
A common feature can be identified between Constanta and Dolj counties — they are the most
economically developed NUTS 3 regions on the RO side of the border. Giurgiu is also a good
performer. It has a direct link via bridge with Ruse district (BG) and borders Ilfov county,

which is surrounding the economic center of Romania — the capital city of Bucharest.

The 3 counties have balanced project budget allocations within all 5 PAs of the programme
(close to 70% of all available funding for RO partners, excluding ones outside the eligible
area, e.g. Bucharest and llfov) and a large number of projects by individual beneficiaries lo-

cated in those territorial units.

Should all contracted projects under the programme be completed successfully, the respec-
tive territories will benefit from improved TEN-T connectivity, upgraded use of resources re-
lated to the natural and cultural heritage, increased risk management potential, sustainable
employment and labour mobility services, and enhanced capacity of the public institutions in a

cross-border setting.

The Bulgarian districts which will receive the most significant positive impacts from the inter-
ventions under the 5 SOs of the programme (except SO 1.2. and SO 2.2.), are:

¢ Ruse, Pleven and Dobrich

Ruse is the most economically developed region among the 8 BG districts eligible under the
programme and has a direct transport connection by bridge with RO (Giurgiu county). Pleven

and Dobrich are also among the top performers in terms of GDP.

The 3 Bulgarian districts will benefit from over two thirds of the financial support dedicated to
project beneficiaries among the BG NUTS 3 regions (excluding the funding that is allocated to
beneficiaries outside the programme area, e.g Sofia capital and Sofia district). There is one
specifics, however, as Pleven district will not be taking advantage from the actions under PA
5 related to increasing the cooperation capacity and the efficiency of public institutions in the
CBC context.

Therefore, the major scope of positive impacts for the 3 regions will comprise better connec-
tivity to the TEN-T transport networks, sustainable use of natural and cultural heritage and
resources, increased risk management options and enhanced employment and labour mobili-

ty potential.
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In Romania, lesser effects will be observed in the counties of Mehedinti, Olt, Teleorman and
Calarasi, while in Bulgaria — in the districts of Vidin, Montana, Vratsa, Veliko Tarnovo and
Silistra. The main reasons for this can be attributed to the smaller administrative or financial
capacity of the project beneficiaries for the implementation of the projects, having in mind the
requirement for 2% own contribution. Other reasons have also been taken into consideration,
namely:

e The county of Mehedinti (RO) and the districts of Vidin, Montana and Vratsa (BG) have
access to additional funding opportunities for similar interventions through the RO/BG-
Serbia CBC programme

e Veliko Tarnovo district (BG) has a narrow border with the Danube river (Romania, re-
spectively) and has prioritised the funding of its projects from the national operational
programmes and other sources

3.5.2 Impact on the regions
The outcomes of the Territorial Impact Assessment of the 15 NUTS 3 regions can be de-

scribed as follows:

PA 1, SO 1.1. Improve the planning, development and coordination of cross-border
transport systems for better connections to TEN-T transport networks

SO 1.1. comprises some soft projects (e.g. introduction of measures for optimazition of the
freight and passenger transport) but mostly it focuses on infrastructure development interven-
tions (modernisation of roads). The quality of the road infrastructure has been seen by the
workshop participants as the key element in the social and economic development of the
cross-border region. Since the focus of this SO is to upgrade the connections leading to the
TEN-T transport networks, the most significant impacts will be observed upon the completion
of the planned infrastructure interventions (currently, in process of implementation). One ma-
jor element of the planned improvements that has been regarded, has been the modernized
of the horizontal marking and vertical signaling, often missing or insufficient, which can signifi-

cantly improve traffic safety.

As can be judged from the funding of contracted projects in the respective NUTS 3 regions,
with the exception of the counties of Olt and Calarasi (Romania), and Vratsa and Veliko Tar-
novo (Bulgaria), all of the remaining 11 NUTS 3 territorial units will be to a different extent
positively impacted by the Programme. The interventions are comparatively equally allocated

to smaller and larger municipalities in the eligible region.

The most significant impacts form the implementation of this SO shall be the following:

Improved planning, development and coordination of the CBC transport system
Modernised connections with the TEN-T network in the CBC area

Developed tertiary nodes

Increased traffic safety based on awareness raising campaigns

For measuring the net impact of the indicator (“Cross-border population served by modern-

ized infrastructure leading to TEN-T”) best reflecting the main result of this SO, qualitative
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assessment has been made due to the lack of coherent statistical information at this stage of

TIA for the quantitative effects (both gross and net).

It should be noted that there are many additional sources of funding for the upgrade of the
primary and secondary road infrastructure in the CBC region coming from the operational
programmes, state and local budgets. Therefore, the impacts of this SO are notable mainly in

specific territorial units, which cannot have an alternative access to funding.

Map 3.3: Net impact for indicator “Cross-border population served by modernized infrastructure leading
to TEN-T”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
Cross-border-population served by modernized infrastructure leading to TEN-T
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Temitarial level: NUTS3 (version 2013)
Source: ESPON TlA CEC, 2018
Crigin of data: TIA CBC Waorkshop
Eurostat for administrative boundaries

PA 1, SO 1.2. Increase transport safety on waterways and maritime transport
routes

The River Danube (Pan-European Transport Corridor VII) is the natural border between Ro-
mania and Bulgaria. It has significant potential for enhancing the passenger and transport

traffic within the region based on implemented measures for improving its navigability.

The two projects funded under this SO (to be completed in 2019 and 2021, respectively) will
have the following main result:

¢ Increased transport safety and navigation on the waterways in the CBC region.
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“Funding framework” approach has been applied for assessing the quantitative effects from
the implementation of this SO based on the indicator “Share of the RO-BG CBC Danube
length where safety of navigation has been improved”. Both contracted projects are expected
to have a significant overall positive impact on the whole programme territory. They cannot be
differentiated at NUTS 3 level since the envisaged activities target to bring positive change to

the whole region.

Map 3.4: Net impact for indicator “Share of the RO-BG CBC Danube length where safety of navigation
has been improved”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
Share of the RO-BG CBC Danube length where the safety of navigation has been improved
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PA 2, SO 2.1. To improve the sustainable use of natural heritage and resources

and cultural heritage

This specific objective funds both “soft” and infrastructure projects, e.g. development of joint
tourist products and services (incl, reconstruction and exhibition of tourist sites), introduction
of travel guide services, web-based digitalized content and information, etc. The development
and sustainable use of natural and cultural heritage and resources are among the key factors
for the development and promotion of a joint cross-border tourist product. There is a pretty
uniform distribution of projects among the NUTS 3 regions on the CBC territory. At the mo-
ment of conduction of TIA, only “soft” projects have been finalized, which have shown visible

results.
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The two regions in Romania and Bulgaria (Constanta and Dobrich) providing extensive op-
tions for Black Sea summer tourism have also been taking an advantage of the funding under
this SO by implementing projects for over € 13.4 million (22.7% of the overall contracted

amounts).

The positive impacts from the implementation of this SO can be visible throughout the whole
eligible territory, such as:

e Achieved sustainable use of sites of cultural heritage in the cross-border area
e Developed and promoted new models of viable and heritage-friendly economic activities
and integrated tourist products
¢ Introduced innovative and interactive IT solutions for the provision of tourist services
e Developed niche tourist products, such as fishing, green and healthy tourism, culinary
activities, topical activities (reproduction of military uniforms, edged weapons and fire
arms replicas), etc.
This is the SO which has the largest number and variety of beneficiaries — public institutions,
universities, museums, non-government organisations, etc. The indicator that best reflects the
impacts of this SO (“Tourist overnights in the cross-border region”) has been assessed quan-
titatively owing to the well-developed and reliable statistical framework. However, it cannot be
presented at NUTS 3 level due to the fact that information about overnight stays resulting

from project interventions is collected only at project level.

PA 2, SO 2.2. To enhance the sustainable management of the ecosystems from the
cross-border area

The specific objective represents a major tool for improving the management capacity of
NATURA 2000 sites in the cross-border area. This is the only SO which has been completed
in the time frame of TIA, based on the two already implemented projects. Their impacts have
been the following:

¢ Informed population of the target area about the wild life in protected areas
¢ Engaged people in concrete actions for protection of the environment in towns and Natu-
ra 2000 protected areas
e Promoted and strengthened partnership between the border environment communities
to sustainably manage the ecosystems in zones of the Natura 2000 network
The selected indicator “NATURA 2000 sites from the cross-border area with management
tools” assessing the results of this SO is measured quantitatively based on the “funding
framework” approach. Due to the fact that the two completed projects have been targeting the

whole eligible CBC area, the positive impact cannot be differentiated at NUTS 3 level.
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Map 3.5: Net impact for indicator “NATURA 2000 sites from the cross-border area with management
tools”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
NATURA 2000 Sites from the cross-border area with management tools
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PA 3, SO 3.1. To improve joint risk management in the cross-border area

The cross-border programme is not the main funding source for enhancing risk management
in both countries where significant amounts of additional resources are channelled through
the national budgets or under other operational programmes in the direction of risk mitigation
(mainly infrastructure activities). However, as shared by the workshop participants, the CBC
programme provides a targeted approach for specific cases and funds soft measures, such
as promotion of volunteering, awareness raising for risk prevention, establishment of efficient
reaction and interoperability for emergency response (creation of joint rapid intervention forc-
es), etc. A number of projects are still in process of implementation, under which specialized
equipment will be supplied and which will significantly improve the emergency response ca-

pacity of the cross-border region.

All 15 NUTS 3 regions will be equally positively impacted by the implementation of projects
funded under this SO since the outcomes can easily be transferred elsewhere when a need
arises. This is supported by the fact that a couple of projects have been implemented in part-
nership between the National Research and Development Institute for Materials Physics

(RO), the General Inspectorate of Romanian Police, the Bulgarian Ministry of Interior (Direc-
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torate General Fire Safety and Civil Protection), the Romanian Ministry of Internal Affairs
(General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations). Although the project beneficiaries have
been located outside of the programme area (Bucharest, Ilfov and Sofia, respectively), the

project outcomes and results have been applicable for the whole CBC territory.

Qualitative assessment has been made of the indicator “Population benefiting from actions of
risk management” selected for measuring the impacts of this SO, since no statistical data has
been available. The most visible effects from the interventions at NUTS 3 level will be in the
counties of Dolj, Giurgiu and Calarasi in Romania, and in the districts of Vratsa, Pleven and

Veliko Tarnovo in Bulgaria.

Map 3.6: Net impact for indicator “Population benefiting from actions of risk management”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
Population benefiting from actions of risk management
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PA 4, SO 4.1. To encourage the integration of the cross-border area in terms of
employment and labour mobility

The national budgets and ESIF-funded programmes in both countries provide significant sup-
port for the development of the employment and labour mobility in the respective areas. How-
ever, they are focusing on national policies and plans for vocational training of workers, re-
duction of intraregional disparities in the labour market and increase of employment opportu-

nities. This SO provides targeted support for institutions in the cross-border area in assessing
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the needs, demand and supply on the CBC labour market for developing tailor-made solu-
tions, The list of project beneficiaries is quite diverse, incl. territorial administrative units,
chambers of commerce, agencies for economic development, educational establishments,

innovation centers, etc., from the whole cross-border area.

All counties and districts in the border region will benefit from the SOs’ implementation based
on the indicator “Population with access to joint employment initiatives”. It is assessed qualita-
tively due to the lack of sufficient or coherent statistical information able to quantify the effects
at NUTS 3 level.

Having in mind the higher unemployment rate on the Bulgarian side of the cross-border re-
gion, it is seen that the interventions will have higher impact on the Bulgarian municipalities.
At NUTS 3 level, most benefitted from the undertaken interventions will be the counties of
Dolj, Calarasi and Constanta in Romania, and the districts of Vidin, Veliko Tarnovo, Ruse and

Dobrich in Bulgaria.

Map 3.7: Net impact for indicator “Population with access to joint employment initiatives”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
Population with access to joint employment initiatives
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PA 5, SO 5.1. To increase cooperation capacity and the efficiency of public institu-
tions in a CBC context

There are some initiatives and funding instruments both in Romania and Bulgaria (incl. via
direct EU-funded programmes) for the upgrade of the public administration and of other
stakeholders providing public services (e.g. non-government organisations). However, this
SO provides the main instrument for enhancing the bilateral cooperation and for creating links
and networks which can be sustainable in the long run. Its impacts can be assessed only
qualitatively by the indicator “Level of cooperation between the public institutions in the cross-

border area”.

Based on discussions during the workshops and interviews with local stakeholders, the ef-
fects of this SO will be stronger in 2 counties on the Romanian side (Calarasi and Constanta)
and in 4 districts (Vratsa, Veliko Tarnovo, Ruse and Dobrich) on the Bulgarian side of the
CBC territory. In 3 of the NUTS 3 regions (Mehedinti and Olt in Romania, and Pleven in Bul-
garia) no projects are funded, i.e. they will least benefit from capacity building actions and

institutional capacity measures.

Wherever possible to make a regional differentiation at NUTS 3 level, the most significant
effects from the implementation of the SOs within the programme will be in the counties of
Constanta and Calarasi in Romania and in the districts of Dobrich and Veliko Tarnovo in Bul-

garia.
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Map 3.8: Net impact for indicator “Level of cooperation between the public institutions in the cross-
border area”

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria impact:
Level of cooperation between the public institutions in the cross-border area
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3.6 Methodological commentary for the programme set-up

The design of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme is based on a needs analysis of
the situation implemented during its programming phase and taking into account the out-
comes of the first programming period for Romania and Bulgaria (2007-2013), after both
countries’ accession to the EU in 2007. Therefore, based on the experience gained, it has

focused on several major areas, with a lot of room for improvement in both countries.

While preparing for the next programming period, it would be recommended for the TIA to be
implemented in an ex-ante context based on an updated IAM. This will assist the selection of
interventions that would generate the most visible net effects from the programme in the re-

spective NUTS 3 regions.

This project may be seen as a capacity building exercise in view of refinement of the interven-
tion logic of the programme, as well as for the determination of the scope and magnitude of

the net effects that might be expected as a result of the different interventions.

More specifically, a proposal is made for the indicators. Currently, almost all data sources for
their population with numbers are the “Progress reports”. The lack of external verifiable

sources of information limits to a large extent the objective assessment of the actual effects
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from the programme interventions. It is proposed to identify external organisations, preferably
national ones, which generate primary or process secondary statistical data at NUTS 3 level,
which can provide independent information for the outputs and/or results of the different in-
vestment priorities. These institutions (e.g. national statistical offices, ministries and agencies)
need to be engaged as early as the programming phase and make a commitment for supply-
ing the MA with timely information, at least once an year, for the whole 2021-2027 period.

They have to also provide data for the baseline value of the baseline year (2020).

3.7 Methodological commentary
3.7.1 TIA Process

The templates provided have been pretty useful as well as the instructions in the handbook
have been clear. Time wise, the structure of the process has been pretty tight, especially in
view of the time to develop the methodological approach, to organise the workshops, to col-

lect/process the data for the indicators and subsequently — to make the assessment.

Since no travel, accommodation & per diem expenses have been envisaged for the BG/RO
workshop participants, this has limited their participation. Therefore, due to financial reasons
no representatives of Bulgarian institutions, incl. from the Ministry of Regional Development
and Public Works, the National Authority of the Programme (“Territorial cooperation man-

agement” Directorate), have been able to participate in any of the workshops.

The outcome of the reconstruction of the intervention logic (needs — measures — effects —
indicators) has shown that the result indicators of the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Pro-
gramme have been pretty well designed to measure effects of the interventions, since only as

an exception additional indicators have been selected.

The time schedule of projects implementation under the respective PAs/SOs of the pro-
gramme is different. Therefore, a more realistic evaluation of the gross/net effects of the inter-
ventions on the programme area can be made as follows:

e PA1 (SO 1.1. and 1.2.) — the majority of the currently contracted infrastructure projects
will be completed till the end of 2021; therefore, an evaluation of the net impact of the
programme can be made at the end of this year

e PA 2 (SO 2.1.) — most of the projects will be completed by the end of 2020, while some
will be finalized in 2021; a more thorough assessment of the effects can be done at the
end of 2020-2021

e PA 2 (SO 2.2)) — both contracted projects have been completed till the end of 2018;
therefore, the presented territorial impact assessment is final for this SO

e PA 3 (SO 3.1.) — most of the projects will be finalized in 2020-2021,; realistically, the data
gathered at the end of 2021 can be used in the assessment process

e PA 4 (SO 4.1.) — the large majority of the projects will be implemented till the end of
2019, when it would be the reasonable time to make the final assessment

e PA5 (SO 5.1.) — most of the projects are ongoing, to be completed till the end of 2019
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From a methodological point of view, several difficulties have been encountered in the pro-
cess of TIA with regards to the indicators:

e The Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme, and possibly other CBC programmes
as well, collects information about output and result indicators only at project level (e.g.
one project with 2, 3 or more partners from different eligible CBC regions has one set of
indicators that are reported/achieved). Therefore, it is difficult to collect data about the
indicators included in TIA at NUTS 3 level from project reports, unless in the future such
a provision is applied for the programme, e.g. each partner has an individual set of out-
put/results indicators, which are then aggregated at project level

o For the majority of reported indicators at project level, there are not objectively verifiable
external sources of information, which can be used to determine actual impact/effect

¢ In some cases there is a discrepancy of the type of information collected by Romanian
and Bulgarian statistical authorities, e.g. for some indicators there is sufficient and relia-
ble information on the Romanian side, while the case is not the same for the Bulgarian
side and vice versa

As regards the proposed methods for net impact calculation, the following comments can be
made:

e Although useful as a method, the “small scale counterfactual” approach/’small scale
counterfactual analysis” can be reasonably applied at NUTS 3 level only in the case when
there is a sufficient representation/participation of experts from each NUTS 3 region able
to provide justified opinions on the impact of the interventions (target group — experts
from regions where interventions have been realised and control group — representatives
of locations where there are no funded projects in the respective PA or SO). In cases,
such as the Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme where 15 NUTS 3 regions have
to be studied, a much more detailed methodology has to be developed and time spent in
order to make a full-fledged analysis, incl. structured interviews based on already devel-
oped hypotheses about the net effects of the programme, focus groups, etc.

e The “funding framework” approach has an inherent deficit related to the availability of in-
formation about determining the gross effects on the target territory for the respective in-
dicator. Since the variety of sources of funding (e.g. ESIF programme or project-based,
national, regional and local) can hardly be covered, there is the risk to omit important
sources of funding, which can change the whole picture and lead to incorrect conclusions

¢ Regarding the “qualitative assessment” approach, it might be useful to consider a wider
scale for determining the magnitude (currently 0-2). An option is to have a 5-digit scale,
e.g. “0” — no impact, “1” — weak impact, “2” — average impact, “3” — strong impact and “4”
— very strong impact

3.7.2 Intervention logic
The intervention logic tool as applied in the TIA is suitable for CBC programmes as this is
probably the best and well-known method for establishing the cause and effect relationship

and suitable for a discussion in an expert group.

The establishment of meta-logic due to the different structure of CBC programmes would

certainly be very useful.

The Common CBC indicators might be applied in the context of TIA only in the case when
metadata and methodology for the collection of information for them is developed (e.g. data

description, sector coverage, statistical unit, measurement unit, etc.) and objectively verifiable
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information (year-on-year) is available at NUTS 3 level. This has not been available for the

Interreg V-A Romania-Bulgaria Programme.

Otherwise, although seemingly useful, the Common CBC indicators are difficult to populate
with numbers as a prerequisite for determining the gross/net effect on the respective region.
In the best case scenario, for all proposed indicators there should be a unified data base —
either at EU (e.g. Eurostat) or national level (for all EU-members) in order for them to be able
to collect and process comparable information. Also, it would be reasonable for this database
to have already been established rather than creating a new one. Although national statistical
authorities collect a plethora of information, they process it in a standardised way and are

reluctant to generate new data sets, unless being paid for this.

Some quantitative indicators, such as for example the “environmental indicators” are very
suitable for determining effects but only at country/national level. It is not possible to measure
them at NUTS 2, let alone at NUTS 3 level. Other qualitative indicators, such as “quality of
cross-border cooperation” or “access to employment services in the neighbouring country”
have to be determined based on an interview/assessment among a reasonably large number
of respondents in order for them to be meaningful, which would require additional time and
resources. A third set of indicators are composite, e.g. “duration and cost of recognition of
professional qualifications” — it would be best to have straightforward indicators to avoid com-

plications.

3.7.3 Upscaling of the methodology

As an overall conclusion, the methodology can be applied for any CBC programme with the
respective modifications, reflecting the SOs of each programme and ways of measuring the
respective result indicators. Here, it should be noted, that based on the needs and level of
economic development of the respective regions, some programmes may give more focus on
infrastructure development, while others — on increasing the competitiveness, innovation,
economic development and integration of the territory, i.e. they would have a wider variety of

instruments for integration and cohesion.

No specific changes in the common indicators can be suggested at this point before a thor-
ough review of the existing indicators is made in view of their specificity, data availability and

methodology for collection (meta data).

The communication of results needs to clearly outline the difficulties in the collection of infor-
mation, the prerequisite for a sound analysis, such as:

o The data availability at NUTS 3 level is scarce for the majority of the indicators in order
to determine the gross, respectively, the net effect quantitatively

e There is a time lag between the dates of publishing of information from national or EU
statistical sources and the information about indicators collected from the Programme.
For example, while the CBC Programme can produce results on projects implementation
at least once every six months, the official statistics provides data with 1 or 2 years de-
lay, e.g. in the beginning of 2019 data is published only till the end of 2017 (in some
cases even till the end of 2016)
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e The collection of information about the result indicators from the implementation of the
CBC programmes is done at project level rather than at partner’s/NUTS 3 level, i.e. a
number of approximations have to be made, which may not be entirely correct

e Lacks sufficient information in order to apply the “funding framework” approach for net
impact determination in cases when “small scale counterfactual” approach or qualitative
assessments are not applicable. If such is applied, there needs to be reliable information
on all funding sources for the respective NUTS 3 region (for supplying data on all indica-
tors covered), which may include, among all the following:

e EU funding — direct programmes funded by the European Commission, transnational/trans-
regional programmes, CBC programmes, national operational programmes, etc.

¢ National funding — from the state budget (through the Government, ministries, state agencies and
other public bodies)

e Regional and local founding — from the regional/municipal administrations, depending on each
country’s division and administrative regulations

e Private funding, etc.
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4 Case study Spain — Portugal

4.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme POCTEP within the ESPON TIA CBC project. The subject of
the case study was a sub-area of POCTEP, notably the Galicia-Norte Portugal area. As this
TIA was conducted as a pilot testing a previously developed methodology, the purpose of the
report is threefold:

e Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment

o Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme

e Comment on the methodology applied and its potential for upscaling to other pro-

grammes.

For policymakers, an executive summary (section 4.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 4 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 4.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment
(section 4.5).

This report is produced for a pilot case study within the ESPON TIA CBC project, therefore
the methodology applied will be subject to changes based on the experiences gathered within
the case study. Section 4.6 acts as the commentary part, where experiences and suggestions
for the further methodological development are recorded. Furthermore, the project shall serve
as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indicators used and gathered to conduct
a territorial impact assessment. Thus within section 4.6 suggestions for indicators to be col-

lected in the upcoming programming period are recorded.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
POCTEP CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases various steps on expert
knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure sound and well justified
results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating experts is inherent to

the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

4.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme: INTERREG VA - Spain Portugal (POCTEP)

Version: v7
First year: 2014
Last year: 2020

The concept of a Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) for cross border programmes aims at
showing the regional differentiation of the impact of a Cross Border Cooperation (CBC) pro-

gramme on the programme region. The results are based on the methodology of the ESPON
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TIA CBC project, which combines both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments
to produce evidence of the territorial distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two ex-
pert workshops have been held on the 3 December 2018 in Valenga do Minho and on the
10t of January 2019 in Valenca do Minho with participants inter alia from the regional and
provincial administrations, regional associations and agencies like the innovation agency or
the public water agency, the EGTC Galicia-Norte Portugal. The input gathered from pro-
gramme authorities and expert discussions held in these workshops have been translated into

the present report by the authors from Red2Red.

TIA POCTEP programme: Specific Objectives (SO) and main findings per SO

The CBC programme Spain Portugal (POCTEP) covers all the Spanish Portuguese border
and is composed of 11 Specific Objectives (SO). Given the pilot nature and timescale of this
study, a sub-area of this cooperation space has been selected for the TIA, notably the Gali-
cia-North Portugal (GNP) cooperation area. In addition, five of the SOs have been selected
for the impact assessment, following and analysis of programme documentation and consul-
tation with stakeholders at the first workshop. The rationale for this selection was based on an
assessment of the relative financial weight of each SO in the overall programme, an analysis
of the diagnosis of the programme area to identify the most pressing needs addressed by
each SO in the GNP area. This selection was revised and validated by programme stake-

holders at the first expert workshop.

Specific Objective 1B — Improve the participation of the business sector in innova-

tion processes and R+D+i activities closer to the market (TO1, IP 1.B)

This SO aims to address the reduced capacity of enterprises to innovate and to promote
technology transfer and the innovative capacity of the regional economies. The promotion of
R+D+i is one of the key pillars of POCTEP with almost one third of programme resources
dedicated to this priority axis. In the GNP cooperation area, 6 projects have been approved in
the first call for proposals, with a total cost of € 17.1 million covering the creation of a cross-
border innovation system, a network of research centres, integrated management and valori-
sation of regional production and natural ecosystems, industrial innovation and the develop-
ment of sectoral smart technologies. The performance of enterprises in terms of investing in
new products and processes and introducing innovation and the creation of enterprise sup-
port services have evolved positively in the GNP cooperation area since the beginning of the
programming period. However, it is not so evident the extent to which this is due to POCTEP
since there are other programmes in the area under other EU Funds which offer more re-
sources to have an impact in this area. POCTEP is expected to have played a role in promot-
ing collaboration, for instance between enterprises and research centres. This will become

more evident as the programme progresses and more information becomes available. The
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current indicator in this field reveals that the regions benefiting most from such cooperation

are Porto (metropolitan area) and Ave in North Portugal and Ourense in Galicia®C.

Specific Objective 3A — Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the
appearance of new business initiatives (TO3, IP 3.A)

The GNP area is characterised by limited entrepreneurship and difficulties for enterprise
growth, notably due to access to finance. This SO aims to address these issues as well as
reinforce innovation in enterprises and thus combat unemployment and promote competitive-
ness of the cross-border economy. The programme has supported 4 projects in the GNP area
in the first call for proposals for a total of € 6.8 million, covering the promotion of the social
economy, the creation of cross-border networks (entrepreneurship for young people and
business models for the circular economy), development of an international methodology for
the incubation of news ideas in agri-food micro-enterprises. The only quantitative indicator
that is populated for the moment shows only 1 service for enterprise development created or
supported. This underestimates the effect of the programme which has played an important
role in bringing companies into contact with each other and networking. The extent of their
cross-border development however remains to be seen given that the participation of enter-
prises in POCTEP is new in this programming period. Stakeholders estimate that the net con-
tribution of POCTEP to enterprise creation is small compared to other programmes (especial-
ly ERDF and ESF) which include more targeted measures and more funding available to this

end.

Specific objective 6C — Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an
economic base of the cross-border region (TOS6, IP 6.C)

This SO aims to create networks of natural and cultural spaces promote tourism and preserve
rehabilitate and value cultural and natural heritage. Coordinated management and joint offer
of products are at the heart of the six projects supported in the first call for proposals, with a
total of €16.8 million. These projects focus on tourism development based on
shared/common natural and cultural resources, through inter alia joint management initiatives,
common valorisation and optimisation of these resources, common information systems and
a cross-border cooperation network. Although the protection and rehabilitation of natural and
cultural heritage is influenced more by other programmes (mainly ERDF and EAFRD), the
production of joint products related to cultural and natural heritage is attributable to a signifi-
cant extent to POCTEP, which focuses mainly on bringing actors together to enhance their
heritage through joint approaches. The only quantitative indicator that can be populated at
this stage, “Increase in the number of foreseen visits to areas and attractions belonging to
subsidised cultural and natural heritage”, presents a very positive evolution. At territorial

NUTS3 level, the impact is by far higher in the Pontevedra region in Galicia, mainly due to the

30 The indicators in the whole document should be interpreted with caution since it is not evident if the
impacts/results are reported according to the location of the headquarters of the lead partner of the
project or according to the real location where the actions/activities and therefore impacts take place.
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popularity of the Santiago de Compostela route. It is followed by Ourense and A Corufia, also
in Galicia. The North Portuguese regions of Alto Minho, Porto (metropolitan area), Tamega e
Sousa, Douro, Terras de Tras-os-Montes also score well but lagging behind the Galicia re-
gions. However, the net impact of POCTEP when applying the “funding framework” approach

becomes significantly smaller in these territories (only about 1.4% of the gross impact).

Specific Objective 6F — Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural re-
sources to contribute to the development of the green economy in the cooperation
area (TO6, IP 6.F)

With the overall aim to improve the efficiency in the use of natural resources, this SO aims to
improve spatial management in the use of soil, to improve the conservation of wetlands and
fluvial ecosystems and water resources and to promote efficient management of waste. Cur-
rently 8 projects from the first call for proposals are under implementation, with a total value of
€ 11.5 million. They focus on one hand on urban areas through smart development of an
urban system, and on the other hand on water and waste management as well as environ-
mental sustainability of forest resources (creation of carbon sink). The only quantitative indi-
cator populated so far is the “Number of tools for cross-border management of natural re-
sources” and has achieved a value of one, which cannot help reach any conclusions about
the impact of the programme in this respect. Programme stakeholders consider that a more
pertinent indicator is the “improved management of natural resources and although it presents
a positive trend (assessed qualitatively based on a Likert scale), the net impact of POCTEP is
very small, representing an estimated 5% of all Funds available. At territorial level, POCTEP
has had a direct impact on the management of water resources along the Rio Minho (Lugo,
Ourense and Alto Minho). The ERDF plays a more important role for the management of
natural resources, especially in North Portugal. However, the value added of POCTEP stems
from the opportunities offered for coordination in the management of natural resources across
the border, while it is also important to assess the effects of this coordination at a later stage,
when the programme is more advanced or completed, since these impacts take time to be-

come evident.

Specific objective 11B — Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between
the different agents operating in the territory (TO 11, IP 11.B)

This SO aims to overcome any existing limitations or barriers for cross-border cooperation
and promote the rapprochement of cross-border areas through joint management and shared
use of all the resources of the territory. With 11 projects under the first call for proposals with
a total value of € 16.3 million, POCTEP capitalises on existing cross-border structures and
makes a real difference in terms of consolidating them and creating common management
tools, strategies and networks and innovative instruments for the joint development of the
cross-border space in GNP. It is in this SO that the impact of POCTEP is most notable com-
pared to other interventions. It has contributed to the improvement of institutional structures

for cooperation and the development of the cross-border governance system.
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TIA: Summary of main findings

The TIA results indicate that POCTEP has a significant impact on the development and im-
provement of cross-border structures and governance system. It main value added stems
from the creation, maintenance and further development of cross-border structures while
instilling a cooperation culture across institutions in the cooperation territory. There are no
territorial differences in this respect, since these effects apply to the whole GNP cooperation

area.

In terms of Specific Objectives, “Strengthening cross-border cooperation strategies between
the different agents operating in the territory” is the one with the lower financial allocation but
with the highest net impact. This is because this SO encompasses the value added of
POCTEP in terms of strengthening and developing cross-border institutional structures and

governance.

Amongst the other SOs, “Protecting and enhancing cultural and natural heritage as an eco-
nomic base of the cross-border region” has a small but important net impact, especially in
terms of developing joint products and joint approaches for the protection, promotion and
management of natural and cultural heritage. Likewise, the most significant impact of the SO
“Increasing the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to contribute to the devel-
opment of the green economy in the cooperation area” is creating the conditions for better
management of natural resources through coordination mechanisms and tools and the devel-

opment of common solutions to common problems like water and waste management.

The other SOs (“Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the appearance of new
business initiatives” and “Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation pro-
cesses and R+D+i activities closer to the market”) present a small net impact at the moment
since the POCTEP funds in these fields are much lower than those of other programmes that
are more targeted to entrepreneurship and innovation. However, it needs to be stressed again
that POCTEP plays an important role in terms of creating the conditions for business devel-
opment and innovation by bringing enterprises, research centres and other regional stake-
holders together to learn from each other experiences and therefore produce common new
knowledge and cooperate to improve competitiveness. For this reason, a qualitative assess-
ment based on focus groups, expert opinions and methods such as multi-criteria analysis or

similar, may be pertinent to this end.

It has not been possible to reach meaningful conclusions in terms of net impacts at smaller
territorial levels than the GNP area as a whole, due to: a) the interim stage of programme
implementation and therefore limited data and information available, b) the lack of sufficient
time for organising stakeholder workshops with adequate representativeness (territorial units
of analysis, sectors), c¢) the limited participation of stakeholders with an overview of pro-

gramme implementation (MA, Secretariat) due again to the tight timeframe.
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4.3 Initial programme assessment findings

4.3.1 Context and programme area description3!

The POCTEP cooperation space encompasses 17 NUTS3 areas of Spain and Portugal along
their common border of 1,234 kilometres. These areas represent almost a third (27.1%) of the
Spanish and Portuguese territory. There is a long tradition of cooperation due to long-term

historic, cultural, political and socio-economic links.

For the purposes of this study, a sub-area of this cooperation space has been selected, nota-
bly the Galicia-North of Portugal (GNP) area (see also section 4.4.1). The regions and prov-

inces covered are depicted in the table below.

Table 4.1: Regions and Provinces of the Galicia-North of Portugal area

NUTS2 regions NUTS3 territory Adjacent territory NUT3
Galicia Ourense, Pontevedra A Corufia, Lugo
North of Portugal Minho-Lima, Cavado, Alto Tras-os-Montes Ave, Tamega, Grande Porto, Douro

Source: Diagnosis of POCTEP 2014-2020

The GNP cooperation space is predominantly rural (75.5%), with the Atlantic zones including
areas considered intermediary (Pontevedra, Cévado, A Corufia, Ave) or even urban

(Tamega, Grande Porto), while the interior areas are predominantly rural.

The difference between the Atlantic areas and the interior ones is also reflected in demo-
graphic and other development indicators. For instance, the population density is higher in the
Atlantic areas and lower in the interior ones. This low density in interior areas is further exac-
erbated by population loss and ageing. Although these are structural characteristics of these

areas, they also reflect the progressive abandonment of rural areas.

31 The source of information contained in this chapter is the "Working document for programming 2014-
2020: Analysis of the economic, social and environmental situation in the cross-border area Spain-
Portugal”, of 7 April 2014, which includes the diagnosis of the programme area.
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Map 4.1: Galicia — Norte de Portugal: Case study area

Galicia-Norte de Portugal: Case Study Area
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Table 4.2: Demographic and economic data
Territory Total population Density (2011) Ageing rate (%) GDP (2010)
(2012) (2012)
Ourense 321,228 44.9 3.0 81
Pontevedra 946,688 212.3 1.5 87
Minho-Lima 243,286 110.1 1.8 56
Cavado 409,764 329.2 0.9 62
Alto Tras-os-Montes 202,701 24.9 2.6 56
A Corufia 1,123,724 142.7 1.8 97
Lugo 337,266 34.5 2.9 84
Tamega 549,426 210.0 0.8 44
Ave 510,603 410.4 1.0 59
Grande Porto 1,284,967 1,579.9 1.2 81
Douro 204,543 50.0 1.8 54

Source: Diagnosis (Working document for the 2014-2020 programming: Analysis of the economic, social
and environmental situation of the cross-border area Spain-Portugal (7 April 2014)

Similarly, accessibility in terms of cross-border road connections is more developed in the

Atlantic areas and less so in the interior areas. Notwithstanding this, there are generally lim-

ited train and air connections, the latter especially with respect to Europe and internationally.

In terms of enterprise numbers and competitiveness, these are lower in the interior areas,

especially those of the North of Portugal. The number of enterprises in the Atlantic areas is
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higher (Pontevedra, Cavado, Grande Porto, A Corufia), thus presenting greater economic

potential.

When it comes to socio-economic indicators, Galicia is considered a developed region, while
the North of Portugal is classified as less developed region in the European context for the

2014-2020 programming period.

Table 4.3: Characterisation of entrepreneurial activity

Territory Productivity Number of Territory Productivity Number of

EU=100 (2010) enterprises EU=100 (2010) enterprises
Ourense 97.5 23,100 Lugo 93.0 24,714
Pontevedra 98.9 68,331 Tamega 49.6 43,208
Minho-Lima 61.0 22,195 Ave 61.0 137,753
Cavado 59.7 38,373 Grande Porto 81.5 679,873
Alto Tras-os-Montes 50.7 17,120 Douro 52.9 16,075
A Corufia 104.5 82,729

Source: Diagnosis (Working document for the 2014-2020 programming: Analysis of the economic, social
and environmental situation of the cross-border area Spain-Portugal (7 April 2014)

In terms of sectoral activity, a distinguishing feature is the importance of the primary sector,
especially from the point of view of employment, in interior areas, despite the gradual aban-
donment of these areas. Employment is higher in the maritime-fishing sector and agricultural

production, especially in Galicia, where there is also important livestock farming activity.

There is also important industrial activity, especially in the North of Portugal, while the con-
struction sector is above the EU average in terms of value added, particularly in Galicia. At
the same time, Galicia also has a strong presence of the automotive sector. Employment in
industrial activities is concentrated in industries related to endogenous resources such as

textile, clothing and footwear industry, especially in the North of Portugal.

The labour market in the GNP cooperation area has suffered, like the rest of Europe, from the
crisis, with employment rates below the EU average and far from the EU 2020 objective of
75%. This is reflected in high unemployment rates, which go beyond 20% of the active popu-
lation in Galicia. Although both sides of the border suffer from high unemployment rates, the
situation on the side of Galicia is rather dramatic, especially for young people (45.3% versus
32.8% in Portugal).

In terms of human capital and capacity building, there is a surprisingly high (given the relative
good educational infrastructure) early school leaving rate of 20% in both regions, which is
again far below the EU 2020 target of 10%. Higher education scores better in Galicia (over
42% of the 30-34 year olds) than in the North of Portugal (almost 28%). Investment in human
capital is very important in the cooperation area, given that employment rates have fallen in
particular in sectors requiring high knowledge and skills, while the structural changes of the

economy call for capacity building in knowledge-intensive activities.
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Table 4.4: Labour market and human capital

Indicator Galicia North of EU27
Portugal
Employment rate 61.1 65.5 68.4
Unemployment rate 20.7 16.1 10.4
Youth unemployment 45.4 32.8 22.9
Early school leaving rate 23.1 21.3 12.8
% of 30-24 year olds who have completed higher education 42.4 28.7 35.8

Source: Diagnosis (Working document for the 2014-2020 programming: Analysis of the economic, social
and environmental situation of the cross-border area Spain-Portugal (7 April 2014)

In addition to human capital, knowledge and innovation are also crucial for the economic
growth of the GNP cooperation area. However, in terms of research, development and inno-
vation (R&D&i), both regions are moderate innovators, with the North of Portugal being more
advanced than Galicia in terms of innovation and investing a higher proportion of expenditure
in R&D&i than Galicia. The business sector shows a similar pattern, with R&D expenditure of
enterprises generally below the EU average in both regions, but relatively higher in the North

of Portugal than in Galicia.

Table 4.5: Research, development and innovation statistics

Indicator Galicia North of EU27
Portugal

Expenditure on I+D (% of RDP) 0.9% 1.5% 2,0%

% of expenditure on I+D by the enterprise sector 45.1% 46.0% 61.9%

Employment in knowledge intensive services and manufactur- 2.2% 1.4% 3.8%

ing sectors of medium and high technology

% of households with high speed internet connection 62.0% 56.0% 73.0%

Source: Diagnosis (Working document for the 2014-2020 programming: Analysis of the economic, social
and environmental situation of the cross-border area Spain-Portugal (7 April 2014)

For the production of knowledge and innovation there needs to be a good network of Univer-
sities, research centres and technology centres. So it is surprising, that although such centres
exist in GNP and are of high quality and specialise in both traditional (maritime and agro-food)
and emerging (ICT, health, nanotechnology) sectors, there is a low capitalisation on these
resources, stemming mainly from low cooperation between the knowledge and innovation
agents and the business sector. Access to ICT is also insufficient, with only 62% and 56% of
households in Galicia and North of Portugal respectively having access to high speed internet

connection.

Finally, the GNP cooperation area is very rich in natural and cultural resources and heritage,
especially of maritime character. The rich river basin system and natural parks constitute the
natural wealth of the territory. However, maritime and water resources suffer from natural
catastrophes and risks related to human activity (e.g. over-exploitation of fishing resources
and oil spills. In relation to cultural heritage, the GNP area includes one of the paths of the
“Santiago route”, an ancient pilgrimage route, with landscape and architectural richness, that

attracts thousands of visitors every year.
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Institutional cooperation between Galicia and the North of Portugal is the oldest along the
Spanish-Portuguese border and for this reason it entails the potential for further development

in order to contribute to the joint growth of this cooperation space.

4.3.2 Programme framework characterisation

The POCTEP programme is designed with 10 Specific Objectives (SOs), in addition to Tech-
nical Assistance. For the purposes of this study, 5 SOs have been selected following the in-
structions provided in the Handbook.. A brief description of each selected SO is presented
below, together with the expenditure executed by project beneficiaries up to 31/1/2019 in
order to provide a complete picture of the programme implementation to date. Sources in-
clude the ETC Operational Programme, the Annual Implementation Reports and information
from approved projects in the programme website. In addition, the rationale for their selection

is presented in section 4.4.1.

¢ Specific Objective 1B: Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation pro-
cesses and R+D+i activities closer to the market
e Priority Axis 1: Smart growth through cross-border cooperation for the promotion of in-
novation (TO1, IP 1.B)
Brief justification: To address the territorial problem of reduced capacity and interest of enter-
prises to innovate and develop technology-intensive products. To define solutions for improv-
ing technology transfer and promote the innovative capacity of traditional economic activities,
with a view to achieve the commercial exploitation of research results and generate value
added.

Main change sought: The promotion of R+D+i is one of the key pillars of POCTEP and for this
reason it has dedicated 28.12% of its total resources to this priority axis. Under TO1B, the
programme seeks to promote the technology transfer and cooperation between universi-
ties/research centres and the business sector and promote new knowledge and innovation,

especially related to enterprises.

Progress towards objectives: There has been significant progress towards the objective to
increase synergies between enterprises and institutions in the R+D+i sector (61.3% achieve-

ment of the indicator “Number of enterprises that cooperate with research centres).

Activities undertaken: The following activities have been undertaken in the context of projects
approved so far:

o Development of a commercial technology solution for the integrated management of the
olive grove.

o Network of research centres to support the enterprises of the Euroregion in the applica-
tion of high value nanotechnological solutions.

o Creation of a cross-border innovation ecosystem in the health sector.

o Integrated valorisation of the dehesa-montado system.

¢ Industrial innovation in the field of marine biotechnology through synergies between en-
terprises and research centres.
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e Development and implementation of smart and innovative technologies in the naval and
metal-mechanic sector.

Beneficiaries: 6 projects where GNP is involved have been approved.

Funding: € 17.1 million (total for the above projects)

Map 4.2: Expenditure related to SO 1B up to 31/01/2019

Expenditure related to Specific Objective 1B:
Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation processes
and R+D+i activities closer to the market up to 31st January 2019
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¢ Specific Objective 3A: Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the appear-
ance of new business initiatives
¢ Priority Axis 2: (TO3, IP 3.A)
Brief justification: Address the territorial problem of scarce entrepreneurial spirit and difficul-
ties to access finance that hinders the creation of new enterprises and limits the growth and
development of existing ones. To define solutions for combating unemployment and promot-
ing competitiveness by reinforcing innovation in enterprises and reactivating the cross-border

economy.

Main change sought: The promotion of entrepreneurship is one of the main structural weak-
nesses in the POCTEP cooperation space. To address this weakness, the programme seeks
inter alia to support entrepreneurship and incubators, introduce new products, processes and

ICT in SMEs, promote entrepreneurship for young people and the social economy, support
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cross-border clusters and improve professional and vocational training available to companies

in order to improve their capacities.

Progress towards objectives: The programme has until now offered direct support to 267 en-
terprises (total, including GNP) through personal advisory services, development of business

plans and innovation strategies and training workshops.

Activities undertaken: The following activities have been undertaken in the context of projects
approved so far:

o Cross-border laboratory for the promotion of the social economy and the identification of
business opportunities and employment creation.

e Creation of a cross-border network to support new employment opportunities for young
people through entrepreneurship.

e Cross-regional network “low carbon innovation” for the provision of services to develop
business models focused on the circular and low carbon economy.

e Creation and testing of a new international methodology for the incubation of ideas,
adapted to micro-enterprises in the agri-food sector.

Beneficiaries: 4 projects where GNP is involved have been approved.

Funding: € 6.8 million (total for the above projects)

Map 4.3: Expenditure related to SO 3A up to 31/01/2019

Expenditure related to Specific Objective 3A:
Improve the necessary and favourable conditions
for the appearance of new business initiatives up to 31st January 2019
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o Specific Objective 6C: Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an economic
base of the cross-border region
¢ Priority Axis 3: (TOB6, IP 6.C)
Brief justification: Address the territorial problem of offering sufficient support to the recovery
of the natural and cultural heritage and the utilisation of natural and cultural resources for new
uses and cultural functions. To define solutions for the preservation, rehabilitation and valori-

sation of the historic, natural and cultural heritage network for tourism activity.

Main change sought: With this SO, the programme seeks to create networks of natural and
cultural spaces, increase tourism as well as preserve, rehabilitate and value cultural and natu-
ral heritage, including through the coordinated management, joint offer and exchange of good

practice in the tourism field.

Progress towards objectives: There are already important achievements, especially in the
protection, promotion and development of cultural and natural heritage. The 2023 objective of
increasing the number of visits to places that belong to natural and cultural heritage has prac-
tically been achieved (95.96%). Similarly, there has been substantial progress towards the
rehabilitation of urban spaces for a more sustainable use, mainly through the improvement of

public lighting.

Activities undertaken: The following activities have been undertaken in the context of projects
approved so far:

o Capitalisation of the brand “Rio Minho” through cross-border activities of conservation
and environmental valorisation of the endogenous resources, associated with the tour-
ism promotion of Rio Minho.

e Tourism development strategy of the cross-border areas based on shared endogenous
resources.

e Tourism development through joint management initiatives based on the common natu-
ral thermal resources.

¢ Increase the attractiveness of the territory through the valorisation of the natural an cul-
tural heritage of the eco-nautical sector.

¢ Valorisation of the cultural heritage of GNP as an element of social cohesion and struc-
tural development through a common information and management system.

e Cross-border network of cooperation knowledge and integrated plan for the optimisation
of cultural infrastructure and resources.

Beneficiaries: 6 projects where GNP is involved have been approved.

Funding: € 16.8 million (total for the above projects)
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Map 4.4: Expenditure related to SO 6C up to 31/01/2019

Expenditure related to Specific Objective 6C:
Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage
as an economic base of the cross-border region up to 31st January 2019
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e Specific Objective 6F: Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to
contribute to the development of the green economy in the cooperation area.
e Priority Axis 3: (TOS6, IP 6.F)
Brief justification: Address the territorial need to renew the management of water, energy and
waste that improves the efficiency in the use of natural resources and reduces related envi-
ronmental problems. Define solutions that increase the efficiency levels in the use of natural

resources and contribute to a sustainable economy in the cooperation space.

Main change sought: With this SO, the programme seeks to improve spatial management and
the use of soil, to improve the conservation of wetlands and other fluvial ecosystems and

water resources and to promote an adequate management of waste.

Progress towards objectives: The projects financed so far contribute towards sustainable
water management, improved water treatment and water quality, improved management of
waste and the preservation and sustainable management of both urban and forestry re-

sources.
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Activities undertaken: The following activities have been undertaken in the context of projects

approved so far:

Smart development of an urban system of the Euroregion GNP — Castilla y Leon though
coordinated action of their cities for the preservation and sustainable management of
their resources.

Development of common solutions for integrated sustainable water management
through better water management of the cross-border areas.

Management and control system to improve efficiency in water treatment and the envi-
ronmental quality of water in the cross-border area.

Development of strategy, equipment and technology transfer to increase efficiency in the
use of forest resources.

Sustainable cross-border strategy for the management of waste from electric and elec-
tronic equipment.

Increase the efficiency of mountains in the GNP area through creation of a carbon sink
and generation of carbon footprint.

Valorisation of organic waste and its use in a set of high value added applications.

Beneficiaries: 8 projects where GNP is involved have been approved.

Funding: € 11.5 million (total for the above projects)

Map 4.5: Expenditure related to SO 6F up to 31/01/2019

Expenditure related to Specific Objective 6F:
Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to contribute
to the development of the green economy in the cooperation area up to 31st January 2019
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o Specific objective 11B: Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between the dif-
ferent agents operating in the territory
o Priority Axis 4: (TO 11, IP 11.B)
Brief justification: Address the territorial problem of persistent limitations in cross-border co-
operation that hinder its potential, due to existing asymmetries between institutional stake-
holders. To define solutions for the elimination of barriers in the Spanish-Portuguese border,
promoting rapprochement approaches, meetings and cooperation between the different

agents of the territory.

Main change sought: This SO seeks to achieve more effective integration and improve the

quality of life through joint management and shared use of resources.

Progress towards objectives: There are already several consolidated structures in the cross-
border area in the form of Cross-border Initiatives Cabinets, Working Groups and European
Groupings of Territorial Cooperation (e.g. the GNP EGTC). In addition, during 2017, 10 inno-
vative instruments3? were created for the joint development of the cross-border space, includ-
ing inter alia in the GNP area, a joint urban agenda and joint activities for inclusion, health and

innovation.

Activities undertaken: The following activities have been undertaken in the context of projects
approved so far:

¢ Development of an urban system in the Atlantic axis by consolidating the cities as main
actors in economic and social development.

o Elaboration of the cross-border cooperation agenda for sustainable development.

e Consolidation of the cross-border cooperation processes in GNP through the territorial
cooperation grouping (GNP AECT).

e Support and community maintenance network for old people in rural areas through tech-
nology and innovation.

¢ Implementation of RIS3 cross-border actions (Observatory, training, information, dissem-
ination).

o Activities for inclusion, smart and sustainable management in the Eurocity Chaves-Verin.

o Territorial development through the promotion and structure of the territorial cooperation
community Limia-Lima-Céavado.

e Smart cooperation strategy of Rio Minho, including joint management of culture and
transport.

o Creation of an Iberian network for children’s health.

¢ Improvement of institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders in order to
promote the creation and maintenance of quality employment.

Beneficiaries: 11 projects where GNP is involved have been approved.

Funding: € 16.3 million (total for the above projects)

32 The number refers to the whole cross-border area, not just GNP.
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Map 4.6: Expenditure related to SO 11 B up to 31/01/2019

Expenditure related to Specific objective 11B:
Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between the different
agents operating in the territory up to 31st January 2019
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4.3.3 Additional funding instruments

POCTEP presents complementarities with the following financial instruments:

ESF under Thematic Objective (TO) “Promotion of sustainable and quality employment
and labour mobility”, by supporting self-employment, the entrepreneurial culture and the
creation of enterprises, especially through axes 2 and 4.

ERDF, in addition to POCTEP, funds the regional operational programmes, namely, the
Galicia ERDF 2014-2020 operational programme and the Norte Portugal 2014-2020 op-
erational programme (the latter funded also by ESF).

EAFRD and EMFF, whose objectives cover inter alia some of the POCTEP objectives,
respectively the protection, conservation and valorisation of natural resources and herit-
age and the sustainable management of maritime resources.

Other EU instruments, such as the Programme for Research and Innovation 2014-2020,
the programme NER 300, the environment and climate change programme (LIFE), the
programme for the competitiveness of enterprises and SMEs (COSME) and the pro-
gramme Creative Europe.

There are particular synergies with the LIFE programme, notably the sub-programme on
environment which covers resource efficiency, biodiversity and environmental govern-
ance, which are also thematic priority areas of POCTEP, especially under IPs 6C, 6D
and 6F. In addition to sharing some thematic areas, POCTEP and LIFE also address a
similar target group, notably the socio-economic actors in the field of environment and
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climate change, while they also use similar instruments (cooperation projects). For this
reason, POCTEP will safeguard coordination with LIFE in the fields of nature and biodi-
versity, water, waste, air and climate change mitigation and adaptation, through
measures that promote the funding of activities that complement the integrated projects
under LIFE and the use of solutions, methods and approaches that have been validated
in the context of LIFE.

4.4 TIA Process

The Territorial Impact Assessment process leans on desk research as well as expert input in
a workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention logic),
the indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are never
attributed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core element of
the process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section 4.4.3. In this
section, the working steps are described which are undertaken to produce the evidence of the
territorial impact, the elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived thereof are pre-

sented in the following section 4.5.

4.4.1 Selection of TOs and TIA area
The POCTEP programme is structured around 10 Specific Objectives in addition to Technical

Assistance. Given the pilot nature of this study and to facilitate the assessment, five Specific

Objectives were selected. The rationale for the selection is presented in the following table.

Table 4.6: SOs selected and rationale for the selection

Investment Specific Objective

Rationale for the selection of the SO

priority

IP1.B Improve the participation Falls under the intervention category 062 which promotes
of the business sector in  technology transfer and cooperation universities-enterprises,
innovation processes and especially favouring SMEs. This category is assigned the bulk
R+D+i activities closer to of finance under PA1 (40.4 m).
the market Responds to diagnosis for GNP, mainly the existence of a

wide basis of universities, research and technology centres,
but little cooperation between knowledge generation agents
and the business sector.

IP 3.A Improve the necessary Covers intervention categories 067 and 104 which support
and favourable conditions entrepreneurship and SME development and enterprise crea-
for the appearance of tion, which get relatively more funding under PA3.
new business initiatives  Responds to the problems identified in the diagnosis for GNP,

notably high unemployment rates, the weight of the business
sector being below the EU average and the need to use ICTs
for the modernisation of the business sector.

IP 6.C Protect and enhance Covers the intervention category 094 which promotes culture
cultural and natural her- and heritage and represents the intervention category under
itage as an economic this PA with most funding allocation (29.8 m, almost 30% of
base of the cross-border the budget for PA 3).
region The diagnosis for GNP stresses the richness of the cultural

and natural heritage.

IP 6:F Increase the levels of Covers several intervention categories, notably 018 related
efficiency in the use of to waste treatment, 021 related to water management, 084
natural resources to con- related to pollution management and 085 related to green
tribute to the develop- infrastructure, which altogether amount to almost one third
ment of the green econ-  of the resources for the priority axis.
omy in the cooperation Responds to the need to protect the natural resources identi-
area. fied in the diagnosis for GNP.
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Investment Specific Objective Rationale for the selection of the SO

priority
Has a larger number of projects approved than other TOs
under this priority Axis.

IP11.B Strengthen cross-border Linked to the strength identified in the diagnosis of GNP,

notably that institutional cooperation in GNP is the oldest one
along the Spanish-Portuguese border.

Has a higher financial weight than SO 5B, which was left out.

cooperation strategies
between the different
agents operating in the
territory

Sources: ETC Operational Programme POCTEP 2014-2020 and Diagnosis (Working document for the
2014-2020 programming: Analysis of the economic, social and environmental situation of the cross-
border area Spain-Portugal, section 2.1)

4.4.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the
programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded
through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via
indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

¢ result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)

e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)

¢ additional indicators developed by each case study tailored to the programme —marked (A)
The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-
gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-

essary basis for all further assessments made.

The intervention logic for the five selected POCTEP Specific Objectives is presented below. A
wide range of potential additional indicators were developed as a consequence of the first
workshop with programme stakeholders of the Galicia-Norte de Portugal (GNP) cooperation
area. Given the relatively large number of indicators and the pilot nature of this study, 15 indi-
cators have been selected to assess for the TIA. They are marked in red and italics in Table
4.7 and they were selected following discussions with programme stakeholders during the

first workshop. These 15 indicators were assessed at the second workshop with programme

stakeholders, using a qualitative focus group method.

Table 4.7: SO 1B Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation processes and R+D+i
activities closer to the market

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Low tradition of coop-
eration between the
agents that generate
knowledge and compa-
nies.

Important research ca-
pabilities that are, how-
ever, very focused on
basic science and, to a
lesser extent, on techno-
logical development and
market oriented innova-
tion.

Need to work more in the
transfer of research
results.

Technology transfer and
cooperation between
Universities/research
and enterprises, includ-
ing for example:
Initiatives and actions that
support cooperation in the
field of R+D+i between
enterprises, research cen-
tres, universities and other
training institutions, and
administration, support
efforts in investment in
R+D and technology trans-
fer processes, support the
mobility of researchers and
their integration in compa-

Increased cooperation
between Universi-
ties/research cen-
tres/training institutions
and enterprises.

No of companies
that cooperate with
research centres
()]

Joint projects de-
veloped between
enterprises and
institutions (A)

Increased technology
transfer from Universi-
ties/research centres to
enterprises

Number of re-
quested patents
(R)

Patent applica-
tions/mio inhabit-
ants (C)
Patents/PIB (A)
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Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

nies, incorporate patents
and technologies.

Significant lack of
knowledge of what
each other can offer,
since the research cen-
ters are not always
aware of the needs of the
productive fabric and the
solutions they can pro-
vide them, at the same
time that the companies
are unaware of the exist-
ing capacities in the
territory in terms of I +
D + i, as well as the
solutions they offer
them.

Promotion of new
knowledge and innova-
tion, especially related to
enterprises, including for
example:

Actions that promote tech-
nological development and
promote the innovation
culture in the productive
tissue of the cooperation
space, help enterprises
develop innovative products
and processes, promotion of
new technology-based ac-
tivities with growth poten-
tial, facilitate the exchange
and use of information
between public administra-
tions and companies.

Enterprises have ac-
quired new knowledge

No of beneficiary
companies that
introduce new
products for the
company (R)

Enterprises have de-
signed new innovation
plans

Number of compa-
nies that have
developed innova-
tion plans (A)

Enterprises have intro-
duced innovative prod-
ucts/processes and/or
improvements

% of company
revenues as a
result of new inno-
vative products (A)

Increased enterprise
investments in R+D+i

Increased number
of enterprises that
have invested in
R+D+i (A)

Size of investments
in R+D+i (A)

Limited business ef-
fort in terms of R+D+i,
due to its low absorption
capacity due to both the
small size of the produc-
tive units and limited
specialization in
knowledge-intensive
activities.

Support to companies
(advice, awareness rais-
ing, etc.), including for
example:

Initiatives and actions of
advice to companies in
innovation processes, dis-
semination of information
on innovations and the use
of available technologies
and information.

Good practices in terms
of access of companies

to available technology,
information and innova-
tion

Good practices
identified (A)

Increased access of
companies to advisory
services on innovation

Number of enter-
prises that access
advisory services

(A)

Table 4.8: SO 3A Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the appearance of new business

initiatives

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Address the problem of
limited entrepreneuri-
al spirit and difficul-
ties to access finance,
which limits enterprise
creation and the growth
and development of
existing ones.

Support entrepreneur-
ship and incubators,
including for example:
Initiatives and actions to
support development, en-
trepreneurship, entrepre-
neurial spirit and creativity,
increase the offer of spaces
for the implementation of
new technology-based en-
trepreneurial initiatives in
the first years of life and
advisory actions and sup-
port to the generation of
entrepreneurial initiatives
that valorise the resources
of the cooperation space.

Improved guidance and
support services for the
development of entre-
preneurial initiatives

No of services for
enterprise devel-
opment created or
supported (R)

Improved opportunities
for enterprises to access
finance

No of SMEs with
good financial
structure (A)

Increased entrepreneur-
ial activity from univer-
sities

Number of entre-
preneurship re-
cruitments from
Universities (A)

Identify solutions for
combating unemploy-
ment, promoting com-
petitiveness through
innovation in enterprises,
so as to re-activate the
economy in the coopera-
tion area.

New products, processes
and ICTs in SMEs, includ-
ing for example:
Initiatives and actions to
support the promotion of
the use of ICTs in SMEs, the
integration of creativity and
the generation of new ideas
and the creation of cross-
border clusters and strate-
gic niches.

Promotion of new cross-
border products and
processes in existing
companies.

SME/companies
with cross-border
business (C)

Increased cooperation
activity through clusters
and strategic niches.

Number of cross-
border clusters
created

Promotion of entrepre-

Creation of new compa-

Enterprises creat-
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Needs

Measures Effects

Indicators

neurship, for nies, including by
youth/unemployment/so young/unemployed/soci
cial economy, including al economy

for example:

Actions that promote entre-

preneurial culture, especial-

ly among those sectors of

the population most affect-

ed by unemployment (such

as the young population),

supporting young people

about to complete higher

education, so that they can

carry out their projects,

recruitment, development

and monitoring of entrepre-

neurship initiatives from

universities, and projects

that promote the social

economy.

ed/improved in the
cooperation space,
of which by
young/unemployed
/social economy
(A)

Variation in the No
of companies in the
cooperation space

(R)

Professional and voca-
tional training, including
for example:

Actions to promote profes-
sional internships in com-
panies, and increase in the
participation of companies
in vocational training sys-
tems.

Increased professional
and vocational training
available to companies

Companies that
offer professional
internships (A)
Number of compa-
nies that partici-
pate in vocational
training systems

(A)

Table 4.9: SO 6C Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an economic base of the cross-

border region

Needs

Measures Effects

Indicators

Address the lack of suffi-
cient support for the
recovery of the heritage
of singular and attractive
areas and their use for
new uses and cultural
functions.

Networks of natural and
cultural spaces and tour-
ism, including for exam-
ple:

Initiatives and actions that
contribute to the creation of
networks of natural and
cultural spaces, as well as
to the structuring of net-
works, physical and non-
material, that vertebrate
the common values of natu-
ral, historical and cultural
type.

Actions linked to the valori-
sation of environmental
tourism and the creation of
specialized international
networks in the sector.

Expanded economic
base through better
exploitation of the his-
toric, cultural and natu-
ral resources.

Increased number
of planned visits to
sites belonging to
cultural and natural
heritage and to
subsidized attrac-
tions (R)

Joint products
related to historic,
cultural and natural
heritage developed
(A)

Identify a solution for
preserving, rehabilitating
and valuing the network
of historical and cultural
heritage, as a key factor
for strengthening tour-
ism.

Preserving, rehabilitat-
ing and valuing cultural
and natural heritage.,
including for example:
Activities of promotion,
protection and valorisation
of the various aspects of
the historical and cultural
heritage, as well as those
related to the valorisation,
conservation and rehabilita-
tion of classified heritage
buildings and those des-
tined to the recovery of
functionality for new cultur-

Creation of emerging
tourism segments, like
nature tourism through
the economic valorisa-
tion of services related
to ecosystems of the
border regions.

No of visitors in
hotel occupancies
in the cooperation
space (R)
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Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

al uses.

Actions to encourage the
exchange of good practices
in the development of tour-
ism strategies that respect
the historical and natural
heritage (e.g. waste man-
agement, reduction of im-
pact on protected areas,
etc.).

Coordinated manage-
ment, joint offer, ex-
change of good practice
in the tourism field, in-
cluding for example:
Initiatives and actions for
the coordinated manage-
ment of tourism resources
and itineraries based on
common environmental and
cultural resources and the
joint promotion of the coop-
eration space.

Initiatives and actions of
animation and joint cultural
programming with the po-
tential to attract tourist
flows.

Increased joint man-
agement of cultural and
natural heritage

Joint tourism offers
developed (A)
Duration of joint
tourism offers (A)

Table 4.10: SO 6F Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to contribute to the
development of the green economy in the cooperation area

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Need to include a new
management of water,
energy and waste that
improves efficiency in the
use of natural resources
and reduce the environ-
mental problems associ-
ated with it.

Increase the levels of
efficiency in the use of
natural resources to
contribute to the devel-
opment of a sustainable
economy model in the
cooperation area.

Soil related measures,
including for example:
Actions aimed at reducing
pollution in landfills and
improving landscape im-
pact, promoting the ex-
change of experiences and
cooperation between tech-
nical staff of the institutions
of both countries.

Improved spatial man-
agement and use of
the soil to reduce soil
degradation so as to
maintain its productive
potential and conserve
land ecosystems in this
cross-border space.

No of tools for
cross-border man-
agement of natural
resources (R)
Improved man-
agement of natural
resources (R)

Water related measures,
including for example:
Actions, studies, plans for
coordinated management of
water treatment in cross-
border areas of shared river
basins, as well as for effec-
tiveness and efficiency of
water management sys-
tems, sustainable use and
efficiency of water use.

Improved conservation
of wetlands and other
fluvial ecosystems,
from an environmental
and productive point of
view, given the im-
portant development of
agriculture and irrigation
in the cross-border
areas.

Improved knowledge of
the coast, both observa-
tional and predictive, is
fundamental for Blue
Growth and the sea
economy.

Additional popula-
tion that benefits
from improved
water supply (R)
No of tools for
cross-border man-
agement of natural
resources (R)
Improved man-
agement of natural
resources (R)

Waste related measures,
including for example:
Initiatives and pilot actions
of joint systems for the
collection and management
of urban, agricultural and
industrial solid waste,

Adequate management
of the waste generat-
ed, incorporating new
innovative models of
selection and recycling,
as well as preventing
the production of waste.

Additional capacity
of waste recycling
(R)

No of tools for
cross-border man-
agement of natural
resources (R)
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Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

among other actions to
increase technological de-
velopment in the treatment
of waste and the energy
recovery of waste.

Improved man-
agement of natural
resources (R)

Table 4.11: SO 11B Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between the different agents oper-

ating in the territory

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Address the persistence
of limitations in cross-
border cooperation that
holds back its full poten-
tial, due to the asymme-
tries existing between
the parties in the institu-
tional, competence, func-
tional and budgetary
spheres and the histori-
cal inertia itself.

Facilitate access to afforda-
ble, sustainable and quality
services, including health
and social services of gen-
eral interest.

More effective integra-
tion, materialized in
cooperation in the con-
text of Euroregions

Improvement of
institutional struc-
tures for coopera-
tion in operation
(R)

Innovative instru-
ments created for
the articulation and
development of the
cross-border space
(R)

Development of
the cross-border
governance system
()]

Number of joint
services creat-
ed/offered (A)
Number of cooper-

ation structures
created (A)

Need to consolidate the
“de-bordering” of the
Spanish-Portuguese
border, promoting pro-
cesses of rapprochement
and cooperation between
the different agents
operating in this territo-
ry.

Invest in institutional ca-
pacity and efficiency of
public administrations and
services at national, region-
al and local levels to intro-
duce reforms and improve-
ments in regulation and
governance.

Improved quality of life
of the inhabitants of the
cooperation area,
through joint manage-
ment and shared use of
the different public ser-
vices in the fields of
health, employment,
leisure and sports,
among others

The quality of
cross-border coop-
eration of munici-
palities, cultural
organisations,
educational institu-
tions, compared to
previous years (C)

4.4.3
4431

Indicators

Indicator data

Indicators linked to effects in the intervention logic presented above have been populated with
quantitative data wherever possible. It was aimed to obtain data for the baseline year as close
as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as close as possible to the current year
(2018).

The overall implementation of the programme up to date does not allow for sufficient data to
calculate the result indicators of the programme since projects are not advanced enough at
this stage. Therefore, quantitative data for only five indicators could be collected and this is
presented in Table 4.12. The quantitative values for the reference year (2017) represent the
accumulated real value obtained until 2017 (bold in the table). The programme did not include

baseline values for these indicators.
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Finally, all quantitative indicators need to be interpreted with caution as it is not evident
whether the reported values refer to the area where the project leader or partner is based or
to the area where the actions were implemented and where results/impacts would have taken

place.

Due to the limited data situation and in order to carry out this impact assessment study, we
relied on the remaining 11 indicators selected at the first stakeholder workshop. These were

assessed gqualitatively at the second workshop (see results below).

Table 4.12: Indicators

Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common
Year Year method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)
No of companies that cooperate with COOPERA 2014: no 2017: 7 Quantitative N
research centres (C) Workshop value
Joint projects developed between Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
enterprises and institutions (A)
No of beneficiary companies that COOPERA 2014: no 2017: 0 Qualitative N
introduce new products for the com- Workshop value
pany (R)
Increased number of enterprises that Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
have invested in R+D+i (A)
Size of investments in R+D+i (A) Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
No of services for enterprise devel- COOPERA 2014: no 2017:1 Quantitative N
opment created or supported (R) Workshop baseline
value
SME/companies with cross-border Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative Y

business (C)

Enterprises created/improved in the = Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
cooperation space, of which by
young/unemployed/social economy

(A)
Companies that offer professional Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
internships (A)
Increased number of planned visits to COOPERA 2014: no 2017: Quantitative N
sites belonging to cultural and natural Workshop baseline 2,480
heritage and to subsidized attractions value
(R)
Joint products related to historic, Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
cultural and natural heritage devel-
oped (A)
Joint tourism offers developed(A) Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
Improved management of natural Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
resources (R)
Number of tools for cross-border COOPERA 2014: no 2017: 1 Quantitative N
management of natural resources (R) baseline

value
Improvement of institutional struc- Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative N
tures for cooperation in operation (R)
Development of the cross-border Workshop 2014 2018 Qualitative Y

governance system (C)

Source: Data availability assessment tool

Of the above indicators, two are common CBC indicators. The indicator number of SMEs with
cross-border business was selected from the “Regional Competitiveness” group of common

CBC indicators and the development of the cross-border governance system indicator was
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selected from the “Cross-Border Cohesion” group. No indicators were selected from the first
group “European Integration” because the measures/activities of the specific objectives se-
lected for this study were not pertinent to this topic or because the indicators could not be
assessed, for instance, RCR-85 — Participants in joint actions 6-12 months after project com-

pletion is pertinent but projects have not yet been completed.

4.4.3.2 Netimpact determination

The indicator data obtained as described above represents a gross value, thus an assess-
ment of how big the net contribution of the programme for each indicator value has been was
conducted. Based on the varying nature of the indicators, different approaches have been
applied as provided by the methodological handbook of the ESPON TIA CBC project.

Few of the programme indicators could be assessed quantitatively, and even less so at
NUTS3 level, for the following reasons:

e There is no sufficient implementation data up to 2018, since this data will be provided in
Spring 2019 for the Annual Implementation Report (AIR) to be submitted in June 2019.
Therefore, existing data dates from 2017, where most projects were only at early stages
of implementation. This explains the very low quantitative values compared to qualitative
assessment obtained at the stakeholder workshop.

o Data cannot be disaggregated at NUTS3 level as the Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS)
only collects and reports data by project/operation and each project is implemented by
various beneficiaries on various provinces. In addition, the nature and methodology for
some indicators makes it very complicated to obtain data at NUTS3 level. Finally, alt-
hough the programme indicators are designed to measure the impact at programme lev-
el, regional impact can be assessed using financial data which is available at NUTS3
level. This is the approach we have followed in fact for netting out some of the indicators
(see below).

For these reasons we followed two approaches:

(1) Territorialisation of the (five) indicators for which values are provided by the monitoring
system using financial data from the NUTS3 level. We used a financial share approach
for this, notably, based on financial implementation data (expenditure) at NUTS3 level.
This was provided by the programme Secretariat for all projects under implementation in
the GNP area for the NUTS3 areas with expenditure. For example, a project may show
expenditure in 3 out 5 NUTS3 areas that it covers. In this case, expenditure is available
only for these 3 NUTS3 areas. The following steps were undertaken:

e Step 1: grouping projects under the same Specific Objectives (SO);

e Step 2: under each SO, grouping each NUTS3 area and as a consequence we got expenditure
data per SO per NUTS3;

e Step 3: calculation of the share of expenditure per NUTS3 area for each SO;

e Step 4: application of this share to the indicator of the SO, for example if the indicator has a value
of 7: “NUTS3 area share of expenditure” (%) x 7. For instance, if the share of expenditure of the
Ourense province in the total expenditure for the SO is 18%, then the indicator value for Ourense
would 18% x 7 = 1,23.

This approach was fine insofar as the indicator values were above 1. However, three out

of the five indicators had a value of 1. In this case, it did not make sense to do the territo-
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rialisation exercise as the indicator (e.g. number of services created for enterprise de-
velopment) could not be split into fractions of zero point something (see example in Ta-
ble 4.13 for the indicator “ No of services for enterprise development created or support-
ed”). As a consequence, the final outcome has been territorialisation of only two of the

five quantitative indicators.

Assessment of net impacts quantitatively only for those indicators that have are populat-
ed with a value >1. These indicators are: “No of enterprises that cooperate with research

centres”, “services for enterprise development created or supported” and “Increase in
the number of foreseen visits to areas and attractions belonging to subsidised cultural
and natural heritage”. We applied the “funding framework” approach in the following
way:

Obtained a figure for the value of EU Funds 2014-2020 in Galicia and in North of Portugal to get a
total EU fund allocation for the GNP area.

Obtained the total allocated EU contribution to POCTEP as a whole (there is no programmed allo-
cation per region in POCTEP since regions compete for funds in each call for proposals, therefore
the actual allocation per region will only be known at the end of the programme). In order to as-
sess the proportion of the GNP area in the total of POCTEP we used data from the first call for
proposals. According to this data, 35% of funds in the first call was allocated to GNP. We therefore
made the assumption that this percentage applies to the total POCTEP funding.

Estimated the relative proportion of POCTEP in GNP: POCTEP funds in GNP/Total EU funds in
GNP =c. 1.7%

We applied this percentage to the indicator values to get a net value. The only exception was the
indicator “services for enterprise development created or supported” whose reported value was “1”
and it was assumed that if projects reported that 1 service was created, this can only be due to
POCTEP. We therefore assumed that this value was also the net value.

One weakness of the “funding framework” approach is that data on the total amount of
funding available to the GNP region is not reliable. The reason for this is the different
programming and financial frameworks in the two countries. In Spain there are regional
programmes (due to its administrative system) and there are clearly identified funds allo-
cated to Galicia. In Portugal on the other hand, some of the programmes are specific for
regions while some other are national and based on competitive procedures. There is a
regional program for the North region of Portugal. It is the Norte Regional Operative
Program (called Norte 2020) with a financial allocation of aprox. 3.400 M€ (2,8 ERDF +
0,58 ESF). Anyhow, there are some other funds for the whole country, where regional
players can applied and be funded. Therefore, the final allocation to Norte de Portugal
can only be estimated once the national programmes have been implemented. The
numbers we have used are only estimations, we therefore doubt of the robustness of net

impacts.

Assessment of net impacts qualitatively for all indicators, but for the whole Galicia-North
Portugal area, using the MAPP method (see description below) during the stakeholder
workshop. Although stakeholders from different projects and regions participated in the
MAPP workshop, it was not possible to assess the impacts for different regions. The

reason for this is that stakeholders had a general view of the effects of the programme,
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but were not able to disentangle at a lower geographic level, due mainly to limited im-
plementation at the stage of the assessment and also due to their limited view based on
their own project. Actors with an overview of the GNP area and its sub-territories like the
Managing Authority or the programme Secretariat were invited but did not participate in
any of the workshops, mainly due to heavy workload, time required to travel to the work-
shop location and limited notice between invitation and workshop (invitation sent out 20
December for the workshop on 10" of January — could not be sent earlier as the first
workshop took place on the 3 of December and analysis, intervention logic revision, fi-
nal indicator selection and reporting had to take place before sending out new invita-

tions).

Description of the MAPP method

MAPP (Method for Impact Assessment of Programmes and Projects33) is an assessment
approach that allows people affected by an intervention to assess its impacts following a logi-
cal structure. We have selected MAPP based on our past experience with assessing impacts
in the context of rural development programmes and studies. The main reasons why we con-
sidered MAPP relevant for the TIA include:

e The method is particularly suited for analysing more complex long-term objectives that
can usually not be assessed with the help of one or more quantitative indicators.

¢ |t has an open context-orientated approach that allows identifying not only planned, but
also unplanned impacts.

o With MAPP, a specific programme is assessed in relation to other ongoing programmes
and/or other external factors. Thus net impacts can be estimated against gross devel-
opment trends.

¢ |t helps to bridge the “attribution gap”, i.e. the gap between outcomes that can directly be
attributed to a specific programme/project and higher level outcomes that are also influ-
enced by other measures/factors.

e |ts systematic approach and the use of a point system produce results of greater exter-
nal validity than purely qualitative data, e.g. derived from interviews or focus group dis-
cussions.

We could not assess the territorial component with MAPP at this stage. Stakeholders did not
have a view of the effects on different regions, they had a general view. The territorial compo-
nent was only assessed for the 3 indicators for which we had quantitative data and financial

data from the Secretariat.

The following tools of the MAPP method were used at the stakeholder workshop: life curve,
trend analysis, and influence matrix, The life curve sets the context for the assessment, the
trend analysis shows the overall trends of different indicators (i.e. irrespective of any specific

programme), while the influence matrix shows the net effects by depicting how the trends

33 For a description of the method see:
https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/evaluation/rural-development-
reports/2014/investment-support-rdp/fulltext_en.pdf
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were influenced directly by the programme. All of these tools use a point system (from 1 to 4)

and are based on stakeholders’ perception/experience. More specifically:

Life curve: It shows the overall development trends in the cooperation area along a certain
timeframe (2014-2018), beginning before the programme started and ending at present. Par-
ticipants were asked to assess the quality of life for each year according to a five point scale.
Quality of life for the Galicia-North Portugal area was defined by participants as conditional
upon the employment rate, the enterprise creation trend, the macro-economic situation and

the population changes.

Trend analysis: With this matrix, detailed development trends were evaluated over the same
time period according to the 15 selected indicators. Participants were asked to score each

indicator from 1 to 4 for every year from 2014 to present.

Influence matrix: This matrix helped evaluate the influence of POCTEP and all other pro-
grammes/interventions in the GNP territory on each indicator. Participants were provided with
data for the five indicators for which data exists (see Table 4.12). However, currently available
values are very low, since data is from 2017. Participants considered that the evolution is
more positive than the 2017 data suggests but could not provide further data (data is collect-
ed annually by the monitoring system, data from 2018 will be available by June 2019). Partic-
ipants therefore assessed the extent to which the evolution of indicators (trend analysis ma-
trix) is influenced by the different interventions in the territory. In this way, an approximation of

the net impact of POCTEP can be estimated.

No financial data was provided to participants as it was not available for the workshop. Finan-
cial data was only provided by the Secretariat on 31t January, since this was the deadline
given to projects for reporting on financial implementation. Only data for the three indicator
values was provided to participants, but they did not consider it useful. For example, 7 “com-
panies that cooperate with research centres” was meaningless to them. They consider the
actual number is higher (but not reported yet) so in the end they preferred to discuss percep-

tions, i.e. on a scale from 1 to 4.

4.4.3.3 Impact Assessment Matrix

The results of each working step of the TIA process have been fed into the Impact Assess-
ment Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the
experts taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of
those working step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the

following section is formulated.

Table 4.13 gives an overview of the indicator values, by NUTS3 area only for the indicators
that were assessed quantitatively. The results of the qualitative assessment are analysed in
more detail in section 4.5.2. The qualitative assessment was carried out using the MAPP

method during the second stakeholder workshop.
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Table 4.13: Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact
method
No of com- Quantitative Value TO Ourense Ave Area Metropolitana do Porto
panies that 0 0 0
cooperate
with re- ValueT1 1,23 2,27 3,50
fearch cen- Gross impact 1,23 2,27 3,5
res
Net impact calculation method Funding framework
Net impact 0,02 0,03 0,05
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4)
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution
(short/medium/long term)
Justification, notes The gross impact value comes from the
monitoring system (it was provided by the
Secretariat) and territorialisation was possi-
ble by applying the % of financial implemen-
tation data (expenditure) at NUTS3 level.
Then, the net impact was calculated using
the funding framework approach, i.e. by
applying the relative proportion of POCTEP in
the GNP area to the gross indicator value:
(POCTEP funds in GNP/Total EU funds in
GNP) * gross indicator value. Both methods
(territorialisation and funding framework) are
described in detail above.
The indicator value was presented at the
workshop, where stakeholders considered it
very low. Their perception is a slow but posi-
tive progress in the humber of companies
that cooperate with research centres in the
regions covered by POCTEP projects so far.
However, this trend is attributed to POCTEP
by 5-10%.
Joint pro- Quantitative Value TO
jects devel- ValueT1
oped be-
tween en- Gross impact
terprises Net impact calculation method Qualitative
and institu-
tions Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0,5
Direction against baseline +
Temporal distribution Medium
(short/medium/long term)
Justification, notes This indicator evolved from 1 in 2014 to 3 in
2018. The evolution is due to POCTEP by
5.10%. This % was applied to the net aver-
age trend in order to obtain the magnitude of
0.5 (rounded up).
No of bene- Quantitative Value TO
f|C|a.ry com- ValueT1
panies that
introduce Gross impact
new prod- Net impact calculation method Qualitative
ucts for the
company Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) cannot be assessed at this stage
Direction against baseline +
Temporal distribution medium
(short/medium/long term)
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Assessment
method

Indicator

Nature of Impact

Justification, notes

The indicator value from the monitoring sys-
tem was “0”. The workshop identified a slow
positive progress in gross terms, but could
not analyse the attribution of this evolution to
POCTEP as they lacked infor-
mation/knowledge on this.

Increased Quantitative Value TO
number of ValueT1
enterprises
that have Gross impact
invested in : : ot
R4D-Fi Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0
Direction against baseline 0
Temporal distribution medium
(short/medium/long term)
Justification, notes This indicator evolved from 1 to 2 between
2014 and 2018. The contribution of POCTEP
could not be assessed as it is considered
negligible by workshop participants.
Size of Quantitative Value TO
investments ValueT1
by compa-
nies in Gross impact
R+D+i Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0,2
Direction against baseline +
Temporal distribution medium
(short/medium/long term)
Justification, notes This indicator evolved from 1 to 3 between
2014 and 2018. This is due to POCTEP by 1-
5%, therefore very small net impact.
No of ser- Quantitative Value TO A Corufia Lugo Ourense Pontevedra Douro
vices fo_r 0 0 0 0 0
enterprise
develop- ValueT1 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,40
":jent creat- Gross impact 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,40
ed or sup-
ported P Net impact calculation method Funding framework approach
Net impact 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,15 0,40
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4)
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution
(short/medium/long term)
Justification, notes The gross impact value comes from the
monitoring system (it was provided by the
Secretariat) and territorialisation was possi-
ble by applying the % of financial implemen-
tation data (expenditure) at NUTS3 level.
Then, the net impact was calculated using
the funding framework approach, i.e. by
applying the relative proportion of POCTEP in
the GNP area to the gross indicator value:
(POCTEP funds in GNP/Total EU funds in
GNP) * gross indicator value. Both methods
(territorialisation and funding framework) are
described in detail above.
Qualitatively, the net impact was perceived
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Indicator Assessment
method

Nature of Impact

by stakeholders to be minimal due to the low
proportion of POCTEP funding in this field (5-
10%).

SME/compa Quantitative
nies with

cross-border

business

Value TO

ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact

Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0,5
Direction against baseline +
Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

Although this indicator has progressed very
positively (from 2 in 2014 to 4 in 2018, the
net impact of POCTEP is very small due to its
limited financial relevance in this field (5-
10% contribution of POCTEP.

Enterprises Quantitative Value TO

creat- ValueT1

ed/improve

d in the Gross impact

g;gg(eeration Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact

Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0,2

Direction against baseline +
Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

Stakeholders consider that the net contribu-
tion of POCTEP is very small as there are
other programmes/Funds that play a more
direct role in enterprise creation, especially
ERDF or ESF. Although the indicator evolved
from 2 to 3 between 2014 and 2018, this is
due to POCTEP by only 5%.

Companies Quantitative
that offer

professional

internships

Value TO

ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Qualitative

Net impact

Qualitative

Magnitude (0-4)

Direction against baseline

Temporal distribution
(short/medium/long term)

medium

Justification, notes

Stakeholders consider that the net contribu-
tion of POCTEP is negligible so net impact
could not be assessed.

Joint prod-  Quantitative Value TO
ucts. reIaFed ValueT1
to historic,
cultural and Gross impact
natural Net impact calculation method Qualitative
heritage -
developed Net impact

Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4)

Direction against baseline +
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Indicator Assessment
method

Nature of Impact

Temporal distribution
(short/medium/long term)

medium

Justification, notes

Stakeholders consider that the net contribu-
tion of POCTEP is not as small as for other
indicators (it can reach up to 20%) because it
focuses on “joint” results.

Joint tour- Quantitative
ism offers
developed

Value TO

ValueT1

Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Qualitative

Net impact Cannot be assessed yet
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0

Direction against baseline

Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

Stakeholders cannot yet assess the net con-
tribution of POCTEP because the indicator is
progressing slowly. It is however, a relevant
indicator to measure in order to assess the
impact of cross-border cooperation under the
Specific Objective “Protect and enhance natu-
ral and cultural heritage”.

Improved Quantitative Value TO
manage- ValueT1
ment of
natural Gross impact
resources Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 0,2

Direction against baseline +

Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes Although the evolution of this indicator is
very positive (score from 2 in 2014 to 3 in
2018), the net contribution of POCTEP is very
small (5%). Other initiatives in the area (no-
tably ERDF and to some extent also EAFRD)
have a higher impact on this indicator.

Improve- Quantitative Value TO
ment of
institutional ValueT1
structures Gross impact
ff’r coopera- Net impact calculation method Qualitative
tion in op-
eration Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 3

Direction against baseline ++

Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes This is the area where POCTEP has the high-
est net impact. Cross-border cooperation
addresses directly the improvement of coop-
eration structures. The contribution of
POCTEP was judged by participants to be
80%. This is why this indicator presents the
highest magnitude compared to all previous
ones.
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Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact
method
Develop- Quantitative Value TO
ment of the ValueT1
cross-border
governance Gross impact
system Net impact calculation method Qualitative
Net impact
Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4) 3,5
Direction against baseline ++
Temporal distribution medium

(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

This is the area where POCTEP has the high-
est net impact. Cross-border cooperation
contributes directly to the development of the
cross-border governance system. This is why
the magnitude is the highest (3,5) corre-
sponding to a an 80% contribution of POCTEP
to this indicator.
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Table 4.13: Impact Assessment Matrix [continued]

Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact A Corufia Lugo Ourense Ponteve- Area Met- Tamega e Douro Terras de Alto Minho

method dra ropolitana Sousa Tras-os-

de Porto Montes

Increased Quantitative Value TO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
;I‘;”r?::g of ValueT1 312,30 99,15 412,89  1374,10 29,93 20,25 20,25 23,76 187,37
visits to Gross impact 312,30 99,15 412,89 1374,10 29,93 20,25 20,25 23,76 187,37
;s(;tnegsinb;-to Net impact calculation method Funding framework approach
cultural and Net impact 5,31 1,69 7,02 23,36 0,51 0,34 0,34 0,40 3,19
natural Qualitative  Magnitude (0-4)
heritage and
to subsi- Direction against baseline
dized at- Temporal distribution
tractions (short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

This indicator was only assessed quantitatively as it was added after the workshop when the Secretariat provid-
ed monitoring data for the indicators. We decided to include it due to lack of values for the other selected indi-
cators. It also gives a picture of the territorialisation of impacts at NUTS3 level. The net impact was calculated
using the funding framework approach, i.e. applying to each gross indicator the percentage that POCTEP repre-
sents in the GNP area amongst the total EU funding for GNP. A detailed description of how we applied the fund-
ing framework approach is given above.
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4.5 Territorial Impact Assessment

4.5.1 Summary of main findings

The main value added of POCTEP is that it enables stakeholders to perceive the border as
an opportunity rather than as a limitation or a barrier. It sheds light on the business opportuni-
ties beyond the border as well as the possibilities for joint business ventures. Even though the
net impact of POCTEP on aspects like investments in research, development and innovation
or enterprise creation may be minimal due to the greater amount of funds allocated to other
programmes, its impact is significant on setting the basis for cooperation opportunities. An
assessment focusing on this aspect of POCTEP may be possible using qualitative methods
such as focus groups, expert panels, multi-criteria analysis or similar. The net impact is par-
ticularly observable in the structure of governance, with the creation and improvement of co-
operation structures. POCTEP contributes to animate the cross-border territory and its actors
and to motivate them to carry out joint activities. Therefore, POCTEP makes cooperation
possible and helps develop a culture whereby more can be gained through joint action rather

than each actor/region acting alone.

4.5.2 Impact on the regions

Results from the quantitative analysis
Three indicators were assessed quantitatively. As already mentioned, there were a total of
five programme result indicators selected but their values were 1, so it was not relevant to

assess their disaggregation by territorial unit.

The first indicator is the “Number of companies that cooperate with research centres”. The
indicator value up to 2017 is 7 according to programme monitoring data. The indicator corre-
sponds to Specific Objective 1B which has so far been implemented in the NUTS3 areas of
Ourense in Galicia and Ave and Area Metropolitana do Porto in Norte de Portugal. The net
value obtained when applying the funding framework approach is 0,12. The territorial dis-
aggregation of the indicator was based on the percentage of financial expenditure in these
regions. The Area Metropolitana do Porto is in relative terms most impacted, followed by Ave

and then Ourense.

The second indicator is the “services for enterprises development created or supported”. The
gross value is “1” and we therefore assume that if projects have reported only one service
created, this can only be due to POCTEP. Therefore, the assumption is that the gross value
here is also the net value. The indicator corresponds to Specific Objective 3A which has so
far been implemented in the NUTS3 areas of A Corufia, Lugo, Ourense and Pontevedra in
Galicia and Douro in Norte de Portugal. The disaggregation of the indicator was based on the
percentage of financial expenditure in these regions. The impact is higher in the Douro region

and then split evenly amongst the four Galicia regions.

The third indicator is the “ Increase in the number of foreseen visits to areas and attractions

belonging to subsidised cultural and natural heritage”, The gross indicator value is 2,480 and
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covers several NUTS3 areas in Galicia and Norte de Portugal, and when applying the funding
framework approach, the net value obtained is 42.2. The indicator corresponds to Specific
Objective 6C which has so far been implemented in nine NUTS3 areas Galicia and Norte de
Portugal. The disaggregation of the indicator was based on the percentage of financial ex-
penditure in these regions. The impact is by large higher in Pontevedra, followed by Ourense
and A Corufia, while Alto Minho, Lugo, Porto, Terras de Tras-os-Montes, Tamega e Sousa

and Douro have experienced a much smaller impact.

Results from the qualitative assessment

Results from the Life curve

Participants were asked to assess the quality of life for each year according to a five point
scale. First, they were asked to define Quality of life and they concluded that it is dependent
upon employment, the macroeconomic situation, enterprise creation and demography. Sec-
ond, they were then asked to assess the evolution of these elements of the quality of life over
the programming period and up to date.

Their assessment confirmed and analysed the evidence available also through official
sources (Eurostat, depicted on the right hand side of Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1: Life curve
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Source: 2" workshop with POCTEP stakeholders

The life curve sets the context for analysing the impacts of the programme, notably:

e The quality of life has been influenced by various factors, including inter alia employ-
ment, the enterprise creation trend, the macro-economic situation or the population
change.

e The overall macro-economic situation has improved since 2014 (blue line in the graph),
following the years of the crisis. This economic situation has influenced enterprise crea-
tion and development (grey line) with increased enterprise creation especially in the last
two years, thus recovering from the austerity of the crisis years. The influx of tourism al-
SO presents a positive trend, influencing in turn the employment situation (see next
point).
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e The employment situation (green line in the graph) has improved but staying below the
macro-economic situation improvement.

¢ An indicator of concern has been the population change, with a steady but continuous
depopulation of rural areas, accelerated in recent years as a consequence of low birth
rates, ageing of the population and the lack of population renewal through immigration
for instance.

¢ Quality of life has also been influenced by the environment and events related to climate
change like the severe droughts and flooding in 2017, although the management of nat-
ural resources has improved as a reaction to these climate change trends. Despite the
cycles that are common in the environmental situation, climate change is becoming an
increasing cause of concern.

Results from the Trend Analysis
The Trend Analysis helps identify the gross trend of indicators. The net impact is then done at

the next step (Influence matrix).

Table 4.14 presents the results of the Trend Analysis on a four point scale (1 to 4) for each
indicator. Workshop participants were asked to assess the overall evolution of each indicator
over the programming period. Overall means “how the indicator performed each year on a
scale from 1 to 4 irrespective of the specific source of funding”, In this way, we obtain an as-
sessment of the gross impact on each indicator. As mentioned earlier (section 4.4.3), territori-
alisation of the qualitative indicators was not possible as participants did not have a view of
the impacts on different provinces or areas, they had an overall perception of the impact of

the programme.

Table 4.14: Results from the Trend analysis

Trend analysis Year Trend

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014-18

Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation processes and R+D+i activities closer to
the market (1B)

No of companies that cooperate with research centres 1 1 2 3 3 +
Joint projects developed between enterprises and insti- 1 2 2 3 3 ++
tutions

No of beneficiary companies that introduce new products 1 1 1 2 2 +
for the company

Increased number of enterprises that have invested in 1 1 1 2 2 +
R+D+i

Size of investments by companies in R+D+i 1 1 2 3 3 ++

Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the appearance of new business initiatives (3A)

No of services for enterprise development created or 1 1 2 2 2 +
supported

SME/companies with cross-border business 2 2 3 3 3 +
Enterprises created/improved in the cooperation space 2 2 3 3 3 +

(of which by young/unemployed/social economy)

Companies that offer professional internships 1 1 2 2 2 +

Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an economic base of the cross-border region
(6C)

Joint products related to historic, cultural and natural 1 1 2 2 3 +
heritage developed
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Trend analysis Year Trend

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2014-18

Joint tourism offers developed 1 1 2 2 3 +

Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to contribute to the development of the
green economy in the cooperation area (6F)

Improved management of natural resources (result) 2 2 3 3 3 +

Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between the different agents operating in the territory
(11B)

Improvement of institutional structures for cooperation 3 3 3 4 4 ++
in operation
Development of the cross-border governance system 3 3 4 4 4 ++

Source: own elaboration

Specific objective 1B: Improve the participation of the business sector in innova-
tion processes and R+D+i activities closer to the market

The number of companies that cooperate with research centres was low at the beginning of
the period due to the economic crisis and then increased exponentially in 2016-2018. In fact,
the links between enterprises and research centres have increased through time, in part to
mitigate the effects of the crisis.

European funding has contributed in particular to increase joint projects between enterprises
and institutions, even more so than the increase in enterprises that cooperate with research
centres. For the same reason (EU funding) there has been a rise in the number of beneficiary
companies that introduce new products to the company. The possibility for companies to par-
ticipate actively in cross-border cooperation has helped them open up and engage into new

ventures.

In terms of investments in R+D+i, it is notable that the intensity of investments has increased
(size of investments indicator) more than the number of enterprises that invest in R+D+i. This
means that existing enterprises are prone to invest more due to more support in terms of
funding, advice and opportunities. There is an important distinction to be made (although the
workshop did not conclude anything on this) between enterprises with strategies for long-term
investments in R&D and those who do it on an ad hoc and opportunistic basis depending on

the availability of funds.

Specific objective 3A: Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the
appearance of new business initiatives

The evolution in the availability of services for enterprise development has been stable but at
low levels. Since 2016, there has been a rise in the number of enterprises that receive sup-
port by public services. SMEs/companies with cross-border business existed already at the
beginning of the period and have increased but only moderately. Similarly, SMEs have been
created but with with a slow pace, while there is no data/evidence as to how many of them

have been created by young people, unemployed or in the social economy field.

The number of companies that offer professional internships may have increased slightly but

there is no concrete evidence available. It is considered a good indicator in the context of
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cross-border cooperation and for assessing the impact of measures related to professional

and vocational training.

Specific objective 6C: Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an
economic base of the cross-border region

There has been a very positive evolution in the number of joint products related to historic,
cultural and natural heritage in the cooperation space. Although there are few such joint prod-
ucts, the starting point was very low, therefore the evolution is notable. The same outcome

holds for the number of joint tourism offers.

Specific objective 6F: Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources
to contribute to the development of the green economy in the cooperation area

The management of natural resources has improved but only slightly, not because there are
no efforts in this direction but because the timing for assessing this indicator is not appropri-
ate. More than five years should elapse from the start of a project in order to assess realisti-
cally the performance of this indicator. In addition, the distinction between soil, water and
waste is not possible, since POCTEP does not include indicators related to soil management,
potentially due to the differences in spatial planning strategies for soil management between

the two sides of the border (Galicia and Norte de Portugal).

Specific objective 11B: Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between
the different agents operating in the territory

Institutional structures for cooperation were already in place as cross-border cooperation has
some history already. and have further improved in the current period. There is evidence
through joint projects between municipalities or the work of the European Territorial Groupings.
Similarly, cross-border governance is already developed and is further developing thanks to
CBC structures supported mainly by POCTEP. The main driver for the development of cross-
border cooperation culture and structures were the 2007-2013 projects whose impact material-
ised by 2015. The current period further strengthens these achievements. One of the key influ-

encing factors for this indicator is the political motivation on the two sides of the border.

Results from the Influence Matrix

The influence matrix has helped assess the net impacts qualitatively. The following table pre-
sents the results of the Influence matrix. First, participants were asked to identify the most
important programmes/Funds for the cooperation area, other than the cross-border coopera-
tion programme POCTEP. Second, they were asked to assess the net contribution of
POCTEP on the previously identified trend of the selected indicators. Third, the contribution of
the other programmes was also assessed and in this way we obtained a fuller picture of

which intervention/programme has the highest contribution to each indicator.

Participants did not have sufficient knowledge so as to assess all indicators as can be seen at
the table. Ideally, the composition of participants should be prepared well in advance of the

workshop (at least one month), to ensure they represent: a) each territorial unit of analysis
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(e.g- NUTS3), b) each sector or Specific Objective and c) the cross-border cooperation pro-

gramme authorities who have an overview of implementation.

Table 4.15: Results from the Influence matrix

Influence matrix POCTEP ERDF EAFRD ESF  Horizon Others

Improve the participation of the business sector in innovation processes and R+D+i activities closer to
the market (1B)

No of companies that cooperate with research 5-10%

centres

Joint projects developed between enterprises 5-10%

and institutions

No of beneficiary companies that introduce new cannot be assessed

products for the company

Increased number of enterprises that have in- cannot be assessed

vested in R+D+i

Size of investments by companies in R+D+i 1-5% 40% 30% 20% 5%

Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the appearance of new business initiatives (3A)

No of services for enterprise development creat- 5-10%
ed or supported

SME/companies with cross-border business 5-10%

Enterprises created/improved in the cooperation 5% 40% 10% 40% 5%
space (of which by young/unemployed/social

economy)

Companies that offer professional internships cannot be assessed

Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an economic base of the cross-border region (6C)

Joint products related to historic, cultural and 10-20% 35% 35% 10%
natural heritage developed

Joint tourism offers developed cannot be assessed yet

Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources to contribute to the development of the
green economy in the cooperation area (6F)

Improved management of natural resources 5% 85% 10%
(result) (PT) (PT)
75% 20%
(ES) (ES)

Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between the different agents operating in the territory
(11B)

Improvement of institutional structures for co- 80% 15% 5%
operation in operation

Development of the cross-border governance 80% 15% 5%
system

Source: own elaboration

Specific objective 1B: Improve the participation of the business sector in innova-
tion processes and R+D+i activities closer to the market

The positive trend in the number of enterprises that cooperate with research centres and the
number of joint projects between enterprises and institutions is a result of POCTEP funding to
a small extent (5-10%). The funding offered through POCTERP is relatively small compared to
other funds available in the cross-border territory. The very positive trend in the size of in-
vestments by enterprises on R+D+i is a result of POCTEP funding to a very small extent (1-
5%, notably because POCTEP activities have a more significant incidence on bringing actors

together to cooperate that on encouraging more investments.
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Specific objective 3A: Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the
appearance of new business initiatives

Similarly, the positive evolution of the indicators under this specific objective is due to
POCTEP support by a small (5-10%). Evidence on the number of enterprises with cross-
border business is mainly anecdotal. POCTEP has played an important role in bringing com-
panies into contact with each other and networking but the extent of their cross-border busi-
ness development remains to be seen. especially given that the involvement of enterprises in

POCTEP is new in this programming period.

In terms of enterprise creation, other funds like ERDF or ESF play a more important role (40%
each) than POCTEP (5%), while other sources like EAFRD (10%) or EaSI (5%) also play a
role.

Specific objective 6C: Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an
economic base of the cross-border region

The positive evolution of the number of joint products related to historic, cultural and natural
heritage is mainly influenced by ERDF and EAFRD, the latter channelling rural development
funds into the protection and promotion of cultural and natural heritage. The impact of
POCTEP is relatively small but important (10-20%) and focuses mainly on bringing actors

together to enhance their heritage through joint approaches.

Specific objective 6F: Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources
to contribute to the development of the green economy in the cooperation area

The positive trend in the improved management of natural resources is primarily a result of
ERDF funds (almost entirely so in Portugal, 85%), while EAFRD also plays an important role
(10-20%). POCTEP is only responsible for around 5% of the improvement in this indicator,
although again its value added stems from the opportunities offered for coordination in the
management of natural resources across the border. At territorial level, POCTEP has had a
direct impact on the management of water resources along the Rio Minho (Lugo, Ourense
and Alto Minho).

Specific objective 11B: Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between
the different agents operating in the territory

In this field, the impact of POCTEP is most notable compared to other interventions. The
good level and improvement of institutional structures for cooperation or the development of
the cross-border governance system are almost entirely due to POCTEP (80%), with ERDF
playing a role too (15%), followed by Leader (5%). POCTEP has made possible the creation,
maintenance and further development of cross-border structures while instilling a cooperation

culture across institutions in the cooperation territory.
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Summary of overall results

Specific objective 1B: Improve the participation of the business sector in innova-
tion processes and R+D+i activities closer to the market

The impact of POCTEP under this SO was assessed with the use of three indicators and one
of them could be disaggregated by NUTS3 areas. Another two (“number of beneficiary com-
panies that introduce new products for the company” and “increased number of enterprises
that have invested in R+D+I”), could not be assessed due to lack of data and unclear percep-
tion of stakeholders on the contribution of POCTEP.

First, the “number of enterprises that cooperate with research centres” as reported by the
programme is relatively small and even smaller when netted out using the funding framework
approach. In conclusion, out of 7 enterprises that cooperate with research centres, only 0.12
of them can be attributed to POCTEP, which is a negligible number. This was confirmed at
the stakeholder workshop, notably, although the overall trend of enterprises cooperating with
research centres is judged to be progressing positively, only 5-10% of this progress is due to
POCTEP. The following map shows that, at territorial level, three regions benefited in this
field, mainly Area Metropolitana do Porto, followed by Ave (Norte de Portugal) and Ourense

(Galicia), but as already mentioned, the scale of the benefit is very low.

Map 4.7: Number of companies that cooperate with research centres (Indicator C026)
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Second, the indicator “joint projects developed between enterprises and institutions” was only
assessed qualitatively, with POCTEP contributing only 5-10% to the positive evolution of this
indicator over the programming period.

Third, the “size of investments by enterprises on R+D+I” was assessed only qualitatively and
although the indicator progressed very positively in gross terms, the contribution of POCTEP
is even smaller (1-5%) as there are other programmes that play a more prominent role in the

promotion of innovation.

In conclusion, the main reasons for the above results are: a) the funding offered through
POCTERP is relatively small compared to other funds available in the cross-border territory for
it to make a difference in terms of impact; b) POCTEP activities have a more significant inci-
dence on bringing actors together to cooperate that on encouraging more enterprise creation
or more investments. The latter is usually an indirect outcome as the increased cooperation
culture motivates enterprises to access other sources of funding or use own funds to invest in

innovation.

Specific objective 3A: Improve the necessary and favourable conditions for the
appearance of new business initiatives

The impact of POCTEP under this SO was assessed with the use of three indicators. with one
of them assessed at NUTS3 level. A fourth one (“companies that offer interprofessional train-

ings”) could not be assessed due to lack of evidence from stakeholders.

First, the “number of services for enterprise development created or supported” was only 1
and analysed also at NUTS3 level, assuming that a service can be created to cover several
regions. However, due to the very small value, the five NUTS3 regions covered by it, present
a very small impact. The following map shows that the impact is relatively higher in the Douro
region and then split evenly amongst the Galicia regions. What would be interesting and rele-
vant in the longer term is to analyse the extent to which this service offered to enterprises is
used to improve the performance of enterprises, their competitiveness and cooperation. But
this would be the scope of an ex-post evaluation.
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Map 4.8: Services for enterprise development created or supported (Indicator E002)
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Second, the “humber of enterprises with cross-border business” is very difficult to assess as
there is hardly any evidence and the contribution of POCTEP is estimated to be around 5-
10%. Third, the “creation of enterprises in the cooperation space” is only influenced by
POCTEP by a mere 5%.

In conclusion, the impact of POCTEP is not so significant in terms of enterprise creation and
development. The contribution of POCTEP is more relevant for bringing companies into con-
tact with each other and networking, however, at this stage of programme implementation the
extent of cross-border cooperation of enterprises cannot be assessed. POCTEP is expected
to create the conditions for cross-border business initiatives and this is not currently evident,
neither quantitatively nor qualitatively. It is advisable to focus future evaluations, especially
ex-post evaluations, on the specific aspects that differentiate a small programme like
POCTEP from others that inject many more resources in the regions (e.g. ERDF, ESF,...).
Such aspects can be captured by indicators that measure the cross-border component of
enterprise services or the participation of enterprises from both sides of the border in new

business initiatives.
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Specific objective 6C: Protect and enhance cultural and natural heritage as an
economic base of the cross-border region

The impact of POCTEP under this SO was assessed with the use of two indicators, and a
third one (“joint tourism offers developed”) could not be assessed due to lack of knowledge of

workshop participants in this specific field.

First, the “increased number of planned visits to sites belonging to cultural and natural herit-
age and to subsidized attraction” is a programme indicator which had a significant gross value
reported (2,480). However, when applying the funding framework method to net it out, it de-
clined to 42.2 and distributed territorially over 9 NUTS3 regions, with most of the benefits
(55%) going to Pontevedra in Galicia, possibly due to the importance of the “Santiago de
Compostela” pilgrimage route which attracts many tourists every year. As seen in the map
below, Pontevedra is followed by Ourense and A Corufa, while Alto Minho, Lugo, Porto, Ter-
ras de Tras-os-Montes, Tamega e Sousa and Douro have experienced a much smaller im-

pact.

Map 4.9: Increase in the number of foreseen visits to areas and attractions belonging to subsidised
cultural and natural heritage (Indicator C009)
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Second, the increase in “joint products related to historic, cultural and natural heritage devel-

oped” was assessed qualitatively with POCTEP estimated to contribute around 10-20%,

ESPON 2020 212



compared to other more substantial funds coming from ERDF or EAFRD that target specifi-

cally the promotion of cultural and natural heritage.

In conclusion, the added value of POCTEP is bringing actors together to enhance their herit-
age through joint approaches. it is advisable that this element of POCTEP should be the sub-

ject of evaluations in the future.

Specific objective 6F: Increase the levels of efficiency in the use of natural resources
to contribute to the development of the green economy in the cooperation area

The impact of POCTEP under this SO was assessed using one indicator. The “improved
management of natural resources” is very influenced by POCTEP by a mere 5%. Stakehold-
ers however, concluded that the real contribution of POCTEP are the opportunities offered for
coordination in the management of natural resources across the border. Evidence from spe-
cific projects shows that the management of water resources along the Rio Minho (Lugo,

Ourense and Alto Minho) has improved due to the programme.

In conclusion, it is unrealistic to expect a programme with the size of POCTEP to have an
impact on the efficient use of natural resources. Instead, future evaluations may focus on the
coordination aspects of POCTEP, such as the joint management of common natural re-
sources like water, soil or waste. The “number of tools for cross-border management of natu-
ral resources” is a good indicator in this respect, but it was not possible to analyse it at this

stage of programme implementation.

Specific objective 11B: Strengthen cross-border cooperation strategies between
the different agents operating in the territory

The impact of POCTEP under this SO was assessed with the use of two indicators. Both, the
“improvement of institutional structures for cooperation in operation” and the “development of
the cross-border governance system” were assessed by stakeholders to be almost entirely
due to POCTEP (80%). It is in this field where POCTEP brings most value added by support-

ing and promoting the cooperation culture between institutions in the cross-border territory.

In conclusion, it is advisable to use both indicators in future evaluations, although the second
one is a common CBC indicator and data not collected through the POCTEP monitoring sys-
tem. However, more than with quantitative data, these indicators can be assessed with the

use of systematic and structured surveys to beneficiaries and stakeholders.

Overall, the evaluation of the net impacts of POCTEP should rely on more qualitative anal-
yses as the mere numbers cannot assess impacts related to the cooperation “culture”, the
“tendency of companies to cooperate”, the improved governance or the typologies, structures
and mechanisms of joint management, all of which set the basis for further development of

the regions with the use of complementary funds from other programmes.
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4.6 Methodological commentary for the programme set-up

There are two critical factors for the assessment of impacts that relate to the programme set-up:

(1)

(@)

The identification of relevant indicators. This should take place during the programme
design and reflect the hierarchy of objectives of the programme (specific and general ob-
jectives). Given the small size of CBC programmes, indicators should measure the value
added of these programmes bring, e.g. in terms of improved cooperation, joint business-
es, joint structures and governance systems, etc. (see also section 4.7 for more detailed
argumentation on this subject). The list of common CBC indicators should also be con-
sulted at the programme set-up phase and select appropriate ones so as to collect data
on them from the beginning.

The inclusion of variables for programme indicators into the monitoring system from the
beginning. This will ensure a systematic collection of data that can be used when the
time of the impact assessment arrives. Data characteristics of the monitoring system
should be defined early on, including inter alia: type of data, unit of measurement, fre-

quency of collection, territorial unit.

4.7 Methodological commentary

4.7.1 TIA Process

The main strengths of implementing the TIA process include:

¢ Very clear instructions and detailed advice through the Handbook, comprising clear and

logical tools.

Its focus on netting out impacts, which should be a key concern for evaluators and policy
makers. For evaluators it gives meaning to the assessment of impacts, since the suc-
cess of an intervention cannot be seen without comparing it to other interventions or to
the situation without the intervention. It is not meaningful to discuss the impacts on a ter-
ritory without knowing whether it was the territorial cooperation programme or other pro-
grammes or factors that were responsible for this impact. Similarly for policy makers, the
information on net impacts can help them take evidence based decisions on the direc-
tion of future policies.

A clear and consistent approach for carrying out the TIA offering various options for the
assessment of net impacts (quantitative, qualitative, mixed). The approach takes into
account the difficulties in the availability of data, which is often the case in practice and
makes the application of robust quantitative approaches impossible. The TIA allows for a
combination of mixed methods and can be used in the future to identify a proxy indicator
with enough data. Then, qualitative judgments would be compared with trends from the
proxy indicator, so as to overcome the subjectivity of expert opinions.

The organisation of workshops with stakeholders is a good component of the approach.
It is useful to organise two workshops, one at the beginning and one at the end of the
TIA process. The first helps for setting the context, validating and defining indicators that
are really pertinent. The second is very important for validating, interpreting and as-
sessing net impacts.

ESPON 2020 214



However, there is scope for improvement, notably for the following reasons:

e Timetable for assessing impacts: Impacts can only be assessed when sufficient time has
elapsed from the start of the programme. Otherwise, data gaps and lack of information
are most likely scenarios. Therefore, attempting to assess impacts at a stage when pro-
grammes are still collecting data for their 2019 Annual Implementation Reports implies
that available data goes as far as 2017, when most projects were only at early stages of
implementation and therefore little can be said about impacts.

e Timescale of the pilot: Testing a methodology requires time and needs to be implement-
ed in line with the reality of the programmes. Therefore, testing at the end of 2018, when
the programme has still not collected sufficient data does not help the pilot either. In ad-
dition, the time lapse between the first and second workshop should not be less than 2-3
months. The identification of relevant data sources, overcoming data access barriers
and the collection of data and its processing, are all steps that take time.

¢ Indicators: Programme indicators are the easiest to assess as monitoring systems col-
lect data on them, even though our current pilot did not give significant data due to stage
of implementation of the programme. Common CBC indicators are meaningful but not
pertinent for any programme. For POCTEP for instance, only few CBC indicators were
pertinent but since they were not included in the programming document, there is no
monitoring data on them. Some additional indicators are necessary given that existing
programme indicators are not sufficient to assess the achievements against the objec-
tives. In addition, programme indicators focus on outputs and results, while impact indi-
cators are not part of the programme, a gap which can be covered with additional indica-
tors. However, additional indicators, no matter how pertinent they may be, cannot be as-
sessed for the same reason as for CBC indicators, i.e. the monitoring system only col-
lects data for the programme indicators. This makes the task of the evaluation difficult
and reduces the possibility to assess their net values.

¢ Regionalisation: a) official data is not always available at NUTS3 level; b) monitoring
systems do not necessarily collect data in this way, for instance POCTEP collects data
by project; c) the perception of actors for qualitative assessments does not follow this
logic either; d) there are multiple sources for regionalised data but they are hard to ac-
cess (chambers of commerce, associations and specialised agencies like for innova-
tion), the process is time consuming (need to contact all these sources, overcome data
protection issues) and the data may not be comparable (different definitions used, differ-
ent timescales covered, different territorial units covered).

For the assessment of POCTEP, monitoring data was only available at programme level.
However, financial expenditure was available at project level by NUTS3 area. Therefore,
in order to achieve the regionalisation of quantitative indicators, we calculated the per-
centage of expenditure corresponding to each NUTS3 area and then applied this per-
centage to the indicators (see also section 4.4.3). But given the stage of implementation
of the programme (data available only up to 2017), indicator values were generally low
(for a few indicators the value was “one”), therefore the application of the expenditure %
did not make sense.
The stakeholder workshop was not able to provide an assessment by any type of area
(NUTS3 or other) because stakeholders were not representative of all areas and only
few of them had an overview of the programme. They were familiar with their projects
mainly. Their perceptions were therefore rather general.
For these reasons, we propose the following in order to assess territorial impacts:
(@) For quantitative indicators, incorporate into monitoring systems the disaggregation
of data by a territorial unit (NUTS3 or other, relevant to the programme, e.g. more
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developed and less developed regions). In this way, consistent data will be availa-
ble at any point in time;

(b) For qualitative indicators, apply a structured focus group method, inviting partici-
pants combining: i) representatives of each territorial unit of analysis; ii) representa-
tives of each specific objective analysed; and iii) overview knowledge of the whole
programme area ( e.g. Managing Authorities, Joint Secretariats);

e Netting out impacts: It is important to assess the net effects of programmes in order to

obtain useful input for improvements and for future policy. Gross impacts are not reliable
as it is not evident whether they happen because of the programme or because of other
programmes or other reasons. However, to do this, it is necessary to have sufficient data
and information, therefore, the timing of the evaluation is critical (not in the middle of
programme implementation and preferably after the end of the programme, especially as
some impacts take time to become evident, e.g. improved management of natural re-
sources). This is true whether a “small scale counterfactual” is used or a “funding
framework” approach. In the absence of quantitative data, a “qualitative assessment”
approach is relevant but needs to be based on a structured method (like the MAPP used
in POCTEP) and also requires the programme to be well advanced so that stakeholders
can have sufficient implementation experience to make a reliable assessment of the net
effects of the programme.
Another important issue is that cross-border cooperation programmes are relatively
small compared to other funding instruments present in each territory. It is therefore ex-
pected that net impacts would not be significant. For this reason, the evaluation of terri-
torial impacts should focus on indicators that measure the added value of cross-border
cooperation. For instance, cross-border cooperation does not add much to the creation
of enterprises, when there is ERDF or ESF that do so with much larger resources. But
cross-border cooperation is expected to make a difference in the promotion of cross-
border business or joint business projects and this is what should be assessed. Cross-
border cooperation is also expected to bring together actors into joint structures and
governance systems whose function can bring benefits to both sides of the border, this
is also relevant to measure. In the environmental field, it cannot be expected that a pro-
gramme of the size of POCTEP will have any significant impact on the conservation of
habitats or on water quality, but it can set the basis for such improvements through the
creation of joint structures and systems. Therefore, more focused assessment of these
aspects is required.

4.7.2 Intervention logic

There is no doubt that the intervention logic should be the starting point for any evaluation.
This study confirmed that CBC programmes can be structured along the intervention logic
model. It helps identify the flow of effects, from needs to objectives, to measures and finally to
results/impacts that are the outcome of measures, contribute to the objectives and respond to
identified needs. The intervention logic helps design the tools for the evaluation and identify

the data needed. The indicators should be consistent with those included in the programme.

Although CBC indicators can be useful, programmes should incorporate them from the design
stage and not later when the evaluation takes place. It was notable that POCTEP did not
include any of the CBC indicators and as a consequence, there was no data available. It is of

course true that although we found some relevant ones, the majority were not relevant for
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POCTEP. Possibly in a future identification of common CBC indicators, a consultation exer-

cise with all Member States should take place.

In addition, the grouping of CBC indicators into European Integration, Regional competitive-
ness and Cross-border cohesion did not prove useful as we looked for suitable indicators
regardless of which group they were in. If they are to be useful, common CBC indicators

should be used by programmes in the design phase.

In relation to additional indicators, it is expected that some may be necessary to cover data
gaps or changes in the intervention logic that were not captured at the design of the pro-
gramme, but they should be kept at a minimum since data for additional indicators will most

likely not be available.

4.7.3 Upscaling of the methodology

The methodology could be used for any CBC programme provided the lessons learned are
incorporated and the difficulties encountered (see above) are addressed. The following pro-
posals may enhance the applicability of the methodology:

o Define a proposed timetable for carrying out a TIA, taking into account the stage of pro-
gramme implementation and the frequency/timing of data collection/monitoring systems.

¢ Relevant CBC indicators (depending on the content of the programme, different CBC in-
dicators may be relevant) should be incorporated in the programme documents and
monitoring systems for systematic data collection. Stakeholder consultation involving all
Member States should lead to a more relevant list of indicators for all.

¢ Involve stakeholders in the evaluation process to help set out the context (start of the
evaluation) and for validation and triangulation purposes (after data has been analysed
and some conclusions reached).

¢ Incorporate some more structured qualitative approaches for the assessment of net im-
pacts, like the MAPP method in the running of workshops. To this end, follow the pro-
posals above regarding the early notification of participants (at least one month in ad-
vance), the representativeness of participants (covering all territorial units of the analysis
and all specific objectives) and the involvement of actors with a solid programme over-
view (MAs, Secretariats).

¢ Enrich the methodology with the experience from counterfactual analysis from other pro-
grammes/Funds (e.g. the Evaluation Helpdesk for Rural Development produces numer-
ous guidelines on evaluation, including the evaluation of impacts with the use of robust
quantitative approaches).

¢ Linked to the previous point, monitoring systems should incorporate data for all indica-
tors from the beginning of the programme. In this way, consistent data will be available
at any point in time, bearing in mind that impacts can only be assessed if there is suffi-
cient implementation and preferably after the end of the programme as some impacts
take time to become evident.

e The communication of evaluation results should combine different formats depending on
the target audience, e.g. report and executive summary for programme authorities, pow-
erpoint presentations and newsletters for programme stakeholders or focused dissemi-
nation events, leaflets or brochures for informing the general public or even social media
campaigns to convey key messages and finally updates of the newsfeed of the pro-
gramme website.
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5 Case study United Kingdom - Ireland

5.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme United Kingdom and Ireland (Ireland (Rol) — Northern Ireland
(NI) — Scotland) within the ESPON TIA CBC project. As this TIA was conducted as a pilot
testing a previously developed methodology, the purpose of the report is threefold:

¢ Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment

¢ Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme

e Comment on the methodology applied and its upscalabilty to other programmes
For policymakers, an executive summary (section 5.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 3 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 5.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment

(section 5.5).

This report is produced for a pilot case study within the ESPON TIA CBC project, therefore
the methodology applied will be subject to changes based on the experiences gathered within
the case study. Section 5.5 acts as the commentary part, where experiences and suggestions
for the further methodological development are recorded. Furthermore, the project shall serve
as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indicators used and gathered to conduct
a territorial impact assessment. Thus within section 5.5 suggestions for indicators to be col-

lected in the upcoming programming period are recorded.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
ESPON 2020 Cooperation Programme: United Kingdom and Ireland (Ireland (Rol) — Northern
Ireland (NI) — Scotland) CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases various steps
on expert knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure sound and
well justified results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating experts is

inherent to the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

5.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme: Interreg A: United Kingdom and Ireland (Ireland (RoI) - Northern Ireland
(NI) - Scotland)

Version: 18/01/2019
First year: 2014
Last year: 2020

The concept of a territorial impact assessment (TIA) for cross border programmes aims at
showing the regional differentiation of the impact of a cross border cooperation (CBC) pro-
gramme on the programme region. The results are based on the methodology of the ESPON

TIA CBC project, which combines both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments
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to produce evidence of the territorial distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two ex-

pert workshops have been held on the 4 December 2018 in Armagh, NI and on the 11 Janu-

ary 2019 in Belfast and Omagh, NI with participants from health and social care, business

development, and water quality backgrounds. The input gathered from and expert discussions

held in these workshops have been translated into the present report by the authors from

University of Liverpool, UK and University College Dublin, Republic of Ireland.

SO 1.1: SMEs engaged in cross border research and innovation aimed at the de-
velopment of new products, processes and services

The main undertaking of the programme is to develop the innovation capability of local
businesses and increase the number of SMEs actively participating in cross border re-
search.

The beneficiaries of the programme are InterTrade Ireland; Enterprise NI Ltd; East Bor-
der Region Ltd.; Local Enterprise Offices (Cavan, Donegal, Leitrim, Louth, Monaghan
and Sligo); Scottish Enterprise; and Highlands and Islands Enterprise.

This SO has a funding for € 16 million.

The main effects that could be created by the programme is an increase in the number
of SMEs in the eligible region actively participating in research and innovation activities,
specifically on a cross border basis; it also aims to increase the capacity of SMEs and
micro-businesses to participate in cross-border research and innovation activities.

The territorial pattern, illustrates the importance and diversity of SMEs to both jurisdic-
tions, but the north of NI shows a greater negative impact than other areas of NI or with-
in the border region of Rol.

SO 2.4: To improve freshwater quality in cross-border river basins.

The main undertakings of the programme is to improve the baseline condition of water
quality, physical structure and habitat in a number of cross border river basins to con-
tribute towards the achievement of targets relating to good water quality and ecological
status of rivers. To develop governance structures and procedures for cross border co-
operation (CBC) for wider and longer term outputs. Harmonise measurement, interpreta-
tion and community engagement to enable long term engagement.

The beneficiaries are Northern Ireland Water; Agri-Food and Biosciences Institute; Riv-
ers Trust; East Border Region Ltd; Ulster University; Irish Water; Donegal County Coun-
cil, Armagh, Banbridge and Craigavon Council; British Geological Survey; Loughs Agen-
cy; Geological Survey of Ireland and Inland Fisheries Ireland.

This SO has funding of € 20 million

The main effects of the programme could improve the baseline condition of water quali-
ty, physical structure and habitat in a number of cross-border catchment areas. This will
contribute towards the achievement of targets relating to good water quality and ecologi-
cal status of all water bodies (rivers, lakes, groundwater, transitional).

The quality of river water has decreased over time, but this is worse in the North West-
ern River Basin. In Neagh Bann, the quality has remained static with no water bodies in-
creasing to “good” status of the WFD.
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SO 4.1: Through collaboration on a cross-border basis, to improve the health and
well-being of people living in the region by enabling them to access quality health
and social care services in the most appropriate setting to their needs

e The main undertakings of the programme are to meet the needs of patients within a
constrained budget environment. CBC will contribute towards more efficient delivery of
health care services in the region. CBC is essential to obtain critical mass and econo-
mies of scale for service delivery. Supported by combining shared knowledge, experi-
ence and best utilisation of scare clinical and support skills.

e The beneficiaries of the programme are Health Service Executive (HSE); Health and
Social Care Board — Public Health Agency; Southern Health and Social Care Trust;
Western Health and Social Care Trust; Health Service Executive; and NHS Dumfries
and Galloway; National Ambulance Service (Rol); NI Ambulance Service and the Scot-
tish Ambulance Service; CAWT; TULSA; Colin Neighbourhood Partnership; Dundalk In-
stitute of Technology; Louth Leader Partnership; NHS Highlands Argyll & Bute Social
and Health Care Trust; Royal National Institute of Blind People (RNIB) Scotland and
Fighting Blindness Ireland.

¢ This SO has funding for € 53 million

e The main effects that could be created by the programme could be to improve local
community based access to services, taking advantage of the opportunities presented
by developments in ICT, increased cross-border mobility of personnel, increased cross-
border integration of professional development opportunities and the achievement of
greater economies of scale and effectiveness in healthcare trials. This will result in in-
creased cross-border access and provision of healthcare services beyond the lifetime of
the Programme.

e The measurement for decrease in medical prescribing has been used as a proxy to ana-
lyse a change to a new model of health and social care for example in this case for an
increase in social prescribing. Over the period of analysis both jurisdictions have an in-
crease in medical prescriptions. This is higher in the Rol area.

5.2.1 Initial programme assessment findings

In this case study, Territorial Impact Assessment for Cross Border Cooperation (TIA — CBC)
is the form of Targeted Analysis used to evidence cross-border collaboration through the pro-
duction of relevant indicators. A methodology will be developed to describe the ex-post impact
of cross-border collaboration programmes in five INTERREG A border areas: Germany and
the Netherlands; Sweden and Norway; Romania and Bulgaria; Spain and Portugal, and the
United Kingdom and Ireland (Ireland (Rol) — Northern Ireland (NI) — Scotland). The objective
will “allow policy makers and practitioners to obtain evidence on the territorial impact of CBC

programmes and help on developing better-informed cross-border policies.”34

The University of Liverpool and University College Dublin have been contracted to deliver the
TIA-CBC on behalf of the stakeholder, the Special EU Programmes Body (SEUPB) (Manag-
ing Authority and Joint Secretariat). Through a data collection process of desktop case study

and workshop action research, the academics will work with local and regional experts in the

34 TIA-CBC (2014-2020) Available at https://www.espon.eu/TIA-CBC
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Rol/NI border region to identify relevant indicators within the economic, social and environ-
mental specific objectives of:

¢ Increasing the number and capacity of SMEs engaged in cross-border research and in-
novation activity in the region aimed at the development of new products, processes and
tradable services.
¢ Improving freshwater quality in cross-border river basins and
e Collaborating on a cross-border basis, to improve the health and well-being of people liv-
ing in the region by enabling them to access quality health and social care services in
the most appropriate setting to their needs.
5.2.2 Context and programme area description
The “Cross Border Territory” of Ireland is defined as all of NI and six border counties of the
Rol: Cavan, Donegal, Leitrim, Monaghan, Louth and Sligo. The “Border Area”, is the border
counties of Rol and the adjacent NI local authority areas of: Derry & Strabane; Fermanagh &
Omagh; Mid Ulsters5; Armagh, Banbridge & Craigavon and Newry, Mourne & Down [see Map
5.9]. The TIA requests an analysis to be undertaken at Nomenclature of Territorial Statistics
at level 3 or NUTS 3 for comparability. For NI this was changed on 1 January 2018 from five
areas to eleven to match Local Government District (LGD) administrative boundaries whereas
for Rol there two NUTS 3 areas, which cover six border county councils: Cavan; Donegal;
Leitrim; Monaghan and Sligo (NUTS IE041), and Louth (NUTS IE062), note this also includes
the counties of Kildare, Meath and Wicklow) [see Map 5.10]. This is discussed further in sec-
tion 5.5.

After decades of socio-political conflict and violence, and the resultant economic vulnerability;
the region has undertaken a series of cooperation measures to encourage territorial cohesion,
regeneration and repopulation along the border. However, the prospect of the UK’s withdraw-
al from the European Union, the threat of a “hard border” and a return to the political instability
of the past is acutely felt in the Border Area and on the existing collaborative peace relation-
ships such as the Good Friday (Belfast) Agreement, which was enshrined in law as the Brit-
ish-lrish Agreement (1999).

The local identity of the border area is referred to by the NI Environment Agency, in the
Northern Ireland Landscape Character Assessment as the “Irish term dinnseanchas, meaning
the spirit of a place” (2014)36. A landscape that shares characteristics and cross border influ-
ences. Predominantly rural with small urban settlements. The northern part of the border falls
in Derry & Strabane and Donegal. It starts with the Foyle Valley a broad river valley of agricul-
tural land with sparse rural dwellings and a number of border villages. The area includes the

Sperrins mountain range of moorland and coniferous forests and the River Foyle, the city of

35 Mid Ulster established in 2015 from a merger of three borough councils Magherafelt, Cookstown and
Dungannon & South Tyrone, the latter was the border area borough council

36 Source Northern Ireland Regional Landscape Character Assessment (2014) Northern Ireland Envi-
ronment Agency Available at
http://doeni.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=dee491ff43c0415fbb986f74c92f39a9
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Derry/Londonderry is centred on the river, which is important for salmon fishing. Following the
border southwards to West Tyrone Hills and Valleys, remote and isolated lowland moors and
forests, upland grazing and peat bogs. Industry here includes tourism, commercial forestry

and gold mining.

Continuing south to Lough Erne Lakeland and the Fermanagh Caveland which are within the
administrative boundaries of Fermanagh & Omagh and the Rol counties of Donegal, Sligo,
Leitrim and Cavan. A scenic, rural and drumlin landscape dominated by the river Erne and
two major loughs. The Fermanagh Caveland is a karst landscape, prolific with caves and
sinkholes, isolated, and sparsely populated. It includes the county town of Enniskillen which
provides a focus for the main road infrastructure; its series of castles, leisure facilities and wild

and remote landscape make it a principle tourist destination.

Moving eastwards along the border to the Clogher Valley and Slieve Beagh of Mid Ulster and
Monaghan, an undeveloped, pastoral landscape with Brougher Mountain and the blanket peat
bog of Slieve Beagh, an area known for its production of diary and cheese; although the tran-

quil location is disturbed by a key road corridor.

Continuing along the border southeast to South Drumlins and Orchards in the Armagh, Ban-
bridge & Craigavon and Monaghan area. A drumlin belt, pastoral landscape, including the
ancient town of Armagh which is known for its orchards and fruit growing. The limited road
network follows the River Blackwater which forms part of the political border between the two

countries.

The final section of the border is Slieve Guillion and South Armagh Hills, of Armagh, Ban-
bridge & Craigavon and Newry, Mourne & Down in NI and Monaghan and Louth counties in
Rol. Here the granite mountains of the Ring of Guillion offer a unique landscape. They are the
remains of an extinct volcano and a rare example of a ring dyke geological feature. A rural

landscape defined by its isolation and sparse settlement (NIEA, 2014)

As of 2016, the population of the Border Area is 1,322,623 which represents 11% (523,217)
of the population of Rol (4,725 million) and 43% (799,406) of the population of NI (1,875 mil-
lion)37 (see Map 5.10). Of the total 15% are over 65 years and 22% are aged under 15 years.
The least populated local authority area is Leitrim with 32,044 and the most populated is Ar-
magh, Banbridge and Craigavon with 210,260 (see Map 5.10). The population density is low,
the lowest areas Leitrim (21/km?) and Donegal (23/km?) in the south and Fermanagh &
Omagh (40/km?) in the north. The highest density areas are Louth (156/km?) in the south and
Armagh, Banbridge & Craigavon (157/km?) in the north3,

37 Source: Ireland Central Statistics Office (2016) available at
https://www.cso.ie/px/pxeirestat/Statire/SelectVarVal/Define.asp?maintable=EY003&PLanguage=0
Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (2017) available at
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/local-government-district-briefing-2017

% Source: City Population (2018) available at https://www.citypopulation.de/UK-
Northernlreland.html?cityid=34854
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Comparative indicators for regional economic performance between the countries are illus-

trated in Figure 5.1 to Figure 5.3%° with GVA, exchange rates and unemployment figures.

Figure 5.1: GNP/GVA since 2012

GNP/GVA Since 2012

The figures illustrates the Gross Value Added for NI and the Gross National Product from Rol
from 2012 to 2016.

Figure 5.2: Exchange Rates (£-€, 2014-2016)

Exchange rates £ — € (2014-2016)

Figure 5.2 illustrates the quarterly average Euro/Sterling exchange rates taken from the Cen-
tral Bank of Ireland and the Bank of England. A noticeable change is shown in Q3 of 2016
where the Pound weakens following the UK referendum decision to leave the EU. Sterling

continued to fall in 2017.

% Source InterTradelreland (2018) available at https://intertradeireland.com/insights/trade-
statistics/regional-economic-indicators/
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Figure 5.3: Unemployment Rate since 2010
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Figure 5.3 shows the annual average number of unemployed persons in Rol and NI with

gradual falls from 2011 to recent years, for the whole island. The fall is more marked in Rol
than NI.

Map 5.1: NI Index of Overall Multiple Deprivation Measures (2017)
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lower layer super output areas (SOASs) or ward level. Map 5.1 shows the index within parlia-
mentary constituency boundaries. Those constituencies on and near to the border with Rol

fall within the most deprived areas of NI. There is no comparable Index for Rol.

In 2017, the Irish Central Border Area Network (ICBAN) a group of border area local authori-
ties, reported on key characteristics of the area in the context of UK withdrawal from the EU.
They calculate that 30,000 people cross the border for work with over 200 crossing points.
From 1994 to 2020 NI will have received € 17 billion in European funding, ICBAN has levered
in £50 million funding for the border area and in 2014, North-South cross border trade in
goods and services was estimated at € 6 billion.4? The agricultural sector accounts for 63% of
NI exports to Ireland and the Rol exports 41% of its food industries supplies to the UK. For
example Rol mushroom farmers export 80% to the UK, with five companies recently closing,

citing early “Brexit” impacts, uncertainty and exchange rate changes (ICBAN, 2016, 3)*L.

The lack of clarity from negotiations on Brexit has raised concerns for the far reaching impli-
cations for the people living and working in the region. ICBAN fear for the progress made to
date on reconciliation and partnership working, and argue for the following:

¢ No disruption to daily life, due to changes in border arrangements.
e Vital funding supports from Europe must be maintained through a long-term investment
strategy and plan.
e Pre-existing border developments for infrastructure capabilities must continue their de-
velopment lifecycle.
e Local leadership must be empowered to participate in the decision-making for the re-
gion.
e EXxisting good relationships both institutionally and constitutionally must be maintained
(ICBAN, 2017 p.3-4)
Hayward (2018)#2 has recently undertaken qualitative research collating the perceptions,
fears and aspirations about “Brexit” from people living and working in the border area. Con-
cerns focus on whether a hard or technological border will be imposed and the detail of how
this will operate. The current impacts on their lives during negotiations (exchange rates, food
prices, cross border employment, investments, house prices and land use). The security con-
cerns for the area and wider afield if there is a return to the conflict of the past. The return of
division; soldiers in the streets, paramilitary activity, protests, bombing attacks, and an in-
crease in other criminal activity such as smuggling, human trafficking and the drugs trade.

Other anxieties include access to services such as health facilities, retail options, leisure and

40 Source: ICBAN (2017, p2) Brexit, the case for the central border region of Ireland/Northern Ireland
available at http://icban.com/site/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/Brexit-The-Case-for-the-Central-Border-
Region-of-Ireland-Northern-Ireland-Mar-2017.pdf

41 ICBAN (2016) Inquiry: Future of the Land Border with the Republic of Ireland Available at
http://icban.com/site/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/ICBAN-Submission-to-NI-Select-Committee-Inquiry-
Oct-16.pdf

42 Hayward, K. (2018) Brexit at the Border: Voices of Local Communities in the Central Border Region of
Ireland/Northern Ireland Available from http://icban.com/site/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Brexit-at-the-
Border-FINAL-Jun-18.pdf
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education amenities. Access to European funding streams for cross-border initiatives and a
lack of representation for the communities of the cross border area. This is compounded by
the Democratic Unionist Party (DUP) confidence and supply agreement with the Conservative
Party, Sinn Féin refusal to take their seats in Westminster and the collapse of the Northern

Ireland devolved government at Stormont. (2018, 5-11)

5.2.3 Programme framework characterisation

For analysis a Specific Objective (SO) was selected from Thematic Objectives (TO) covering
Economy, Environment and Society. These SOs are discussed by illustrating the justification
for selection, the main changes sought, the activities undertaken, the beneficiaries targeted

and the level of funding awarded.

¢ Specific Objective 1.2: To increase the number and capacity of SMEs engaged in cross-
border research and innovation activity in the region aimed at the development of new
products, processes and tradable services
e Priority Axis 1, Research and Innovation (TO 1, IP 1b)
Brief Justification: To increase the number of SMEs in the eligible region actively participating
in research and innovation activities, specifically on a cross border basis; it also aims to in-
crease the capacity of SMEs and micro-businesses to participate in cross-border research
and innovation activities.

Main change sought: Increase the percentage of SMEs in the eligible region involved in re-

search and innovation involving cross-border collaborations (22% in 2014 to 33% in 2023)

Activities undertaken: The Co-Innovate Project, led by InterTrade Ireland, supports over 1,400
SMEs and micro-businesses in manufacturing and tradable services with export potential in
Rol, NI and Scotland. The project provides education and capability support, delivers innova-
tion audits, and innovation capability building in cooperation with research institutions. The
project will also increase the number of businesses actively participating in cross-border,
transnational or interregional research projects and give SMEs and micro-businesses access

to up to 70 “innovation interns” to help implement enhanced R&l activity.

Beneficiaries: InterTrade Ireland; Enterprise NI Ltd; East Border Region Ltd.; Local Enterprise
Offices (Cavan, Donegal, Leitrim, Louth, Monaghan and Sligo); Scottish Enterprise; and High-

lands and Islands Enterprise.
Funding: € 16 million

¢ Specific Objective 2.4: To improve freshwater quality in cross-border river basins.

e Priority Axis P2 Environment (TO 6, IP 2b)
Brief Justification: To improve the baseline condition of water quality, physical structure and
habitat in a number of cross-border catchment areas. This will contribute towards the
achievement of targets relating to good water quality and ecological status of all water bodies

(rivers, lakes, groundwater, transitional).
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Main change sought: Increase the percentage of cross border freshwater bodies in cross

border river basins with good or high quality (baseline 32% in 2014, target 65% in 2023)

Activities undertaken: The Source to Tap Project, led by Northern Ireland Water aims to im-
prove water quality on both sides of the border. Upon completion, the project will protect the
region’s sources of freshwater found in Lough Derg and Lough Erne and thereby help ensure
compliance with the EU’s Drinking Water Directive. Working with farmers and other land
managers, it will help reduce pesticide and fertiliser run-off, which can find its way into the
watercourse. It will also pilot measures with forestry operators to reduce water pollution
caused by tree felling, which can lead to increased levels of silt in freshwater drinking sup-

plies. The project aims to restore 135 hectares of land back to natural peat habitat. .

The Catchment Care Project, led by Donegal County Council, will establish 3 water quality
improvement projects in the Finn, Blackwater and Arney Catchments and install 51 boreholes
across the region. The project is to deliver sustainable solutions to avoid pollution of drinking

water sources via a SCAMP water tank, which meets the Water Framework Directive.

The SWELL (Shared Waters Enhancement and Loughs Legacy) brings together key state-
owned water companies from Northern Ireland (NI Water) and Ireland (Irish Water), and in
partnership with the Agri-Food & Biosciences Institute, the Loughs Agency and East Border
Region Ltd, will utilise best practice and tap into individual areas of expertise to improve

wastewater treatment assets, benefitting 10,000 people on a cross-border basis.

Beneficiaries: Northern Ireland Water; Agri-Food and Biosciences Institute; Rivers Trust; East
Border Region Ltd; Ulster University; Irish Water; Donegal County Council, Armagh, Ban-
bridge and Craigavon Council; British Geological Survey; Loughs Agency; Geological Survey

of Ireland and Inland Fisheries Ireland.
Funding: € 20 million

e Specific Objective 4.1: Through collaboration on a cross-border basis, to improve the
health and well-being of people living in the region by enabling them to access quality
health and social care services in the most appropriate setting to their needs.

e Priority Axis P4 Health (TO 9, IP 4a)

Brief Justification: Achievement of the specific objective will require investment in improving
local community based access to services, taking advantage of the opportunities presented
by developments in ICT, increased cross-border mobility of personnel, increased cross-border
integration of professional development opportunities and the achievement of greater econo-
mies of scale and effectiveness in healthcare trials. This will result in increased cross-border

access and provision of healthcare services beyond the lifetime of the Programme.

Main change sought: Increase the number of episodes of health, community and social care
delivered on a cross-border basis (4,700 in 2014 to 9,000 in 2023)

Activities undertaken: The Community Health Sync (CoH-Sync) Project, led by the Health

Service Executive (HSE), aims to “synchronise” the efforts of the community, voluntary and
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statutory health sectors in order to improve the health and well-being of individuals and com-
munities. CoH-Sync will assist people to improve their lives by enabling them to find ways to
sustainably increase their health and well-being within a supportive community development
framework. It will help to break down barriers between the statutory and community sectors
by creating locally based health and well-being Community Hubs. In addition, CoH-Sync will
explore and utilise novel approaches to health behaviour change, especially in relation to

deprived populations, thereby reducing health inequalities.

The Innovation Recovery (I-Recover) Project, led by the Health Service Executive (HSE) on
behalf of the CAWT Partnership (Co-operation and Working Together (CAWT) Cross Border
Health and Social Care) to improve the quality of mental healthcare provision on both sides of
the border. The project will adopt a collaborative approach to working with people suffering
from mental iliness, where they become partners in their own recovery process. The project,
which will target up to 8,000 participants, represents a radical shift from the medical model of
treatment for people who have experienced mental health issues to a more social model. E-
health solutions will be used in the delivery of the project to enable promotion and continua-
tion of the mental health recovery process. The design of these solutions will be informed by
the views of service users, carers and mental health staff, and be based upon examples of

best practice from other areas.

The Acute Hospitals Services project aims to assess and treat higher volumes of patients
more effectively both in scheduled and unscheduled care pathways through im-
proved/reformed service delivery models on a cross border basis. Scheduled care will focus
on the specialties of dermatology, urology and vascular. Unscheduled care initiatives include
a new advanced community paramedic service, clinical decision unit, community cardiac in-
vestigations and a community geriatrician led service. Innovative technologies will be used
where appropriate to deliver the new services in this project. In addition specialist training for
staff will be delivered. It is planned that 13,000 patients will benefit from these innovative ser-

vices

The Multiple Adverse Childhood Experiences (MACE) Breaking the Cycle Project, led by the
Health Service Executive (HSE), will help transform the lives and provide new opportunities
for up to 3,125 vulnerable families with children aged 0-3 and 11-13 years who are most at
risk from multiple adversities in their lives. The project will engage in early intervention,
providing nurturing and support within their own homes and communities. It will devise and
implement a cross-border framework for the identification and assessment of families at risk
from multiple adverse experiences and deliver a programme of tailored, evidence based, best
practice interventions which reduce risks and minimise the impact of adversity on children and

vulnerable families.

The mPower: Connecting Citizens, Communities and Services Project, led by the Scottish
Centre for Telehealth and Telecare, will assist people in living well, safely and independently

in their own homes, supported by a modernised infrastructure for healthy aging. This will be of
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particular benefit for older people living in isolated rural communities. It will champion a pre-
ventative approach to care, supporting societal change by empowering more people to self-
manage their health and care issues in the community using e-Health solutions.

The Changing Lives Initiative, led by the Clondalkin Behavioural Initiative will focus on the
most disadvantaged areas where, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity (ADHD), prevalence is high-
est. The aim is to develop a common framework across jurisdictions, standardising access,
client screening, referral, training, research, treatment, and post-treatment processes. The

project will target 2,000 vulnerable families.

The Need to Talk (NTT) Project, led by the Royal National Institute of Blind People (RNIB),
will address the social isolation and emotional distress which is often experienced by people
with sight loss, and which is exacerbated in rural isolated areas where people are reliant on
very limited public transport services to access support. In total, over 1,600 people will benefit
from new cross-border initiatives for people with disabilities of all ages who are socially isolat-

ed and 600 from e-Health interventions to support independent living.

Beneficiaries: Health Service Executive (HSE); Health and Social Care Board — Public Health
Agency; Southern Health and Social Care Trust; Western Health and Social Care Trust;
Health Service Executive; and NHS Dumfries and Galloway; National Ambulance Service
(Rol); NI Ambulance Service and the Scottish Ambulance Service; CAWT; TULSA,; Colin
Neighbourhood Partnership; Dundalk Institute of Technology; Louth Leader Partnership; NHS
Highlands Argyll & Bute Social and Health Care Trust; Royal National Institute of Blind People
(RNIB) Scotland and Fighting Blindness Ireland.

Funding: € 53 million

5.3 TIA Process

The territorial impact assessment process leans on desk research as well as expert input in a
workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention logic), the
indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are never attribut-
ed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core element of the
process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section 5.3.3. In this
section, the working steps are described which are undertaken to produce the evidence of the
territorial impact, the elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived thereof are pre-

sented in the following section.

5.3.1 Selection of TOs and TIA area

The financial allocations for the INTERREG A: Cross-border Programme for Territorial Co-
operation 2014-2020, NI, Border Region Rol and Western Scotland is illustrated in Figure 5.4,
INTERREG A: Funding Priorities and Objectives
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The Society SO (4.1) is the entire funding allocation for TO9 at € 53 million, which equates to
22% of the total budget. The selected Environment SO (2.4) of € 20 million, equates to 8% of
the total budget and the selected Economy SO (1.2) of € 16 million, equates to 6% of the total
budget. SOs were selected to ensure the three legged stool approach of the pillars of sus-

tainability.

In continuous consultation with the Managing Authority and following on from advice, the TIA
area of analysis did not include Western Scotland because of the geographic and time re-
quirements for analysing two devolved nations and the Republic of Ireland. The TIA was fo-
cused on the land border region between Northern Ireland and the Republic. The TOs and
SOs were reduced after the Managing Authority emphasised the difficulties of data collection
and in the context of Brexit preparations the possibility of “consultation fatigue” from potential

expert participants.
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Figure 5.4: INTERREG A: Funding Priorities and Objectives

Thematic Objective 1

Strengthening research, technological

development and innovation

INTERREG Cross-Border Programme 2014-2020

€240 million ERDF (plus 15% match funding)
Max 85% intervention rate

Thematic Objective 6

Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting

resource efficiency

Investment Investment

Priority 1a Priority 1b

Enhancing Promoting

research and business

innovation investment in R&I

-~
Specific Specific /Speciﬁc (. Specific & Specific fSpeciﬁc A
Objective 1.1 Objective 1.2 Objective Objective 2.2 Objective Objective
2.1 23 24
To increase To increase the To promote To develop To To
business and number and cross- cross-border improve improve
industry relevant capacity of SMEs border co- co-operation water fresh water
research and engaged in cross- operation to capacity for the quality in quality in
innovation capacity border research facilitate the monitoring and shared cross-
across the region and innovation transitional border
within two target activity in the waters river
sectors; Health region aimed at basins
and Life Sciences the development
and Renewable of new products,
Energies. processes and
services

€45 million € 16 million
(approx) (approx)

Thematic Objective 7

Promoting sustainable
transport and removing
bottlenecks in key network
infrastructures

Specific Objective 3.1

Promote cross-border
intermodal and sustainable
mobility in the cross-border
region

€ 40 million (approx)

\';\ /

Thematic Objective 9
Promoting social
inclusion, combating
poverty and any

discrimination

Priority Axis 4
Health

Specific Objective 4.1

Through collaboration

‘on a cross-border

basis, to improve the
health and well-being of
ople living in the
by enabling
to access quality
and social care
s in the most
iate setting to

Source: SEUPB, Output Indicator Guidance (2016) Available at https://www.seupb.eu/sites/default/files/Outputindicators/IVA_2016-03-

30_IndicatorGuidanceDocumentThemel_2InnovationCapacity.pdf (Last accessed 17/01/19)
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5.3.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the
programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded
through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via
indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

o result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)
e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)
¢ additional indicators developed by each case study tailored to the programme —marked
(A)
The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-
gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-

essary basis for all further assessments made.
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Table 5.1: Finalised Intervention Logic

Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

SO 1.1: SMEs engaged in cross border research and innovation aimed at the development of new products, processes and services

Develop the innovation capability of local
businesses and increase the number of

SMEs actively participating in cross border

research.

No. of enterprises receiving support
(no.1408)

Widen the definition of research institute as
currently too narrow (NB. Only 3 institutes in
border region)

Expand concept of border region as not re-
flected in operations

No. of SMEs collaborating with research
institutes (R)

Target: The percentage of SMEs in the
eligible region involved in research and
innovation cross border collaborations

(22%, no. 223 in 2014 to 33%, no. 676 in

No. of enterprises receiving grants
(no.19)

Increase in CB goods and tradable services

No. of SMEs declaring cross border
exports in goods and services (C)

2023)
No. of enterprises cooperating with re- Maintain and strengthen whole Border Re- Productivity/Growth in the region (A)
search institutions (no. 50) gion Economy
Confirm methods of measurement and moni-
toring for regional economy
No. of enterprises participating in cross- Reduction in threats to free movement of Creation of digital systems for CB work-
border, transnational or interregional capital and labour ers/citizens and employers (C)
research projects (no. 19) Changes in policy and regulations (e.g. Bar-
riers Market)
No. of research institutions participating Increases in CB employment for both newly = Measurement of the diversification in
in cross-border, transnational or interre-  created and maintained SMEs the regional economy (C)
gional research projects (no.5)
No. of enterprises receiving one to one Generation of added value/innovation No. of people undertaking innovation
innovation advice (no. 469) through peer support/networking development workshops/training (C)
Increases in CB partnerships and research
projects
No. of enterprises in receipt of an Innova-
tion Capability Development Programme
(no. 94)
No. of enterprises engaging an Innovation
Intern (no. 70)
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Needs Measures

Effects

Indicators

SO 2.4: To improve freshwater quality in cross-border river basins.

Improve the baseline condition of water Establish citizens water quality monitoring
quality, physical structure and habitat in initiative

a number of cross border river basins to

contribute towards the achievement of

targets relating to good water quality and

ecological status of rivers

Compliance with EU Water Framework and
Drinking Water Directives

Region’s sources of water protected
Improvement of river basin water in border
region

Improvement ecological status of river basin
water in region

Measure of ecological status against
WFD elements (R)

To develop governance structures and No. of farmers on Land Incentive Scheme
procedures for cross border cooperation
(CBC) for wider and longer term outputs

Enhanced cross border cooperation on con-
servation

Improved cross border governance on en-
gagement (technical, community, policy and
national level)

Research results at sites by monitoring
agencies and universities (R)

Harmonise measurement, interpretation  School Education Programme
and community engagement to enable
long term engagement

Increase awareness of water pollution in
region for communities and farmers

Hectares of agricultural land in Incentive
Scheme (R)

Target: Increase percentage of cross Construction of sediment traps/pools
border fresh water bodies in cross border
river basins with good/high quality (WFD

Increased methods of education or enforce-
ment for industry

Reduction in pesticide/fertilizer run off and

Shared water related activities in irri-
gated agriculture use of willow for bio
remediation (willow supply chain) (A)

compliance) developing bank trampling and dredging
Reduction in levels of silt due to tree felling
Restore hectares of land to natural peat- Capacity build local communities Empower- Qualitative feeback from “citizen scien-
land (135 ha) ment of public to participate in improving tists” volunteers (A)
quality of river basin water and encouraging
an on-going legacy beyond project comple-
tion
Water quality improvement projects Improvement of waste water treatment as- No. organisations cooperating across
Install bore holes (no. 51) sets borders post project completion (C)
Upgrade/construct water treatment facili- Restoration of land back to natural peat habi-
ties tats
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SO 4.1: Through collaboration on a cross-border basis, to improve the health and well-being of people living in the region by enabling them to access quality health and social
care services in the most appropriate setting to their needs.

Challenges to meet the needs within a
constrained budget environment. CBC will
contribute towards more efficient delivery
of health care services in the region. CBC
is essential to obtain critical mass and
economies of scale for service delivery.
Supported by combining shared
knowledge, experience and best utilisa-
tion of scare clinical and support skills

Develop new cross-border area interven-
tions to support positive health and well-
being and the prevention of ill health (no.
12)

Increased CBC access and provision of
Healthcare services beyond the life time of
the programme

Primary care and older people services, sup-
porting caring communities and independent
living

Decrease in chronic disease due to early
intervention (A)

Target: No. of episodes of health, com-
munity & social care delivered and the
no. staff trained on a cross-border basis.
(No. 4,700 in 2018 to 41,125 in 2022 -
NB target for 5 of the total 7 projects)

Beneficiaries supported by new cross-
border area initiatives for positive health
and well-being and the prevention of ill
health (no. 15,000)

Promotion of CBC mental and emotional
resilience and recovery

Decrease in prescribed medicines (A)

Develop new cross-border area communi-
ty support services to support disabled
people who are socially isolated (including
the use of web-based information outlin-
ing community assets) (no. 2)

New social model for mental health recovery

Increase in social prescribing (A)

Beneficiaries supported by new cross-
border area initiatives for disabled people
of all ages who are socially isolated (no.
4000)

New models of working, better use of scarce
physical, financial and human resources

Increase in the no. robotic surgical
techniques (R)

Develop a new cross-border area commu-
nity and voluntary sector infrastructure to
support clients who have recovered from
mental illness (including utilisation of e-
health e.g. patient records and support
services) (no. 1)

New technological solutions to healthcare
delivery

Increase in e-Health services (R)

Cross-border area clients in receipt of
mental illness recovery services (no.
8000)

Reduced risks and minimise impact of adver-
sity on children and vulnerable families

No. children cared for near to
home/family (A)

Develop and implement new border area
frameworks for early intervention with
vulnerable families (no. 2)

Increased cohesion and synergy between
Statutory and Voluntary and Community
sectors

Increase in educational attainment (A)

ESPON 2020

235



Needs

Measures

Effects

Indicators

Vulnerable families in receipt of an inter-
vention (no. 5000)

Services supported by interoperability of
patient records

Distance/accessibility to treatment cen-
tre (A)

Establish cross-border frameworks, for
scheduled and unscheduled care streams,
to improve utilisation of scarce human,
physical and financial resources (no. 4)

Reduction in health inequalities with individu-
als and groups becoming more active in their

own health and wellbeing plans

Increase no of treatments made in pa-
tients home (R)

Patients benefitting from scheduled and
unscheduled care streams (no. 15000)

Patients availing of e-health interventions
to support independent living in caring
communities (no. 4500)

Patients availing of a shared cross-border
framework and service for the identifica-
tion, assessment and referral of patients
identified as “at risk” of isolation and
social exclusion (no. 2500)

Number of staff trained (no. 4100)

Develop infrastructure and deliver cross-
border area health care intervention trials
for novel but unproven healthcare inter-
ventions to prevent and cure illness (no.
10)

E-health research and evaluation mecha-
nism for the evaluation of e-health and
m-health solution (no.1)
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5.3.3 Indicators
5.3.3.1 Indicator data

Indicators linked to effects in the intervention logic presented above have been populated with

quantitative data wherever possible. It was aimed to obtain data for the baseline year as close

as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as close as possible to the current year

(2018). In this way, quantitative data for three indicators could be collected. For nineteen indi-

cators, no quantitative data is available so a qualitative assessment in an expert workshop

was conducted. The metadata for these indicators is provided in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Indicators

Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common

Year Year method CBC Indica-
tor (Y/N)

No. of SMEs collaborating with Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

research institutes

No. of SMEs declaring cross Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative Y

border exports in goods and

services

Productivity/Growth in the Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

region

Creation of digital systems for Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative Y

CB workers/citizens and em-

ployers

Measurement of diversification NISRA/CSO 2014 2016 quantitative Y

in the regional economy 2018

No. of people undertaking Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative Y

innovation development work-

shops/training

Measure of ecological status Daera/Catchments.ie 2010 2015 quantitative N

against WFD elements 2015 2018

Research results at sites by Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

monitoring agencies and uni-

versities

Hectares of agricultural land in Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

Incentive Scheme

Shared water related activities Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

in irrigated agriculture use of

willow for bio remediation

(willow supply chain)

Qualitative feeback from “citi- Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

zen scientists” volunteers

No. organisations cooperating Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative Y

across borders post project

completion

Decrease in chronic disease Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

due to early intervention

Decrease in prescribed medi- CSO/HSE 2014 2016 quantitative N

cines 2017

Increase in social prescribing  Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

Increase in the no. robotic Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

surgical techniques

Increase in e-Health services  Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

No. children cared for near to  Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

home/family
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Name Source Baseline Reference Assessment Common
Year Year method CBC Indica-

tor (Y/N)

Increase in educational at- Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

tainment

Distance/accessibility to Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

treatment centre

Increase no of treatments Expert Workshop 2014 2018 qualitative N

made in patients home

The following common CBC indicators are classified by European integration, regional com-

petitiveness and cross border cohesion:

European Integration

¢ Creation of digital systems for CB workers/citizens and employers

¢ No. organisations cooperating across borders post project completion

Regional Competitiveness

¢ No. of SMEs declaring cross border exports in goods and services

No. of patent applications

Cross border Cohesion

¢ No. organisations cooperating across borders post project completion

5.3.3.2 Netimpact determination

Measurement of diversification in the regional economy
No. of people undertaking innovation development workshops/training

No. organisations cooperating across borders post project completion

The indicator data obtained as described above represents a gross value, thus an assess-

ment of how big the net contribution of the programme for each quantitative indicator value

has been conducted based on a “small scale counterfactual” approach. Qualitative interviews

were held with the beneficiaries within the programme who were able to discuss the benefits

and their observations of the programme compared to potential beneficiaries not funded by

the programme. These interviews took place with ten of the original workshop participants

during the second workshop session.

The regional experts discussing territorial impacts were supported by a number of programme

experts who include:

¢ Programme managers with expertise in transnational and interregional programmes in
Northern Ireland, monitoring and evaluation of INTERREG VA and PEACE IV pro-
grammes, application, assessment and implementation of European programmes, cap-
turing of monitoring data and management of projects.
o A Statistician from the Northern Ireland Statistical Research Agency
e An Artist, providing illustration skills for a participation technique called Graphic Record-

ing.

The local experts discussing territorial impacts and indicators for river water quality include:

e a Hydromorphologist, responsible for monitoring the water quality under the EU Water
Framework Directive for Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA);
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e a Professor of Behavioural Biology, and former Special Advisor to the Northern Ireland
Assembly on the Environment and Climate Change Inquiry and current member of the
Northern Ireland Council for Nature Conservation and Countryside, a statutory advisor to
the Department of Environment and Rural Affairs;

e a Senior Engineer, for Donegal County Council, Republic of Ireland, and member of the
Catchment Care project, an activity funded to meet Specific Objective 2.4: To improve
freshwater quality in cross-border river basins. (see page 10), and

¢ a Senior Planner, for Armagh, Banbridge and Craigavon Council (a NUTS 3 region) and
member of the Local Development Plan team working on master planning for the region.

Local experts discussing indicators and territorial impacts on health include:

e Leading members of the development centre that facilitates cross border cooperation
between the health and care sector for both jurisdictions and administrators of European
funded programmes in cross border collaboration. The centre works in partnership with
the Health Service Executive, the Public Health Authority, the Health and Care Trusts
and the Department of Health.

The experts discussing territorial impacts on the economy include:

o Policy Research Manager, from Intertradelreland, an organisation set up over 20 years
ago as part of the Good Friday Agreement to support small and medium sized business-
es in both countries to explore avenues for increased cross border trading. They also
provide a Brexit Advisory Service to help SMEs prepare for the UK withdrawal from the
EU. The organisation is funded by the Department of Business, Enterprise and Innova-
tion (Rol) and the Department for the Economy (NI).

¢ Project Manager, for a funded project “Co-Innovate” which aims to increase the innova-
tion capability of SMEs in the border region and increase the number participating in
cross border research. (the project is led by InterTradelreland , Enterprise Northern Ire-
land, East Border Region and the Local Enterprise Offices in the border counties of Ire-
land)

5.3.3 Impact Assessment Matrix

The results of each working step of the TIA process have been fed into the Impact Assess-
ment Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the
experts taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of
those working step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the
following section is formulated. However, the qualitative approaches for indicator selection or
design is lacking any data for territorial analysis. The funded projects launched at the end of
2017, and the first workshop was at the end of 2018, means there are data gaps. As impacts
are yet to be felt within the different territories. The narrative in section 5.4summarises the

discussions with the experts during both workshops.
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Table 5.3: Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment method Nature of Impact
North Western Neagh Bann
Measure of ecological status against Quantitative Value TO 100 134
WFD elements (see Map 5.3) ValueT1 101 134
Gross impact 1 0

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Justification, notes

In 2015, 50 water bodies had good status, in 2018 this had reduced to 49 for the North Western region. No
change for Neagh Bann

Rol NI
Decrease in prescribed medicines (see Quantitative Value TO 8,922,352 14,505,970
Map 5.7) ValueT1 9,122,719 15,213,034
Gross impact 200,367 707,064

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Justification, notes

In both regions prescription counts have increased calculated by population, this equates to 3.85% increase
for Rol and 2.66% increase for NI

Rol North NI West & South NI
Measurement of diversification in the Quantitative Value TO 1222 345 440
regional economy e.g. No. of Property
SMEs (see Map 5.8) ValueT1 1310 285 575
Gross impact 88 -60 135

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Justification, notes
7% increase Rol; 17% decrease North NI and 31% increase W&S NI

Indicator Assessment method

Nature of Impact NI Rol

Research results at sites by monitoring Qualitative

Magnitude (0-2) 2 2
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Indicator Assessment method Nature of Impact NI Rol
agencies and universities Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT
Justification, notes
In line with the outputs/outcomes of the WFD
Hectares of agricultural land in Incen-  Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) ? ?
tive Scheme Direction against baseline ? ?
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) UNKNOWN
Justification, notes
Grant scheme newly open still taking applicants
Shared water related activities in irri- Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1
gated gg_ricultu_re use of willow _for blo Direction against projected state in absence of programme + +
remediation (willow supply chain)
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ALL
Justification, notes
This is linked to the indicator above as it funds this activity, from local
experience with to pilot schemes
Qualitative feeback from “citizen scien- Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2
tists” volunteers Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ALL
Justification, notes
,Suggestion of experts based on their experience. Requires data collec-
tion at project level
No. organisations cooperating across Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
borders post project completion Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ?
Justification, notes
Depends on the Brexit negotiations
No. of SMEs collaborating with research Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1
institutes Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT

ESPON 2020

241



Indicator

Assessment method

Nature of Impact NI

Rol

Justification, notes

Programme launched at the end of 2017, local experts assume this will
increase

No. of SMEs declaring cross border Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1
exports in goods and services Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT
Justification, notes
Depends on outcome of Brexit negotiations
Productivity/Growth in the region Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ?
Justification, notes
The effects are measured at a local level, at the regional level this will
be difficult to discern from other wider impacts
Depends on Brexit negotiations
Creation of digital systems for CB Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
workers/citizens and employers Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ?
Justification, notes
Regional investment decisions on hold until Brexit negotiations are
finalised
No. of people undertaking innovation Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2
development workshops/training Direction against baseline
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT
Justification, notes
Workshops are first stage in capacity building SMEs for further R&I
activity
Decrease in chronic disease due to Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1
early intervention Direction against baseline + +

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ALL
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Indicator Assessment method Nature of Impact NI Rol
Justification, notes
The programme increases the number of initiatives for early interven-
tion; local experts predict a decrease
Increase in social prescribing Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1
Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT
Justification, notes
Programme provides for additional funding for social prescriptions. Pilot
study
Increase in the no. robotic surgical Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
techniques Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) MED/LT
Justification, notes
Still awaiting purchase of equipment
Increase in e-Health services Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1 1
Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ALL
Justification, notes
ITC infrastructure investment by government required
No. children cared for near to Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 1
home/family Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) MED/LT
Justification, notes
Local experts predict this will increase with the programme funding
Increase in educational attainment Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
Direction against baseline + +

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) ME/LT

Justification, notes

The local experts link this indicator to the number of children care for
near to home, still to be analysed
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Indicator Assessment method Nature of Impact NI Rol
Distance/accessibility to treatment Qualitative Magnitude (0-2) 2 2
centre Direction against baseline + +
Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT
Justification, notes
Deep uncertainty due to outcome of Brexit negotiations
Increase no of treatments made in Qualitative Magnitude (0-2)
patients home Direction against baseline + +

Temporal distribution (short/medium/long term) SHORT

Justification, notes
Directly linked to funding, which enables home visits

ESPON 2020

244



5.4 Territorial Impact Assessment

5.4.1 Summary of main findings

The programme is mid-term which means the impact of the funding is still to be realised.
Generally between the baseline date of 2014 to current date of analysis 2018 there have
been many positive developments which the experts discussed during the workshops, these
discussions are outlined in this section. However, the health of the river water quality has
decreased in the North Western region and remained the same in the Neagh Bann region.
For the health and social care objective, rates of medical prescribing have increased in both
jurisdictions, but higher in Rol. For the health of the economy, the numbers of SMEs have
increased for all types of business activity in Rol and the West and South of NI, however, the
North of Northern Ireland has been the most effected by decreases in the numbers and types
of SME activity. The biggest decreases in ITC, finance and insurance, and profession, scien-

tific and technical categories.

5.4.2 Impact on the regions

The regional distribution of impacts are discussed here based on each selected strategic ob-
jective within the wider themes of environment and improving the freshwater quality in cross
border river basins; society and improving the health and wellbeing of people living in the
region with access to quality health and social care; and the economy and the SMEs engaged

with cross border research and innovation for new products, processes and services.

SO: 2.1 To improve freshwater quality in cross-border river basins

There are three river basins that cross the border area of Northern Ireland and the Republic
known as the International River Basins District see Map 5.2. The basin district wholly situat-
ed in Northern Ireland is the “North Eastern”, the two covering the border area are the North
Western and Neagh Bann (used for targeted analysis). The River Management Plans for the
basins seek to satisfy the aims of the EU Water Framework Directive (WFD) that the ecologi-

cal and chemical status of the water bodies are classified as “good”.

Through a process of regular monitoring, the status of the river water quality in the North
Western basin is shown to have decreased in quality with a water body moving from “high

quality” to “moderate” quality see Figure 5.5.

The indicator selected by local experts “Measure of ecological status against WFD elements”,
used the data from Figure 5.5, to illustrate impacts on the border region at NUTS 3 level of
analysis see Map 5.3. The map uses the traffic light system (green — improved, amber — no
change and red — worsen) to highlight no change in quality over a three year period for the
Neagh Bann River District and a decrease in quality for one water body from “high” status to

“moderate”.
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Map 5.2: River Basin Districts in Northern Ireland

Source: Northern Ireland Environment Agency (2018)

Figure 5.5: NI River Quality (2015-2018)
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Source: NI Department of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Affairs (2018) Water Framework Statistics
Report*3

4 Available at https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/daera/NIEA%20-
%20WFD%?20Statistics%20Report%202018.pdf (last accessed 20/01/19)
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Map 5.3: Map of River Water Quality (2015-2018)
River Water Quality 2015-2018
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Origin of data: Northern Ireland Environmental Agency, 2018
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Source adapted from DAERA (2018)** (For illustrative purposes)

As the targeted analysis is based on NUTS 3, this does not correlate accurately with the In-
ternational River Basin Districts which are used to collate and report on monitoring data. For
the purposes of this case study the Northern Ireland NUTS 3 border areas are used as a
proxy for the Neagh Bann River Basin and the Republic of Ireland NUTS 3 border area as a
proxy for the North Western River Basin. The map for decision making purposes would have
been greatly improved at a lower level of analysis for the indicator (Map 5.4), where each river
has been colour coded with its WFD status. The data mapped in this way illustrates issues of
concern in Craigavon (Neagh Bann RB), classified as bad status and (London) Derry (North

Western RB) and Monaghan (Neagh Bann RB) with rivers classified as poor status.

44 Available at https://www.daera-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/daera/NIEA%20-
%20WFD%?20Statistics%20Report%202018.pdf
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Map 5.4: Measure of Ecological Status of Rivers against WFD elements (2010-2016)*°
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Source: Adapted from Source to Tap (2019) Available at https://www.sourcetotap.eu/explore/ (Last ac-
cessed 20/01/19)

In discussion with local experts during the workshops it was important to note that the year
2018 is mid-point in the implementation of the Water Framework Directive (transposed in
2003) second cycle, the current River Basin Management plans last until 2021 and the final
cycle completes in 2027. The reasons for the worsening situation in the North Western river
basin and the lack of improvement for the Neagh Bann River Basin were given by the experts
as mainly due to the altered regulations in water quality directives rather than any ‘real’
change in water quality. However, local experts also discussed issues of rural diffuse pollution
or non-point source of pollution. This means it is difficult to identify the polluting origin from a
multiple of potential sources to enforce mitigation measures. In the rural border area of
Rol/NI, polluting sources include run-off from agricultural land and silt from quarrying, mining
and construction industries. In NI this is compounded by an old sewerage infrastructure that
collects both sewerage and storm water, so during times of heavy rainfall, capacity is exceed-
ed and untreated water floods rivers and other water bodies.

During the workshop indicators relating to enforcement through fines, revoking of licences
and or criminal court hearings were discussed. However, experts thought these did not work

as mitigation options because of the difficulty in policing and evidencing the source of pollu-

“ WFD River Status Rol (2010-2012) EPA and WFD River Status NI (2016) NIEA
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tion. This was compounded by successive convictions (56 relevant*®) in civil court, against the
water utilities company NI Water, who have been served numerous enforcement fines. NI
Water defends itself by confirming £ 500 million investment into the built water infrastructure
over the last three years, changes to monitoring practices, improvements in emergency re-
sponse rates and urge for a change in consumer behaviour for the disposal of waste prod-

ucts.47 48

The local experts proposed the indicators “research results at sites by monitoring agencies
universities” and “qualitative feedback from citizen scientists volunteers”, which are closely
related to the indicator “Measure of ecological status against WFD elements”. These addi-
tional indicators on water quality monitoring were viewed as important sources of information
especially within a context of austerity measures, budgetary cuts, restructuring of government

departments and Brexit future planning.

The Ireland River Basin Management Plan (2018-2021, p. 10) finds the biggest pressures on
water bodies and water quality comes from agriculture, dumping, forestry, industry and do-
mestic waste water treatment systems. The experts selected indicators that address these

environmental pressures.

Indicators — “Measure of ecological status against WFD elements” and “research results
at sites by monitoring agencies and universities”

The border area river monitoring programme is undertaken by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) in Rol and in the Northern Ireland by NIEA. To meet the WFD, monitoring ar-
rangements have changed to a river basin monitoring approach which separates surveillance
(ongoing at agreed sites), operational (at risk sites with increased frequency) and investiga-
tive (responsive to accidental impacts) monitoring. The EPA has overall responsibility for Rol,
but delegates monitoring to other public bodies including:

e Local Authorities — Six border region local authorities in Rol, for example, Donegal
County Council has a chemistry and microbiology laboratory that monitors water quality
as required by all relevant environmental legislation.

¢ Inland Fisheries Ireland — monitoring fish fauna in all types of water bodies with over 300
sites on three year rolling programmes. There are two surveillance sites on the Interna-
tional border; Monaghan, Blackwater River and Swanlinbar River.

o National Parks and Wildlife Service — part of the Department of Culture, Heritage and the
Gaeltacht, a statutory consultee on matters of habitats and species conservation for na-
tional parks, protected sites, nature reserves, and awards permits and licences

e Waterways Ireland — is a cross border agency that manages and maintains the inland
navigable waterways aiming to increase use for leisure activities.

4 The Irish News 07/06/18 https://www.irishnews.com/news/2018/06/08/news/ni-water-fined-40-000-for-
a-pollution-into-moyola-1350592/

47 The Belfast Telegraph 04/06/18 https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/northern-
ireland-water-pleads-guilty-to-river-pollution-charge-36975079.html

4 BBC News 19/09/18 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-northern-ireland-45571570
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e The Marine Institute — . state agency for marine research undertaking activities that in-
clude: aquaculture; fisheries and ecosystems; fish health and seafood safety; marine
environment; oceanography; shipping, maritime and ports, and seabed mapping.

e Catchments.ie — Catchment Science and Management Unit led by the EPA, working with
local authorities, government bodies and local communities to ensure integrated catch-
ment management. There are seven catchment areas in the border region of the Rol.

The NIEA, have a water pollution management team of Environmental Health and Water
Quality officers who act as monitoring field officers within the areas of pollution prevention,
pollution response, and enforcement and prosecution. The team are supported by monitoring
officers working for the:

¢ the Loughs Agency — a cross border agency set up to manage and maintain the Carling-
ford (south east) and Foyle (north west) Catchment areas both of which cross the inter-
national border. The agency aims to protect and conserve freshwater habitats, fishing,
aquaculture and increase marine tourism for both commercial and leisure uses of the
Lough catchment areas.

e The Rivers Agency — part of the Department of Infrastructure deals with rivers and flood-
ing, river maintenance, flood risk, drainage, reservoirs, Lough water levels, asset renew-
als, and river restoration, enhancement and conservation.

The breadth of monitoring data available in relation to improving river water quality means that
the indicators selected are unable to illustrate the regional distribution of impacts. This would

have been improved by using a specific WFD element, research result or cross border river.

Indicator — “No. organisations cooperating across borders post project completion”

The diverse range of institutions involved in cross border monitoring of river water quality,
some of which have been established for twenty years as part of the Good Friday (Belfast)
Agreement emphasised the importance for the experts of selecting a cross border cohesion
indicator. The concern here was not a lack of cooperation post project completion, but threats
to collaborative working post Brexit negotiations and further threats to lack of compliance with
EU Environmental legislation. Impacting negatively on cross border governance and ultimate-
ly threatening conservation of and improvements to the ecological status of the river basin
water quality in the region. Weaknesses in current governance were discussed with reference
to the absence of the Northern Ireland Assembly, for over a year, due to a breakdown in pow-

er sharing between the two main political parties Sinn Fein and Democratic Ulster Party.

Indicator — “qualitative feedback from citizen scientists volunteers”

Citizen Scientists is a method of participation that encourages scientists to work with public
volunteers to collate data, in this case for monitoring river water quality. A funded activity
“Source2Tap” (see section 5.2.3) covers the Erne and Derg River Catchment areas in the
North Western River Basin on the international border. The environmental pressures relate to
contaminants from agriculture, forestry and industry. The project aims to promote catchment
management in the area with the effects of capacity building local communities and empower-
ing the public to participate in improving the quality of river water and build a legacy once the

project completes. The catchment management approach is administered by the charity, The
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Rivers Trust (RT) which covers all of the UK and the island of Ireland. Along the border there
are four trusts: Inishowen RT; Strule Tributaries RT; River Blackwater Catchment RT and
Erme RT. Each trust’s key objective is to raise public awareness of the natural environment
through volunteering activities in conservation and protection. For example on the River
Blackwater, volunteers have removed invasive fauna like Japanese Knotweed, built otter

holts, cleared rubbish from the riverbed and improved access to the river.

Indicator — “Hectares of agricultural land in Incentive Scheme” and “Shared water related
activities in irrigated agriculture use of willow for bio remediation (willow supply chain)”

Key environmental pressures originate from agricultural and forestry practices such as fertiliz-
er and pesticide run off and increase in silt levels due to tree felling. The experts discussed
the funded project “The Land Incentive Scheme”, in the River Derg cross border catchment
area. Grants are available to farming landowners in the area wishing to reduce the amount of
herbicides released into the water by modifying their farming practices. This could include:
herbicide and pesticide control and rush management; protection of watercourses from stock
and alternative drinking points; reductions in surface flow across farms and peatland man-
agement #° The grant scheme closed in summer 2018 and outcomes of the scheme are still to
be measured. The use of willow for bio remediation, in irrigated agriculture was developed by
the NI government’s Agri-Food and Biosciences Institute. There is approximately 1,000%° hec-
tares growing across NI. A native species that as fuel creates a sustainable source of renew-
able energy contributes to reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, a multi-functional crop that
can also offer bioremediation of agricultural waste such as effluents and sludges. The experts
discussed the willow supply chain as an indicator for regional impacts looking to the market
for economic returns. However, as willow is multi-functional crop the sale of willow alone or
mapping of crops would not provide data on willow used for bio remediation. Data instead
could be sourced on grant applicants who use funding to change farming practices to include

the use of willow crops in bio remediation.

Society, SO 4.1: Through collaboration on a cross-border basis, to improve the
health and well-being of people living in the region by enabling them to access
quality health and social care services in the most appropriate setting to their
needs.

Local experts discussing indicators and territorial impacts on health include:

e Leading members of the development centre that facilitates cross border cooperation
between the health and care sector for both jurisdictions and administrators of European
funded programmes in cross border collaboration. The centre works in partnership with
the Health Service Executive, the Public Health Authority, the Health and Care Trusts
and the Department of Health.

4 Source to Tap (2018) Land Incentive Scheme Handbook available at https://www.sourcetotap.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2018/11/STT1-Land-Incentive-Scheme-Handbook-updated261118.pdf

%0 McCraken, A.R. & Walsh, L. (2010) Developments in SRC Willow R & D in Northern Ireland, UK Afbi-
ni.gov.uk
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In NI, there are six Health and Social Care Trusts (Map 5.5), the border trusts are Western
HSCT and Southern HSCT. The sixth trust is the Ambulance Service which covers all of NI.
The trusts manage hospitals, health centres, residential homes and other health and social

care facilities.

Map 5.5: Location of Health and Social Care Trusts, NI
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In Rol there are four Health Service areas, in the border region these are Dublin North-East

and West.
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Map 5.6: Location of Health Service Executive Administration Areas, Rol
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In 1992, the border trusts in the NI and Rol signed the Ballyconnell Agreement to provide
ongoing collaboration between the two jurisdictions in terms of added value to health and
social care provision. The development unit named “Cooperation and Working Together”
(CAWT) promotes sharing of working practices, technology, removing barriers to mobility,
sharing of data and influencing policy makers in both countries. CAWT secured funding from
the INTERREG VA in 2017, for five projects (see section 5.2.3) which aim to improve the
health and wellbeing of people in the border region by providing services in locations best

suited to their needs.

For data collection purposes the administrative boundaries for health and social care in the
two countries is not directly comparable to NUTS 3 classification. For the purposes of the
targeted analysis in NI the Southern HSCT has been used as a proxy for NUTS regions: New-
ry, Mourne & Down; Armagh, Banbridge & Craigavon and Mid Ulster. The Western HSCT, as
a proxy for Derry & Strabane, and Femanagh & Omagh. In Rol, Dublin North-East HSE and
West HSE have been used as a proxy for Rol NUTS 3 border region.

The local experts discussed the creation of appropriate measures, indicators and metrics for
their discipline. The effects and trends they wished to see, to improve decision making, would
be based on the individual rather than territory. For example, an individual (identified by
health condition, gender, age, ethnicity etc) may live in place a, work in place b, and receive
treatment in place c. The impacts from a change in lifestyle on health may take a nhumber of
years to unfold, therefore territorial impacts are less informative. They also confirmed that

meticulous data exists within discreet and varied health disciplines, often paper based, sub-
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ject to patient confidentiality and ethical rules on access and circulation. The Royal College of
Paediatrics and Child Health (RCPCH) recommend in their report on the State of Child Health
in Northern Ireland (2017) that they call,
“for richer and more consistent data capture so that information is comparable across
the UK. The amount and quality of data readily available from Northern Ireland was sig-
nificantly less than the other UK nations. There is an urgent need to measure health
metrics, services, processes and outcomes more reliably and consistently.” (RCPCH,
2017 p. 5)

It is hoped that the funded e-health solutions will assist with the interoperability of patient data

over the two jurisdictions.

Indicators — “decrease in prescribed medicines” and “increase in social prescribing”

The experts viewed the indicator “decrease in prescribed medicines” as closely linked to “in-
crease in social prescribing”. In Map 5.7, Percentage Change in Prescription Counts by Popu-
lation (2014-2017). The figure illustrates an increase in prescription counts in both countries
over a two and three year period, but the increase was higher in Rol. Over a ten year period
Ireland has witnessed increases in the prescribing of opioids, anti-depressants and anti-
anxiety drugs, which has been linked to weaknesses in healthcare system (long waiting lists
for surgery whilst suffering painful conditions), improving mental health care services (more
patients use services) and reliance on traditional medical approaches for mental health issues
(lack of social prescribing)®152. Although not as high an increase in NI, it has steadily increased
over a three year period for the same reasons including patients building tolerance and requir-
ing stronger prescriptions.>® In addition to this is the concept of “Troubles Trauma”, a form of
Post- Traumatic Stress Disorder, due to the legacy of the 30-year conflict in the border re-

gion.%*

51 https://www.irishtimes.com/news/health/broken-health-care-system-to-blame-for-huge-rise-in-opioid-
use-say-gps-1.3380432

%2 https://www.thejournal.ie/ireland-antidepressant-anxiety-medicine-prescriptions-4157452-Aug2018/

%3 https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/health/addiction-to-prescription-drugs-in-northern-ireland-at-
epidemic-levels-36718064.html

% https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/news/northern-ireland/more-than-200000-people-are-struggling-
daily-to-cope-with-troubles-trauma-says-expert-36009352.html
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Map 5.7: Percentage Change in Prescription Counts by Population (2014-2017)
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Source Adapted from CSO (2017) and HSCNI (2018)%° (for illustrative purposes)

To achieve promotion of cross-border area mental and emotional resilience and recovery,
social prescribing will be trialled as an alternative to pharmaceutical prescriptions. Social pre-
scribing is a system that allows GPs to refer patients to voluntary and community services.
For example a patient may be suffering mental ill health from the effects of loneliness, social
exclusion or the impacts of austerity measures on benefit payments causing financial hard-
ship. Medical prescribing and reliance on health professionals can be reduced by referring
individuals to new support networks for example, housing and welfare advice, sports and arts
classes, volunteering opportunities and meaningful occupation. This offers a new social mod-
el for mental health recovery, but is in its infancy. Data collection for the purposes of this tar-
geted analysis is also constrained by patient confidentiality issues. In the future, the data
could be collected from referring GPs or the voluntary and community sector groups that ac-

cept referrals, mapped and compared to any decrease in prescription counts.

Indicator — “Decrease in chronic disease due to early intervention”
Chronic diseases are long term illnesses such as diabetes, cancer and Alzheimer’s, which
require long term health plans and increase the burden on acute health funding and services.

% Available from https://www.cso.ie/px/pxeirestat/Statire/SelectVarVal/saveselections.asp and
http://www.hscbusiness.hscni.net/services/1806.htm

ESPON 2020 255


https://www.cso.ie/px/pxeirestat/Statire/SelectVarVal/saveselections.asp

With increases in an aging population, numbers of chronic diseases are rising. Early interven-
tion, helps reduce health inequalities with individuals and groups becoming more active in
their own health and wellbeing plans. Early intervention offers a multi-disciplinary approach to
care packages which include for example, education, outreach or peripatetic services, tele-
phone or e-solutions and care in the community. The effect of increasing early interventions,
will be to reduce the call on for example hospital facilities as people are treated in their homes
or in primary care settings. Territorially, chronic diseases can be mapped, but it is too early in

the programme to compare this to early intervention approaches.

Indicator — Increase in the no. robotic surgical techniques/Increase in e-Health services
New technological solutions to healthcare delivery are to be offered to the people of the bor-
der region. Currently the only robotic arm is located in Belfast which by the end of 2018 had
begun offering treatment to patients suffering from prostate cancer. Previously patients would
have had to travel to England to receive similar treatment. The number of patients from the
border area receiving robotic surgical techniques can be mapped, but at the time of writing
this was too early to analyse.

Increase in e-Health solutions, will assist with the effective sharing of medical records and
other patient data for treatment and data analysis purposes. E-health strategies also include
technological solutions for booking medical appointments, ordering prescriptions online, offer-
ing quality information for self-care and increase capacity for peripatetic working. This strate-
gy is linked to investment in broadband infrastructure and connectivity in the border region.
Ofcom, the communications regulator has criticised Northern Ireland’s government and indus-
try leaders for the lack of performance in broadband and mobile connectivity. This is particu-
larly poor in the rural border areas like Newry, Mourne and Down, Mid Ulster and Omagh and
Fermanagh, the latter where one in five premises are unable to get a service.®® The strategy
to improve connectivity is currently underway.

Indicator — “No. children cared for near to home/family/Increase in educational attain-
ment”

The experts want to reduce risks and minimise impact of adversity on children and vulnerable
families. In Northern Ireland, child health is one of the poorest in Western Europe, with 23%57
of children living in poverty. Health services are seeing an increase in obesity, mental health
issues, alcohol and drug dependency and suicide rates. A new children’s hospital is under
construction in Belfast, saving travelling from the border region to England or Dublin for
treatment. However, the experts emphasised the need for prevention, early intervention and

the benefits of this occurring in or close to a child’s home. The impact of this approach could

% https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/business/northern-ireland/patchy-broadband-hitting-northern-
ireland-investment-hopes-37639478.html

5 https://www.rcpch.ac.uk/resources/policy-response-northern-ireland-state-child-health-report-
2017#_1-tailor-the-health-system-to-meet-the-needs-of-children-young-people-their-parents-and-carers
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be measured territorially, by increases in educational attainment for those children receipt of

home healthcare.

Indicator — “Distance/accessibility to treatment centre/Increase no of treatments made in
patients home”

As with child health care in or near the home, adult home care reduces the burden on waiting
lists, supports independent living, offers a new model of working and a better use of scarce
physical, financial and human resources, and increase patient satisfaction. However, not all
treatments can be made in patients home, so the distances and accessibility of an appropri-
ate treatment centre becomes an important indicator especially for those living in the border
region. The experts discussed how crucial the common travel area rights and privileges be-
tween the two countries are in terms of health care provision. In light of Brexit, the threat to
freedom of movement for UK and Irish citizens living in the region is of great concern. The
Good Friday Agreement and the Northern Ireland peace process has meant healthcare provi-
sion and protection of public health has been developed between the two countries through
various service arrangements for the sharing of emergency, routine and planned healthcare
services over many years. The example was given of a patient in the border region suffering a
heart attack and in need of a coronary stent, has a 90 minute window for the procedure. Un-
der current arrangements that patient can be taken by ambulance to cardiology services in
Donegal, five miles way or to Belfast, 60 miles away which is a 90 minute journey by road. If
Brexit changes administrative systems, clinical collaborative relationships, the recognition of
qualifications, the continuity of supply of medical goods and drugs, operating procedures,

responses to major emergency situations; then lives will be at risk.

Economy, SO 1.1: SMEs engaged in cross border research and innovation aimed
at the development of new products, processes and services.
The experts discussing territorial impacts on the economy include:

¢ Policy Research Manager, from Intertradelreland, an organisation set up over 20 years
ago as part of the Good Friday Agreement to support small and medium sized business-
es in both countries to explore avenues for increased cross border trading. They also
provide a Brexit Advisory Service to help SMEs prepare for the UK withdrawal from the
EU. The organisation is funded by the Department of Business, Enterprise and Innova-
tion (Rol) and the Department for the Economy (NI).

¢ Project Manager, for a funded project “Co-Innovate” which aims to increase the innova-
tion capability of SMEs in the border region and increase the number participating in
cross border research. (the project is led by InterTradelreland , Enterprise Northern Ire-
land, East Border Region and the Local Enterprise Offices in the border counties of Ire-
land)

In Europe, a SME is defined as a company that has less than 250 employees: a medium
sized company, less than 250 employees and a turnover not exceeding € 50 million or a bal-
ance sheet less than € 43 million; a small size company less than 50 employees, turnover

under € 10 million or a balance sheet under € 10 million and a micro business has less than
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10 employees, a turnover under € 2 million or a balance sheet under € 2 million%8. The trade
between Rol and NI is extensive, the value of goods traded South to North in 2016 was
€ 1.65 billion, whilst North to South trade was € 1.05 billion.5® The total number of firms by

size and country is outlined in Table 5.4

Table 5.4: Number of SMEs on the Island of Ireland (2018)

All firms on island of Size of Firm Total
Ireland 0-9 10-49 50-249 +250

Total No. Firms (NI) 38,799 10,285 1,260 245 50,589
% by Size (NI) 76.7% 20.3% 2.5% 0.5% 100%
Total No. Firms (RoI) 179,971 13,238 2,382 417 190,008
% by Size (Rol) 91.6% 7.0% 1.3% 0.2% 100%

Source Adapted from Intertradelreland (2018, p. 16) Export Participation and Performance of firms
across the island of Ireland

The table shows the importance of SMEs to both Rol/NI economies, with both predominantly
shaped by micro businesses especially in the Rol at 92%, and in NI at 77%, the latter also
reporting high levels of small businesses at 20%. Due to the importance of SMEs to both
countries, support is available to encourage cross border research and innovation for new
products, processes and services which will be vital to protect against any vulnerabilities aris-
ing from ifiwhen/how the UK leaves the EU Customs Union and Single Market and the

changes it will mean for the trading relationship between the UK and the EU.

The experts discussing the methods of measurement and monitoring for the regional econo-
my wanted to examine the types of business activities SMEs undertake in the border area.
This would enable an understanding of the territorial impacts on increases in employment for
new and maintained jobs and an illustration of the investment and access to SME growth
funding in the region. They proposed the indicator “Measurement of the diversification in the

regional economy’.

Indicator — “Measurement of the diversification in the regional economy”

Map 5.8 shows the percentage change in business count by activity. The data uses NACE,
which is a European statistical classification system for business activities. This data was
available at NUTS 3 for NI (pre 2017 reorganisation, see Map 5.10), but not for the Rol. The
data for the purposes of the territorial impact for Rol shows all SMEs in Rol over a shorter
time period (2014-2016), but does not include the category “agriculture, forestry and fishing”
as this is calculated separately. Difficulties arose in using mapping to illustrate the variety of

business types, means the map illustrates just one type of business — Property®® SMEs as an

%8 OECD (2005) Glossary of Terms available at https://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=3123 last ac-
cessed 20/01/19

59 Intertradelreland (2018)

¢ Property (or real estate activities) within NACE classification means buying and selling of freehold
property; renting and operating of leased property; managing property, and estate agent activities.
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example. The traffic light system of red, amber and green has been used to illustrate the de-
crease in the number of property SMEs in the northern end of the international border by 17%
between 2014-2018, but also shows a significant increase in the number of property SMEs in

the southern end of the international border by 31% during the same period.5!

Map 5.8: Percentage Change in Business County by Activity (Property)
Percentage Change in Business Counts by Activity (Property)

= -17% decrease in property
- SMEs (2014-2018)

= 31% increase in property -
SMEs (2014-2018)

7% increase in property -
all firms (2014-2016)

ESPlN - © ESPON, 2019 100 km

Territorial level: NUTS3 (version 2013)

Source: Espon CBC TIA, 2019

Origin of data: Irish Central Statistics Office and Office of National Statistics, 2018
Eurostat for administrative boundaries

Source adapted from CSO (2018) and ONS (2018) (for illustrative purposes)

The percentage changes in property related activities is strongly linked to the wider territorial
effects of the increases in the construction industry, rises in house prices and mortgage lend-
ing. The construction sector reported a 5.5% increase in private sector new build residential
housing across NI in 2018.52 Northern Ireland historically has the cheapest house prices in
the UK. The number of first time buyers has increased with relatively low interest and inflation
rates, and the lowest unemployment rate in the UK, even though there is a background of
uncertain political and economic conditions. Simultaneously, decreases in SME property
companies can be linked to housing shortages especially with the number of first time buyers

being at its highest in a decade and the patchy broadband connectivity in the region meaning

61 The location of an SME is based on where the headquarters are registered rather than from where
the enterprise operates.

& https://www.belfasttelegraph.co.uk/business/northern-ireland/increase-in-number-of-new-houses-
drives-5-5-surge-in-ni-construction-output-37722601.html
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buyers are pulling out of deals.® Nationally, High Street estate agents are in decline as online
competitors undercut commission rates and the law has changed to ban letting fees to pro-
spective tenants impacting on estate agents profit margins. In Rol, the steady increase in
property SME activity relates in part to an increase in demand for commercial premises linked

to a favourable corporate tax rate and increasing demands for residential properties.

Indicator — “Productivity/Growth in the region”
The experts discussed the best way to measure the strength of the border region economy in
light of SMEs innovation activity. With particular reference to policies and regulations that may
hinder or increase productivity for example, barriers to market entry. They selected productivi-
ty/growth to provide a quantitative link between productivity and innovation. Innovation here is
as defined by the OECD
“is the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (goods or service), or
process, a new marketing method, or a new organisational method in business practic-

es, workplace organisation or external relations” (Hall, 2011 p.5)%4

However, innovation surveys and researchers tend to use share of sales for products (goods
and services) as the innovation measure. At its simplest, productivity is the ratio between
goods and services and, labour, capital and materials. Productivity growth can be measured
in a number of ways at business or national levels; commonly used are multifactor productivi-
ty and labour productivity. Multifactor, is the efficiency of labour and capital when used in the
production process. Labour productivity, is the output per employee over a given time. Figure
5.6show SME productivity growth for the NUTS 3 regions (prior to reorganisation) of NI from
2014-2017.

Figure 5.6: Percentage Increase in Productivity Growth for SMEs in NI (2014-2017)

SME % Productivity Growth NI (2014-2017) by NUTS 3

NORTH NI (BORDER) 102

OUTER BELFAST
WEST AND SOUTH OF NI (BORDER) 11,0
EAST OF NI
BELFAST
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Source adapted from Enterprise Research Centre (2018)%°

& http://lwww.irishnews.com/business/2018/06/12/news/why-sustainability-is-key-to-northern-ireland-s-
housing-market-1351806/

& Hall, B.H. (2011) Using Productivity Growth as an Innovation Indicator European Commission
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Productivity growth in job creating SMEs in Belfast is the highest in the UK during 2014-2017,
with the UK average at 8.4%. Reasons for the success have been reported as early years
growth with SMEs reaching £ 1 million turnover growth faster than employment growth within
their first three years ERC (2018). Experts regarded the geographic mapping of productivity
growth as an effective way to analyse impacts for funding decision making and the health of
the border region economy . At the time of writing, comparable data from Rol was not readily
available for targeted analysis.

Indicator — “No. of SMEs declaring cross border exports in goods and services”

Local experts felt there was a lack of understanding of the concept of border region for the is-
land of Ireland, which was being reflected in SME operations. That is, the likelihood of collabora-
tion depending on the distance from the border. After a generation of the peace process, there
are no discernible signifiers to determine which country you are in. Experts report that road
signs stating “Welcome to Northern Ireland” were erected by local government, but were quickly
vandalised or removed by residents. Figure 5.7 illustrates how the road signs in both Gaelic and
English, are the only reference to crossing the invisible border from Northern Ireland to Republic
of Ireland. At Lifford Bridge the border runs through the middle of the River Foyle.

Figure 5.7: The Invisible International Border at the River Foyle, Rol/NI (2019)

»* . 4%

(top left clockwise) Crossing the
Lifford Bridge over the River Foyle
one mile from the town of '
Strabane. The international border ' -
runs through the middle of the
river. Road signs in English and
Gaelic

Source: Authors own (11/01/19)

% Available from https://www.enterpriseresearch.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/180604-ERC-
conference-news-release-Dashboard-NORTHERN-IRELAND.pdf (last accessed 01/02/19)
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There are 208 border crossings (roads, paths and dirt tracks) along the 500 km (310 miles)
partition. This includes sections of the motorway linking Dublin to Belfast where the carriage-
way is in a different country depending on your direction of travel.%¢ To indicate the territorial
effects of this, the experts selected an indicator to show increases in cross border SME goods

and services.

Clarification is offered by Northern Ireland Statistical Research Agency (NISRA) on what is
counted as a cross border delivery for their Cross Border Supply Chain Report (2015/2016),
“Trade in goods and associated services by NI businesses registered for VAT or PAYE

o NI export to Ireland — from a NI business to an IE business or household...

e NI import from Ireland — from an IE business to a NI business...” (NISRA, 2018 p.3)¢”
Cross border (land) deliveries do not include movement of goods within NI or Rol for example
Fermanagh to Newry (NI) via Monaghan (Rol) or Donegal to Dublin (Rol) via Armagh (NI).
From their survey they estimate registered businesses made 758,000 cross border export
deliveries to Rol in 2016 worth £ 3.4 billion and 410,000 import deliveries from the Rol worth
£ 2 billion in 2015 (NISRA, 2018 p.2). They also found that the majority of cross border trade
was undertaken by micro (33%) and small businesses (74%) (NISRA, 2018 p. 6). Threats to
the current freedom of movement of capital because of the UK Exit from the EU will also im-
pact upon labour. NISRA calculated 110 million people crossing the border in 2016: 14%
heavy goods vehicles; 7% regular commuters for work and study; 5% overnight tourism trips,
and 74% including business trips; visiting friends & family; shopping; day trips (tourism); med-

ical treatment; travelling to an airport.®®

Indicator — “Creation of digital systems for CB workers/citizens and employers”

A strategic priority for both countries is to improve digital systems in the rural border region.
The Irish government have committed € 175 million towards their national broadband plan
which aims to give everyone access in Rol to at least 30 Mbps (superfast) broadband by
2020. The NI government have given £ 60 million in subsidies to service provider British Tele-
com for broadband connectivity. This has be used to lever in a cocktail of match funding. This
has led to a lack of transparency and confusion as to where and how the money has been
used (ICBAN, 2017, p 4) as connectivity remains patchy especially in the border region. As
part of the confidence and supply election agreement with the Conservative government and
the DUP, the NI Assembly have committed a further £ 150 million for broadband investment

for 2017-2019.%° The funding aims to ensure up to 100,000 premises currently without super-

% https://www.irishtimes.com/news/ireland/irish-news/ireland-has-208-border-crossings-officials-from-
north-and-south-agree-1.3474246

5 NISRA (2018) Cross Border Supply Chain Report (2015/16) Available from
https://www.nisra.gov.uk/sites/nisra.gov.uk/files/publications/SCS_JUNE2018_FINAL.pdf

% NISRA (2019) Available from https://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/eu-exit-analysis-publications

% |CBAN (2017, p2) Towards an All Fibre Access Network Available from http://icban.com/site/wp-
content/uploads/2018/03/Towards-an-All-Fibre-Access-Network-Proposals-for-the-%C2%A3150-million-
funding-20.10.17.pdf
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fast broadband a service. The importance of broadband connectivity for SMEs in the border
region is well researched as a barrier to market and a competitive disadvantage. However,
the government is yet to release the funds due to the lack of power sharing leadership at the

Assembly. At the time of writing the data was not available to examine the territorial impact.

Indicators — “No. of local SMEs collaborating with regional research institutes” and “No. of
people undertaking innovation development workshops/training”

The experts judged both indicators to be closely linked. They concluded that the definition of
research institute should be widened to include pure and applied research and widen the
subjects of research in the border region as currently focused on food, engineering and IT.
The research institutes include:

e Mid Ulster; CAFRE Food, offering courses in Food Technology, Food Supply Manage-
ment and, Communications and Packaging Technology
¢ Derry and Strabane; North West Regional College of Engineering and ICT, offering fur-
ther and higher education and skills
o Derry; University of Ulster (Magee Campus), Faculty of Engineering and the School of
Creative Arts
¢ Armagh and Newry; Southern Regional College of Engineering and the College of Com-
puting and Engineering, both offering specific support to local SME development and
training.
¢ Sligo; Institute of Technology, business, engineering, humanities engineering and sci-
ence
o Sligo; St Angela’s Food Centre, food technology, packaging, product development
o Letterkenny: Letterkenny IT, engineering and ITC
The programme funds a project called Co-Innovate see section 5.2.3, which is offering fully
funded innovation training workshops, business status reviews, innovation audits, academic
research, business to business partnerships and network/cluster partnerships to a pool of
2500 SMEs. In both jurisdictions, companies with qualifying research and development ex-
penditure are able to claim tax relief and offer employee incentive schemes for research staff.
The effects the experts wished to analyse include increases in cross border partnerships and
research projects and increases in cross border investment and access to SME growth fund-
ing. However, at the time of writing the researchers were unable to collate data to test the
territorial impacts of these indicators because the project was launched to SMEs at the end of

2017, for outcomes in 2020, the workshop with experts was held at the end of 2018.

5.5 Methodological commentary

Discussed here are the key methodological issues this case study encountered, outlining the
TIA process, structure and the strength of the participation techniques. Problems with data
collection and data comparability between countries is described in light of the level of data

analysis that is NUTS 3 and the timeline of analysis that is ex-ante, mid-term or ex-post.
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55.1 TIA Process

The templates provided, offer clear instructions; however, they have been designed with an
assumption that those following the process have previous experience with statistical re-
search, GIS, ESPON protocols or the language of EU funding programmes generally. This
would need to be adapted depending on your audience. Alternatively, training prior to the
process or a presentation on the contents of the handbook with completed examples would
be very beneficial. The use of shared Dropbox files with the other case study partners is wel-
come, but was underutilised by the partners so did not allow for peer support. Also helpful
was the project team Skype calls, although the number of members proved a technological
challenge.

The structure of the process needs reviewing. The experts offered original insight into local
conditions and devised effective indicators for their subject areas. This created a requirement
for sometimes “exotic” data, which was difficult to source. More time between workshops to
collate data would aid meeting the wishes of the local decision makers. Bottom-up decision
making was aided by the use of graphic recording as a participation technique (see Figure
5.9). The local experts reacted positively to this approach as it facilitated thinking about big
concepts, the connections between ideas and provided a visual representation of the work-

shops aims and outcomes (see Figure 5.8).

Figure 5.8: Rol/NI Participants
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Source: Authors own (2018)

ESPON 2020 264



Figure 5.9: Graphic Facilitation Participation Technique
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The experts felt that all the indicators would be important to have, but understood that there
would be problems with data collection. For example, the Health specialists foresaw issues
with patient confidentiality and sharing of data even between health organisations. They en-
sured that their staff collated relevant data for evaluation and future funding rounds, but many
of the funded projects have only recently become operational or are yet to produce outcomes.
For the purposes of this TIA, data was not readily available at this time. Alternatively, funding
for collating data at project level should be included in the funding application. For this case
study many of the funded projects went live at the end of 2017 early 2018, the workshop held
at the end of 2018 for a funding round due to finish in 2020 has meant that this analysis is not
ex-post. This could be improved by applying the methodology ex-ante, during the last year of
operations or after the programme completes. Facilitating one workshop instead of two would
work, if moderators were creating maps during the workshop. This would require readily
available datasets at the relevant level of analysis. However, this means either local experts
are not creating the indicators or potential indicators are selected by experts prior to the work-
shop session.

5.5.2 Intervention logic/Upscaling of Methodology

The intervention logic applied in the TIA is suitable for CBC programmes if there is compara-
ble data available. In this case study a major problem for analysis has been the recent
changes to territorial boundaries. That is, at the end of 2017, the administrative boundaries in
NI for NUTS 3 level of analysis were changed to match the Local Government Districts. Effec-
tively increasing the number of NUTS 3 areas from five to eleven. Therefore the baseline data
from 2014-2017 covers different territories from 2017 onwards. This is compounded by how
different disciplines collate data. In Rol the single NUTS 3 border area includes six county
councils each of similar size to the Local Government Districts in NI. Yet they are grouped
together for one NUTS area therefore any territorial analysis through a mapping process is
not detailed enough to be an effective tool for decision making. The strength of the case study
is the role local decision makers have in creating indicators that assist them in analysing the
impact of their programmes. Imposing a top down methodology, negates this power. Instead
the methodology appears to be about testing a GIS mapping system rather than listening to
local experts or bottom-up approaches on how impact is effectively measured. The vast terri-
torial area that NUTS 3 covers especially in Rol, means that even if data was comparable
between the jurisdictions, the maps do not offer us much more information than a chart, table
or graph would. If NUTS 3 is the preferred level of analysis, then any CBC programme re-
quires similar geographic coverage (land mass/population) for each country for the infor-

mation to be usefully comparable.
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5.6 Appendix chapter 5

Map 5.9: Map of Border Territory Northern Ireland and Republic of Ireland

i Northern
Ireland
: Council areas

Republic of
Ireland Counties

Source: Newry Mourn and Down District Council
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Map 5.10: NUTS 3 Map for NI/Rol (2018)
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Source: NI Department for Communities (2017) Available at https://www.communities-ni.gov.uk/sites/default/files/publications/communities/dfc-ni-councils-map.pdf, Eurostat
(2018)

NUTS 3 boundaries in Northern Ireland were changed after review in 2017 increasing the NUTS 3 areas from 5 to 11, the border area including: Derry City &
Strabane; Fermanagh & Omagh; Mid Ulster; Armagh City, Banbridge & Craigavon; Newry, Mourne & Down. In the Republic of Ireland there are a total of 8
NUTS 3 areas, the two along the border covers five county councils: Cavan; Donegal; Leitrim; Monaghan and Sligo (NUTS IE041), and Louth (NUTS IE062,
note this also includes the counties of Kildare, Meath and Wicklow)
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Map 5.11: NUTS 3 Areas for Northern Ireland prior to Review in 2018

Source: NISRA (2014) Available at https://www.ninis2.nisra.gov.uk/public/documents/NISRA%20Geography%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf (last accessed 12/01/19)
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Figure 5.10: Age Structure of Irish Border Area (2016 & 2017)
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Source: Adapted from NISRA (2017) available from https://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/2017-mid-year-population-estimates-northern-ireland and COS (2016) Available from
Ireland Central Statistics Office (2016) available at https://www.cso.ie/px/pxeirestat/Statire/SelectVarVal/Define.asp?maintable=EY003&PLanguage=0
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6 Common CBC indicators

European Integration

Waiting time due to border controls

Duration and cost of recognition of professional qualifications

Access to housing market cross-border (number of cross-border housing)

Access to employment services in the neighbouring country

Number of cross-border workers

Number of cross-border placements (EURES)

Access to digital systems of for cross-border workers, employers and citizens
Development of the situation of cross-border citizens/workers/companies with respect to
— taxes,

— social security

education

- housing

compared to previous years

Potential accessibility of the cross-border territory by/road/rail/air compared to previous years
Educational attainment: number of cross-border bi-diplomas

Number of hours of courses taken in the respective foreign language

CB difference: Gender balance employment

RCR 85 - Participants in joint actions 6-12 months after project completion

Regional competitiveness & sustainable economic development

Cross-border territory GDP, unemployment rate

Export in the cross-border territory

Investments by companies in the cross-border territory

Prices real estate

Investment/numbers of Social Housing

Household Income, number of households receiving social benefits

environmental indicators (air pollution, water, land-use, biodiversity, share of renewable energy,
number of cars per household)

Number of SME/Companies with cross-border business

Cross-border public transport connections (compared to previous years)

Cross-border energy network connections (compared to previous years)

Employment in different sectors (agriculture, R&I, technology...)

Economic growth (GDP/capita)

Economically active population per km?

Patent applications/Mio inhabitants

Development Regional ICT infrastructure

RCR 79 - Joint strategies/action plans taken up by organisations at/after project completion
RCR 80 - Joint pilot activities taken up or up-scaled by organisations at/after project completion
RCR 81 - Participants completing joint training schemes

Cross-border Cohesion

The development of the cross-border governance system
The number of cross-border institutions (number of EGTC, etc.)
General Understanding neighbouring languages

Percentage of pupils/students learning the neighbouring language (different schools, higher education)

The quality of cross-border cooperation of
— Municipalities

— employment services

- educational institutions

— cultural organisations

- hospitals/ambulances

— tax authorities

— police forces

— disaster management

— public transport organisations
compared to previous years
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The number of cross-border infrastructure projects in the sectors of traffic/energy (compared to past
numbers)

Citizens/companies mind-set towards

- the border

— cross-border institutions

- the neighbouring region

- EU

— European Projects (INTERREG)

RCR 82 - Legal or administrative obstacles addressed or alleviated

RCR 83 - Persons covered by signed joint agreements signed

RCR 84 - Organisations cooperating across borders 6-12 months after project completion

RCR 86 - Stakeholders/institutions with enhanced cooperation capacity beyond national borders
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7 Intervention logic tool

Programme 1st assessment Workshop 1 Data Final indicators

Pro- Pro- probable pro- common addition- gaps pro- common addition- gaps data data pro- common addition- Qualita-
gramme gramme effects gramme indica-  al indica- gramme indica-  al indica- sources sources | gramme indica-  al indica- tive/Qua
identified measure indica- tors tors indica- tors tors proposed used indica- tors tors ntitative
needs s tors tors tors
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8 Data assessment tool

Name of the source Country/Region Data available Quality Link
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9 Impact assessment matrix

Indi- As- Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region Region
cator sess- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
ment
method

Value TO

ValueT1

Gross
impact

Quantitative

Net impact

Magnitude
(0-4)

Direction
against
baseline

Qualitative

Temporal
distribu-
tion(short/
medium/
long term)

Justifica-
tion, Notes
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10 Programme Characterisation Report [template]
10.1 Introduction

This document acts as a summary report for the programme characterisation. It can be used
as a working document throughout the process along with the corresponding excel tool. The
purpose is to provide workshop participants in the next step of the TIA with information nec-

essary to complete their tasks.

For the report, two types of information are to be collected, qualitative and quantitative. Quali-
tative information covers, inter alia, the programme area description, description of the needs
and challenges. This information is mainly is extracted and reported following the structure
outlined in section 2 of this document. Quantitative data are likewise retrieved and include
programme indicators, baseline values, target values, annual values among other data which
can help depict each programme’s current situation, needs and priorities. For this purpose, an

excel tool is provided.

Documents necessary as a minimum to complete the report are:

o Latest version of the Cooperation Programme document
¢ All Annual Implementation Reports — if only a short overview (or just the Citizens’ sum-
mary) on the status of the implementation is available, please ask your contact to pro-
vide you with the full version of the report(s).
e Programme Manual
¢ Ex-ante evaluation report
In addition to those documents, ask the programme stakeholders to provide you with any
other internal working documents which could bring valuable information, especially with re-
gards to the assessment of existing indicators. Any other additional documents providing
valuable input to the characterisation of the programme and the programme area can be in-

cluded at your own discretion.

The aim is to collect information on the relevant aspects of the general context in which a
programme is implemented and that are likely to have an influence on the performance of the
programme. As such, strengths and weaknesses within the programme region shall be identi-

fied and a clearer picture on the intended and unintended impacts presented.

Keep in mind, that this document is intended as input to the following workshop. The conclu-
sions presented in here are not final, but subject to adjustments based on the outcome of the
workshop. As the documents content should be easily digestible by workshop participants,
keep your descriptions brief but exact — around 5-7 pages in total (excluding annexes) should

not be exceeded
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10.2 Programme Characterisation

10.2.1 Programme ID

Title of the programme:

Version:

First year:

Last year:

10.2.2 Context and programme area description
Geographical & territorial characteristics (e.g. demographic data, main economic characteris-
tics). Focus on special/exceptional features as well as intra-regional disparities. Any context

maps produced should be annexed in full size.

Sources: Cooperation Programme, National/Regional Statistical Offices, Literature on the Region

10.2.3 Programme framework characterisation
Describe the Thematic Objectives (TO), corresponding to the Priority Axis (PAX), Investment
Priority (IP) and Specific Objective (SO) selection justification and relevance in line with the

main challenges, lessons learnt from the previous programming period...etc.

Per SO, please describe the expected results and main change sought. Additionally, briefly
describe the activities undertaken and the beneficiaries who have received funding as well as
the total budget available. Information on that will have to retrieved both from the cooperation
programme as well as the AIRs. Also take note of any major changes to the programme area

as described in the handbook.

The structure to be used could look like the following:
Specific objective X : Name

Priority Axis X: Title (TOX, IP XX)

o Brief justification: ...
Main change sought: ...
Activities undertaken: ...
Beneficiaries: ...
Funding: ... €

Sources: Cooperation Programme, Annual Implementation Reports

ESPON 2020 277



10.2.4 Reconstruction of the intervention logic
Please insert here the logic chains developed describing the intended and unintended pro-
gramme effects. They should be available in the excel tool, however inserted here in an easy

to read format for the workshop participants.

Needs Measures Effects

10.2.5 Programme effects —indicators
Please insert your preliminary assessment of indicators to be used for measuring each effect.
Again, this should be available in the excel tool, but transformed in an easy to read format for

the participants.

Effect Indicator Justification

10.2.6 Data assessment

Please provide a list of data sources available based on your initial assessment of data avail-
ability. Ideally, this is done by annexing the corresponding excel file as it should be in an easy
to read format already. Additionally, note which indicators are likely not to have data available

to populate them.

10.2.7 Additional funding instruments
Please describe the programme coordination and synergies with the ESI Funds and other EU
instruments (Horizon 2020, LIFE, COSME...). This information is included in the cooperation

programme. If available, also add information about any national level funding schemes.
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11 Territorial Impact Assessment Report [template]

11.1 Introduction

This document acts as a scientific report for the ex-post Territorial Impact Assessment proce-
dure for the CBC Programme XXX. The purpose of the report is twofold:
o Brief politicians and policymakers about the results of the Territorial Impact Assessment
¢ Give extensive evidence for the Territorial Impact of the Programme
For policymakers, an executive summary (section 2.2) is included in the report, giving an
overview of the results in around 3 pages and informing about the main conclusions derived
from the TIA. All this information is backed in detail by the technical summary of the TIA pro-
cess (section 2.4) and by the comprehensive description of the territorial impact assessment
(section 2.5).
Furthermore, the report shall serve as an input to future CBC programmes regarding the indi-
cators used and gathered to conduct a territorial impact assessment. Thus within section 2.6
suggestions for indicators to be collected in the upcoming programming period are recorded.

Disclaimer: as the methodology applied to produce evidence of the territorial impact of the
XXX CBC programme includes expert workshops and bases various steps on expert
knowledge and opinions. Several measures are undertaken to ensure sound and well justified
results, however an element of subjectivity based on the participating experts is inherent to

the process. The results are meant to be used for decision support only.

11.2 Executive summary

Title of the programme:

Version:

First year:

Last year:

The executive summary should be usable as a standalone document, presenting results of
the TIA to e.g. politicians. Keeping in mind this target audience, give a brief overview of the
TIA focusing on the results. The suggested structure is either along the Thematic Objectives
or Specific Objectives, depending on what makes sense for your programme. An example of
an introduction and the key points per TO is provided below. It is suggested to produce this
section after completing the rest of the report, as section 5 will provide a good “template” for

the executive summary.

The concept of a territorial impact assessment (TIA) for cross border programmes aims at
showing the regional differentiation of the impact of a cross border cooperation (CBC) pro-
gramme on the programme region. The results are based on the methodology of the ESPON

TIA CBC project, which combines both quantitative data and qualitative expert assessments
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to produce evidence of the territorial distribution of impacts. In the course of the TIA, two ex-
pert workshops have been held on the xxx in xxx and on the xxx in xxx with participants from
(name exemplary backgrounds). The input gathered from and expert discussions held in
these workshops have been translated into the present report by the authors from (name your

organisation).

SO 1: xxx

e Main undertakings of the programme in that SO — actions, beneficiaries?

e Main effects that could be created by the programme

o Distribution of effects — territorial pattern: are there regions that were more affected than
others? Which? What do they have in common?

e On which actions by the programme is that distribution based? What funding was made
available?

11.3 Initial programme assessment findings

The following sections can be copied directly from the initial programme report. They are in-

cluded here to have a comprehensive final report standing for itself.

11.3.1 Context and programme area description
Geographical & territorial characteristics (e.g. demographic data, main economic characteris-

tics). Focus on special/lexceptional features as well as intra-regional disparities.

11.3.2 Programme framework characterisation
Describe the Thematic Objectives (TO), corresponding to the Priority Axis (PAXx), Investment
Priority (IP) and Specific Objective (SO) selection justification and relevance in line with the

main challenges, lessons learnt from the previous programming period...etc.

Per SO, please describe the expected results and main change sought. Additionally, briefly
describe the activities undertaken and the beneficiaries who have received funding as well as
the total budget available. Information on that will have to retrieved both from the cooperation
programme as well as the AIRs. Also take note of any major changes to the programme area

as described in the handbook.
The structure to be used could look like the following:

Specific objective X : Name
Priority Axis X: Title (TOX, IP XX)

Brief justification: ...
Main change sought: ...
Activities undertaken: ...
Beneficiaries: ...
Funding: ... €

Sources: Cooperation Programme, Annual Implementation Reports
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11.4 TIA Process

The territorial impact assessment process leans on desk research as well as expert input in a
workshop setting. The systemic picture of the programme functioning (Intervention logic), the
indicator selection, the net impact determination as well as the conclusions are never attribut-
ed to one method alone, but are always the result of a joint effort. The core element of the
process is the Impact Assessment Matrix (IAM) which is presented in section xxx. In this sec-
tion, the working steps are described which are undertaken to produce the evidence of the
territorial impact, the elaboration of the impacts and the conclusions derived thereof are pre-

sented in the following section xxx.

11.4.1 Selection of TOs and TIA area

(if relevant)

If you have either reduced the number of SOs/TIOs or the regions included in the TIA, please
give your justification for that. An important rationale here are the financial allocations (state

the shares of the total budget!) but also the thematic priorities.

11.4.2 Finalized intervention logic

The intervention logic represents the systemic picture of how the programme functions in the
programme area. The needs identified for the regions are tackled by measures funded
through the programme. These measures have effects on the region, which are depicted via
indicators in a territorial impact assessment. The indicators are either

¢ result indicators applied by the programme itself — marked (R)
e common CBC indicators as provided by the methodological handbook — marked (C)
¢ additional indicators developed by each case study tailored to the programme —marked

(A)
The intervention logic is a chain establishing a logical and coherent link between the pro-
gramme, the effects on the regions and the indicators measuring these effects. It is the nec-

essary basis for all further assessments made.

Add the representation of the intervention logic for all SOs following the example of the table
below. Structure it per SO, also giving the title. Please mark indicators according to the de-
scribed system with (R), (C) and (A)

Table 11.1: SO number: title

Needs Measures Effects Indicators
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11.4.3 Indicators

11.4.3.1 Indicator data

Indicators linked to effects in the intervention logic presented above have been populated with
guantitative data wherever possible. It was aimed to obtain data for the baseline year as close
as possible to 2014, and for the reference year as close as possible to the current year
(2018). In this way, quantitative data for (number) indicators could be collected. For (number)
indicators, no quantitative data is available so a qualitative assessment in an expert workshop

was conducted. The metadata for these indicators is provided in Table 5.2.

For each indicator, provide information on: nhame, source, baseline year, reference year con-
sidered for the TIA, the assessment method (qualitative/quantitative) and if the indicator is a
common CBC indicator as provided in the handbook. Please name all indicators, even those

who had no quantitative data available.

Table 11.2: Indicators

Name  Source Baseline Year Reference Year Assessment method Common CBC Indicator (Y/N)

Additionally state here, out of which of the three groups (European Integration, Regional
Competitiveness, Cross Border Cohesion) you selected common CBC indicators. For each of
the three groups you did NOT select an indicator out of, briefly explain why not (e.g. because
the funding in this sector was too low compared to others, the experts identified no relevant

effects... )

11.4.3.2 Net impact determination methods

The indicator data obtained as described above represents a gross value, thus an assess-
ment of how big the net contribution of the programme for each indicator value has been was
conducted. Based on the varying nature of the indicators, different approaches have been
applied as provided by the methodological handbook of the ESPON TIA CBC project.

For each indicator (or groups of indicators, if they were assessed alike), provide a description
of how the net impact was assessed. If one of quantitative the approaches provided by the
handbook was used, state e.g. who was interviewed for the “counterfactual” approach or
which other funding data was used in the “funding framework” approach. briefly describe the
calculations done in those cases to arrive at the net impact. It is not necessary to name the

values per region here, as they will be presented in the IAM.

11.4.3.3 Impact Assessment Matrix
The results of each working step of the TIA process have been fed into the Impact Assess-

ment Matrix (IAM), representing the combined input of the case study team as well as the
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experts taking part in the TIA workshops. The IAM provides a comprehensive overview of
those working step results and is the basis on which the textual impact assessment in the

following section is formulated.

Please fill in the content of the IAM. As the table size could be quite large depending on the
number of regions included, we will not produce a default table here —do that as you see fit for

your table.

Table 11.3: Impact Assessment Matrix

Indicator Assessment Nature of Impact Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region ..
method
Value TO
ValueT1

Quantitative Gross impact

Net impact calculation method

Net impact

Magnitude (0-4)

Qualitative - - - -
Direction against baseline

Temporal distribution
(short/medium/long term)

Justification, notes

11.5 Territorial Impact Assessment Results

11.5.1 Summary of main findings

Give a brief summary of the main results that are described in the next section. What are
outstanding effects on the regions? Which regions have been mostly effected, which have
been subject minor effects only? In which thematic fields could effects mostly been generat-

ed?

11.5.2 Impact on the regions

In this section, the regional distribution of impacts should be described and explained. De-
pending on your results and your programmes structure, it is suggested to again structure
either along SOs or TOs here. Maps are an important part of this section — there has to be at
least one for each SO or TO, which depicts the regional impact distribution. Base your as-
sessment on the discussions in the workshops, the data you obtained and calculated and the
justifications the experts gave for their judgement. It is not necessary to provide values for
single regions, but rather describe patterns for the effects, e.g. if mostly urban regions are
affected, or if mostly regions on one side of the border are, or if the distribution of impacts is
equal across the regions. After all, the focus of this section is on the effects, not on the indica-

tor values — indicators are just a means of “translating” effects on the regions.

Keep in mind, that there are no “absolute truths” presented here but results based to some

extent on expert opinions.
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11.6 Methodological commentary for the programme set-up
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12 Guidance on utilisation of ex post TIA results for CBC
programmes

12.1 Introduction: A guidance made for CBC programme implementers

ESPON projects produce their results based on scientific work and evidence base. The re-
sults are presented in comprehensive reports. This ESPON project has chosen a path that

directly leads to one of the key target groups — i.e. the CBC Programme stakeholders:.

This document is written in a compact way and in a less scientific language. It is designed for
direct use by the CBC programme representatives, but also as an inspiring read for the policy

decision makers.

The “Guidance on integration of ex post TIA and of utilisation of ex post TIA results for CBC
programmes” is an integrated document that comprises an umbrella guidance and a set of
three instruments that are designed for direct use:

e The main text of the present guidance is designed as a comprehensive tool that helps
programme actors and policy makers to better understand the relevance of an ex post
TIA in various programme processes and to receive concrete guidance in how to imple-
ment different scenarios on the use of ex post TIA results.

e an overview on the lines of communication for 60 CBC programmes which will be a rele-
vant basis for categorising and recommending suitable communication on an individual
programme level.

¢ a set of Terms of Reference (ToR) for tendering an ex post TIA that will be a tool based
on the insights of the overall guidance that helps programmes to tender an ex post TIA.

¢ a “Communication guidance” that provides concrete steps for organising the communi-
cation of the ex post TIA results and for communicating the carrying out of an ex post
TIA. Furthermore, the communication guidance will help programmes to identify their
own communication profile and select their own communication tools.

Due to the fact that the three deliverables represent tools that concretely help programmes to
plan, tender, carry out and communicate an ex post TIA, they can be seen as implementation

tools based on the general guidance.

This document provides an integrated prospect on the different options how to use the results
of an ex post TIA in cross-border Interreg programmes.ex post. It explores a variety of options
how an ex post TIA results can be useful for not only the programming process, but also for
steering, monitoring and dissemination of the programme and its project. Furthermore, the
document provides practical guidance on how to integrate an ex post TIA into the real condi-

tions of Interreg A programming cycle, identifying barriers and constructive pathways.

The document will thus be a tool for both policy makers and CBC programme bodies in order
to initiate and push the following procedures:

e Room for discussion of barriers and drivers within the programme bodies

e Concrete guidance and tools (see Annexes) that help the programmes to manage the in-
tegration of an ex post TIA in their working routines

o Different scenarios that show how an ex post TIA can be used.
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Table 12.1: Different ways on how CBC programmes could use this guidance

Purpose Activity
Room for discussion of Based on the guidance, a structured discussion about the relevance of an
barriers and drivers ex post TIA is possible within the programme representatives and possibly

also stakeholders.

Different advantages and barriers can be reflected and concrete implemen-
tation scenarios point towards synergies and benefits of the ex post TIA
process.

Concrete Integration of the Every CBC programme follows a typical lifecycle with different stages and
ex post TIA into the work- different tasks are assigned to these stages. This guidance “thinks along”
ing routines of the pro- and proposes smooth ways how to integrate an ex post TIA into these
gramme cycle working routines

Choosing between different The guidance proposed different scenarios how to use ex post TIA results.
scenarios on how to use an These scenarios comprise concrete proposals for activity.
ex post TIA

Concrete help for practical To implement an ex post TIA comes along with tasks like “*communication”
working steps and “procurement”. The guidance will provide practical support with con-
crete tools to be used that are listed in the Annex.

Source: consortium

12.2 Using ex post TIA CBC in real conditions — Approach, Drivers and
barriers

12.2.1 General approach: Exploring multiple uses along the programme’s life
cycle

The CBC programme cycle

ex postex postex postThe options for the implementation and use of an ex post TIA and its
results go far beyond the mere revision of the programme design. In fact, it is recommended
to reflect the integration of an ex post TIA and the use of its results along the complete pro-
gramme life cycle. In fact, a more integrated approach opens up new opportunities for territo-
rial learning, more refined programme impact and for substantial communication with target

groups such as wider public, stakeholders and policy makers.

A programme life cycle of a CBC programme can be typically described in four phases:

e Programme development, where a cross-border decision-making group, together with
EU representatives, agrees on the interpretation and profile of the programme, based on
a socio-economic analysis that has been carried out.

e programme implementation, which is — in many programmes - organised in a series of
“calls for proposals” and which requires continuous monitoring whether the programme
proceeds towards its chosen objectives and targets.

e programme evaluation, where the programme’s performance and impact is assessed
and documented by external experts and which leads to insights for both the fine-tuning
of the implementation and the future design of the next programme.

o dissemination of the programme’s achievements which connect the aggregated pro-
gramme results to different stakeholders such as potential applicants, general public and
regional, national and EU policy makers.

These phases are overlapping and have subsequent starting points. However, the dissemina-
tion function has distinct foci that are complementing the different phases that can also take
place before the end of the programme. For the demonstration of the use of the ex post TIA,

however, the focus lies especially on the phase where the programme’s has accumulated a
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critical mass of achievements to be assessed and communicated and not in the day-to-day

communication activities along programme implementation.

To obtain most complete results of an ex post CBC TIA, it is, thus, recommended to conduct
a CBC TIA towards the end of implementation and as part of programme evaluation. This is
when most significant effects can be identified given the likelihood of data availability. Once
these results have been identified, their communication can take place at different stages of

the programming cycle, as described below.

Needs for territorial fact based information along the programme cycle
All these phases have a strong connection to territorial needs and a measurement of these
needs would therefore have the potential to make the process more transparent, more tangi-

ble and understandable.

The following picture shows an overview of the different territorial needs within these different

phases:

Figure 12.1: Different phases and related territorially relevant tasks along the life cycle of a CBC pro-

gramme
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Development Implementation
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Source: consortium, 2019.
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Use of ex post TIA results to better get a grip on the territorial changes in the pro-
gramme area

In fact, the following use of an ex post TIA and its results can be closely connected to the
different phases of the programme cycle, because it has the potential to substantiate these

phases by delivering fact based evidence on the territorial status of the area.

The different phases of the programme cycle do include distinct instruments to carry them out:

o Within the programme development, the actors refer to especially two documents: The
analysis of recommendations from the evaluation as well as the socio-economic analysis
as a fundamental basis for the further selection of programme priorities.

o During the project implementation, various monitoring and steering functions are to be
carried out: Continuous monitoring of targets, results and impacts as well as decision-
making on steering and fine-tuning during the implementation.

e Programme evaluation: Here, an external evaluation document is being developed, ei-
ther during the programme (ongoing evaluation) or at defined stages of the implementa-
tion (ex post, mid-term, ex-ante)

e Dissemination of programme achievements: Here, various documents for different
stakeholder groups (policy makers, general public, potential applicants) are being devel-
oped.

The following table gives an overview on how the results of an ex post TIA can be integrated
into the projects life cycle. Furthermore, it shows how the programmes routine tasks along the
programme cycle can concretely be connected to the implementation of an ex post TIA.

Table 12.2: Overview: Integration of ex post TIA and use of ex post TIA results in different stages of the
CBC programme’s life cycle

Programme phase

Use of ex post TIA results

Integration of the use of ex post
TIA results into the process

Programme development
for next period

Better understanding of socio-economic
baseline

Evidence based and targeted strategy
development

Findings from an ex post TIA
from the previous programme
can be used as an input to de-
velopment of a hew programme

Programme implementa-
tion: monitoring and
steering of impact

Revisiting the programme strategy and
refining financial allocations or devel-
opment of targeted calls

Ex post TIA results to contribute
to monitoring and steering:

Ex post TIA results covering the
entire programme strategy or
targeted selection of ex post TIA
results focusing on a specific
aspects

Dissemination of the
programmes achieve-
ments

Improved evidence for targeted com-
munication to policy makers, sectoral
stakeholders or potential or approved
applicants

Ex post TIA results as part of the
documents

Programme evaluation

Use of and evidence based evaluation

Ex post TIA and ex post TIA
results as part of the programme
evaluation, contributing to an-
swering evaluation questions

Programme communica-
tion with policy makers

Communicating results of the pro-
gramme performance to policy makers;
Evidence based consultation phases for
the preparation of upcoming pro-
grammes

Ex post TIA results as part of the
documents

Source: consortium
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12.2.2 Benefits for carrying out an ex post TIA

Apart from the fact that an ex post TIA can be carried out in different ways, intensities and

details, the focus on this document is to describe opportunities how to make use of an ex post

TIA.

There are various benefits that compensate for the extra administrative burden of the

performance:

An ex post TIA can serve as an integrated instrument contributing to programme actions
that are obligatory and that can be financed out of the Technical Assistance such as
evaluation, development of a socio-economic analysis, evaluation and/or dissemination
and communication of programme achievements.

An ex post TIA can assist a better understanding of the concrete effects and contribution
of CBC programmes to the regional development of a cross-border region. An ex post
TIA can help to understand how cross-border projects generate effects in the region as a
whole.

The communication of ex post TIA results to the wider public can help to contribute to a
better cross-border identification of the citizens with “their” region. A ex post TIA can
demonstrate how regions grow together and how interdependent they are.

In the course of the upcoming EU directives on the structural funds, the policy objective
of “Europe for the citizens” can be supported through projects of which the effects can
be measured through an ex post TIA. It can make programmes and their impact more
concrete and better communicable to the audiences.

Policy makers can be informed in a more concrete and evidence-based way about the
achievements and effects of a CBC programmes.

Evidence base about the effects can also help to better inform representatives of differ-
ent sectors that are normally not acquainted with CBC programmes at all.

12.2.3 Reality of the CBC programme’s life cycle

In order to make an ex post TIA a useful and desired tool for CBC programme bodies, it is

relevant to be acquainted with concrete working routines of the programme in order to better

understand and tackle barriers that might prevent the use of an ex post TIA.

In fact, there are both organisational and structural aspects that are relevant:

Programme representatives face enormous time pressure and would have problems to
concentrate on an additional task, also, if the use and benefits are fully acknowledged.
Here, it is relevant to demonstrate that the execution of an ex post TIA can be closely
combined with the elaboration of obligatory documents such as evaluation reports, so-
cio-economic analyses etc. Furthermore, it has to be demonstrated that an ex post TIA
can significantly improve the quality of these documents.

The procedures to initiate, tender, carry-out and measure the results of an ex post TIA
must be understandable for the people who need to manage and control these proce-
dures. In most cases, these are the programme bodies. However, the programme bod-
ies of a CBC programme are staffed with experts representing different levels of exper-
tise. It is of crucial relevance that they receive enough comprehensible guidance to exe-
cute the task without the need to become a spatial planning expert.

The programme development and implementation is subject to complicated decision-
making procedures. On the one hand, CBC programme committees require the co-
operation of neighbouring regions. Furthermore, there are ongoing decision-making pro-
cedures (programme approval, reporting of the programme achievements) between the
EU commission and the regions that represent the programme. It is relevant that an ex
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post TIA does not lead to more complicated procedures, but is perceived as an instru-
ment that contributes to cohesion. Consequently, the carrying out of an ex post TIA
needs to provide pathways how the cross-border region can be better integrated.

e During the programme implementation, there is a continuous, obligatory monitoring and
communication need which is time consuming and needs good evidence to push the
process. Here, it is relevant that ex post TIA results are prepared in a way that they fit
smoothly into the process.

The following table lists the most significant barriers that arise from the reality of an ex post

TIA implementation process.

Table 12.3: Barriers for ex post TIA integration and possible solutions

Barriers

Challenge

Possible solution

Time pressure in pro-
gramme development due
to complex decision-
making procedures

ex post TIA might be looked
as an additional burden

Use in synergy with the results of the ex
post evaluation or as part of socio-
economic analysis Both information are
strongly needed in the programme and an
ex post TIA could contribute to the results.

Time pressure during pro-
gramme implementation

Difficult to determine the
right timing, difficult to
make capacities available

Use ex post TIA as part of ongoing monitor-
ing and evaluation, use it as tool for steer-
ing and revisiting programme impact

Sectoral stakeholders are
sometimes not very inter-
ested in CBC programmes
as a whole

ex post TIA results might be
too complex and too inte-
grated to be processed by
the target group

Use sectoral aspects (e.g. only information
on mobility) as part of a targeted communi-
cation

Different levels of exper-
tise among programme

ex post TIA might be too
complex and requires too

Providing “easy-to-implement” guidance

bodies much expertise

Source: consortium

12.3 Scenarios for the use of an ex post TIA results: Fact-Sheets

12.3.1 Implementation Scenarios for use of ex post TIA results: An approach to
a practice-oriented and comprehensive user guidance

The use of an ex post TIA and its results can be reflected from the perspective of territorial

need. However, this does not fit to the practical needs of the programme bodies and the staff

that needs to implement the work.

It is significant that the implementation of an ex post TIA and the use of ex post TIA results are
guided in a practical way and that the management of the implementation has to be done in

co-operation between the programme bodies, experienced moderators and service providers.

Therefore, a series of implementation scenarios comprise not only the territorial significance,

but do also answer to more practical questions with regards to the “when”, “why” and “how”.

The following scenarios have been chosen to be reflected in more detail through a scenario
based fact sheet:

e Scenario 1: ex post TIA contributing to improved understanding of the socio-economic
framework condition of the programme area.

e Scenario 2: Using ex post TIA results for improved monitoring and steering of the pro-
gramme implementation

e Scenario 3: ex post TIA as a basic ingredient for a citizen-oriented communication

ESPON 2020 290



e Scenario 4: ex post TIA results as a contribution to successful communication with policy
makers

In order to make the different options for using an ex post TIA and its results, the following

chapter describes and reflects different scenarios more closely.

12.3.2 Scenario 1: ex post TIA contributing to improved understanding of the
socio-economic framework conditions of the programme area

The ex post TIA provides valuable information on the status and the dynamics of territorial
information in the programme area. It can provide examples for measurable territorial chang-

es or contribute to the interpretation of observed changes.

Both of these information could also be used as valuable contributions to two activities that a
can be part of the programme performance during its life cycle:

e The ex post evaluation which is tendered and procured after the programme has been
finalised. This evaluation can provide valuable information for the next programme.

e The socio-economic analysis which represents a key starting point for the determination
of the thematic programme priorities by assessing the socio-economic status and the
territorial needs of the programme region.

Both programme tasks manage highly territorial information. If this would be synchronised in a
timely way, the activities could support each other. It would also be imaginable that the ten-
ders could be merged and that an ex post TIA could be “incorporated” into the other assign-
ments. It would require a broader range of expertise to be provided by experts, but it would

significantly deepen the understanding of the territorial development of the areas.

Table 12.4: Overview table summarising scenario 1 "ex post TIA contributing to improved understanding
of the socio-economic framework conditions of the programme area"

Which scenario for use Contributing to improved understanding of socio-economic frame-
of ex post TIA results? work conditions of the programme area

Purpose? Deepening the knowledge about the programme area

Use of the ex post TIA and its results to better define a precise strategy
and programme contribution in a wider socio-economic context

Improve understanding of the original socio-economic analysis that was the
basis of the programme document

Improve better understanding of the effects of the CBC programme

Development of a referenceable baseline for the development and monitor-
ing of the programme strategy.

When? Timely synchronisation, co-ordination or technical merging of the ex post
TIA with the tendering and implementation of the Ex-Post Evaluation or the
Socioeconomic Analysis

Main obstacles and suc- The timely achievements of ex post TIA results is crucial for a proper syn-

cess factors chronisation with the programme development. The constructive use of ex
post TIA results can be boosted if the results are connected to the new
programming phase on time.

Desired outcome The ex post TIA provides a more general understanding of the programme
area and its socio-economic settings, thereby making a connection to the
areas of influence of the programme content.

Furthermore, the ex post TIA results can serve as a basis for a better evi-
dence based baseline. This would e.g. include an improved choice of pro-
gramme indicators that could partly be measured through an ex post TIA.

Target groups Programme bodies, EU-Policy level

Source: consortium
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12.3.3 Scenario 2: Using ex post TIA results for support of monitoring and
steering of the programme implementation

Programme bodies have to undertake a multitude of parallel activities during the programme
implementation: Besides managing calls, selecting and approving projects, assisting and
supervising the project implementation, they also have to monitor the programme progress

following the indicators chosen during the programme development.

This monitoring is also strongly connected to thematic steering activities. For example, the
monitoring might lead to the insight that a specific thematic target has already been achieved
and that funds could be re-allocated to support other thematic priorities in the remaining pro-

gramme phase.

Here, the implementation of an ex post TIA can substantially help to create a sound baseline
more measuring the programme’s progress. Based on this, key indicators can be selected
that can show the progress in a specific thematic field. Mutually, the projects can also be

asked via the reporting rules to provide information on selected key indicators.

Table 12.5: Overview table summarising scenario 2 "Using ex post TIA results for improved monitoring
and steering of the programme implementation"

Which scenario for use Support of monitoring and steering of programme implementation
of ex post TIA results?

Purpose? Refined calls for improved acquisition of projects with regards to the
programme strategy or development of specific additional guidance on
the thematic profile or applications.

When? In the second half of the programme implementation

Main obstacles and suc- Time pressure
cess factors

Desired outcome Feedback on gaps in the implementation of the programme strategy
Evidence basis for targeted calls or re-allocation of funds between priori-
ties

Target groups Programme bodies implementing the programme

Source: consortium

12.3.4 Scenario 3: ex post TIA results as a basic ingredient for a citizen-
oriented communication

It is a key objective of good communication to start an effective stakeholder communication
by addressing aspects and facts that are both familiar and relevant for those target groups. In
this context, CBC programmes often face the challenge that information is either very project
specific or quite abstract due to aggregated programme information (e.g. how many funds

have been allocated etc.).

Here, the concrete indicators measured and assessed through carrying out a ex post TIA
have the potential to deliver more understandable and accessible information that is closer to

the day-to-day life of the citizens.
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Table 12.6: Overview table summarising scenario 3 "ex post TIA results as a basic ingredient for a citi-
zen-oriented communication

Which scenario for use Citizen oriented communication
of ex post TIA results?

Purpose? Better identification of the citizen with the cross-border nature of the
programme area

Improved awareness of the citizen about the impact of Interreg

When? Either
— using the ex post TIA results of the Ex-post or the programming phase:
First half of the programme implementation or
- a new ex post TIA during the programme implementation: Second half
of the programme implementation.

Main obstacles and suc- Citizens not aware or not interested, need for good storytelling
cess factors

Desired outcome Improved awareness of different sectors

Target groups Citizens from different sectors.

Source: consortium

12.3.5 Scenario 4: ex post TIA results as a contribution to successful commu-
nication with policy makers

Policy makers can be defined as people especially in a government or political party, who
decides on new policies™. In the context of a CBC programme, especially the following policy
makers are relevant to be addressed:

¢ Policy makers on European Commission level: These are the responsible co-ordinators
on the level of the European commission who prepare and implement decisions on new
regulations for Cohesion Policy and who are the responsible officers for the respective
CBC programmes who approve the financial flows and the reports. From the viewpoint
of the CBC programme bodies, it is of major interest to demonstrate progress and suc-
cess of the funding instrument and to report interesting facts that are memorable and
show the specificity of different CBC territories.

¢ Policy makers in the CBC regions that are responsible for the decision-making on devel-
opment and implementation of the CBC programmes. They need to receive clear and
convincing information that they can identify with and that is compliant with the overall
regional policies.

e Policy makers on local and regional level in the regions that are potential applicants and
therefore relevant programme stakeholders. They need to receive convincing infor-
mation that their institutions can benefit from CBC programmes and that these deliver
tangible and communicable success.

In all four cases, the benefit of using ex post TIA results remain the same: It is possible to tell
“tangible stories” and, at the same time, deliver precise and place-based territorial data that
show dynamics and that can underline the programme impact. An ex post TIA can be consid-
ered to provide a pool of data from which data can be prepared to address individual govern-

ance levels or sectoral target groups.

70 https://dictionary.cambridge.org/de/worterbuch/englisch/policy-maker
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Table 12.7: Overview table summarising scenario 4: ex post TIA results as a contribution to successful
communication with policy makers

Which scenario for use n Communication with policy makers
of ex post TIA results?

Purpose? Underline the relevance of CBC programmes through highlighting their
effects

When? Final phase of programme cycle and transition phase to new programme

Main obstacles Regional policy makers are not aware of the relevance of CBC, need for
precise and sectoral communication

Desired outcome Evidence-based feedback to policy makers that decide on future of CBC
programmes
Convincing success stories that fit the sector or the level of the policy
maker

Target groups Policy makers on regional, national and EU level

Source: consortium

12.4 Appendix 1, chapter 12: Communication guideline for four
scenarios for the use of ex post TIA results

Figure 12.2: Quote from the Interact Communication Toolkit 3.0.

‘The two words information and
communication are often used
interchangeably, but they signif)
quite different things. Informati-
on is giving out; communication
is getting through.”

Svefnev Horris

Source: www.interact-eu.net

12.4.1 Background and use of this guidance
The present guideline on communication is designed to be a direct step-by-step help for pro-
gramme actors who are planning to perform an ex post TIA under one of the four scenarios

mentioned in the guidance.

The guideline is based on an analysis of the communication priorities set by the ETC pro-
grammes themselves. Especially the Interreg B programmes invest significant capacities in

integrating all project actors into their activities.

The communication performed by Interreg and CBC programmes is anchored in a legal basis
as set out in the EU Common Provisions Regulation (CPR) No 1303/2013 and the IPA Im-
plementing Regulation. All CBC programmes are required to develop and conduct a commu-
nication strategy. For this guidance, it is relevant to reflect how to integrate the communica-
tion of the ex post TIA results into these obligations and how to enable programmes to im-

prove their communication through ex post TIA results.
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For the present guideline, it is relevant to make the connection to the communication working
routines of Interreg programmes. As an overarching umbrella programme, the INTERACT
programme provides help and facilitation to all Interreg programmes. Within this context, IN-
TERACT has developed a guidance “Project communication” 7 in which reference is made to
the “Communication toolkit’’2 that represents a concrete step-by-step guide for project com-
munication. The present guideline will follow the causal logic of the toolkit when applying the
principles to the communication of the scenarios. The toolkit is described as a “compilation of
global recommendations for effective communication tailored to Interreg-specific context to
help programmes plan and carry out their communications more effectively and in synergy

with other programmes.”.

12.4.2 Who exactly is communicating what in Interreg CBC programmes?

Interreg programmes are managed by a co-operating set of programme bodies and commit-
tees who develop, implement, disseminate and evaluated the programme with distinct roles.
With regards to the main communication needs, the tables 12.8 and 12.9 show the distribu-
tion of obligator communication tasks among these programme bodies, namely the Joint Sec-
retariat (JS), the Managing Authority (MA), the Contact Points (CP), the Monitoring Commit-
tee (MC) and the National Authorities (NA). Within these tables, a clear tendency can be ob-

served that is relevant for the planning of ex post TIA CBC scenario related communication:

(1) The communication tasks that are pointed towards the general public and relevant and
potential applicants are mainly performed by the JS, the CPs and the MA.
(2) The communication to policy makers on a European scale are mainly performed by the

National Authorities.

This insight is fully applicable to the integration of ex post TIA results in the communication

tasks, as shown in the following table:

Table 12.8: Performance of different scenarios by programme bodies

Scenario from overall guideline Target group category To be implemented by
Scenario 1: ex post TIA contributing to improved Both: Within programme ]S, MA, NA
understanding of the socio-economic framework area and to EU Level

conditions of the programme area

Scenario 2: Using ex post TIA results for improved Within programme area JS, MA, MC
monitoring and steering of the programme imple-
mentation

Scenario 3: ex post TIA results as a basic ingredient ~ Within programme area ]S, MA, NA
for a citizen-oriented communication

Scenario 4: ex post TIA results as a contribution to Both: Within programme MC, NA
successful communication with policy makers area and to EU Level

Source: consortium

71 www.interact-eu.net/download/file/fid/13786

72 http://www.interact-eu.net/library?title=&field_fields_of_expertise_tid=19#798-handbook-
communication-toolkit-0
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Table 12.9: Programme communication tasks and the responsible bodies as set out in the Interact
Communication Toolkit, part 1

Daily task /
programme body
Overall control over
project promotion
activities

Collecting information
and creating the project
stories

Identifying projects and
channels through which
they are promoted
Inviting highlighted
projects to major
programme and external
events

Direct contact with
authaorities regarding the
promotion of projects
Allocating tasks among
programme bodies or
asking for assistance in
promoting highlighted
projects on their
channels

Attending project events

Providing guidance
related to the visual
identity, to programme
bodies and projects
partners

Providing guidance to
projects, training,
informing and inviting to
EU wide events to
showcase the project
results

Approving JS proposals,
Euidelines, procedures
etc

Procuring the
tools/services needed
for promaotion, including
projects

Joint
Secretariat

Source: www.interact-eu.net
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Table 12.10: Programme communication tasks and the responsible bodies as set out in the Interact

Communication Toolkit,, part 2
Daily task / Joint
programme body Secretariat

Attending higher profile
events

Managing
Authority

Contact/Info
points

Monitoring
Committee

LA

National
Authorities

Reaching out to
programme
stakeholders’
institutional channels
(e.g. ministry website,
municipal journal, etc)
Reaching out to media
through organisations'
press offices
Participation in best
practices or other types
of project promotion
activities.

Distributing products
prepared for project
promotion to local target
Eroups

Organising promotion
events of project with
partners from specific
countries

Collecting information for
J5 and maintaining
contact with NA

Inviting projects to the
national events

L] LA LR ]

LE ] LR ]

Support at national level,
especially with events

Reaching out to policy
makers

Disseminate information
about the programme
and its projects
Participating to local
project promotion events
Support in national,
specific rules and project
promotion opportunities

LA L

LE ] LA

L L] LR ]

Source: www.interact-eu.net

12.4.3 General tasks to get started: Self-assessment on programme specific
communication profile and on the most powerful storylines

Territorial facts are fun to read! Although the overall term might sound theoretical and ab-
stract, the results of an ex post TIA are good sources to tell concrete “stories of change” with
whom people can connect. Therefore, storytelling is a powerful tool to communicate Interreg
results. Most of the Interreg programmes use exemplary stories to tell how changes were
achieved. Often, these stories should be rather sectoral, because the target groups often
represent different sectors. However, the stories should be told from the viewpoint of the spe-
cific sector and demonstrate, how the programme could help to also solve problems that had
to do with the interface to other sectors. The integrated character of the projects represents a

big asset.
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Generally spoken, all CBC programme are developed and implemented following the same
EU regulation and selecting from the same thematic menu with a very big variety. It is highly
relevant to emphasise also the differences between the programmes, to tell their unique story
and to understand specificities of the target groups. For this reason, a self-assessment has
been developed that helps to optimise the integration of ex post TIA results into the pro-

grammes communication strategy.

Before deciding on one or many possible communication scenario(s), the programme repre-
sentatives need to identify two main aspects:

(1) Assessment of communication channels: What are the main communication instruments
used by our specific CBC programme and how do they work?

(2) Assessment of communication strategy: How can we integrate more territorial evidence
into our CBC programme communication strategy?

These two aspects are described in more detail below:

(1) Options to integrate territorial information into the communication channels
In order to assess the main communication instruments, it is relevant to not only develop an
individual assessment, but to also benchmark the own CBC programme against other CBC

programmes in order to get inspired through mutual learning and understanding.

For this reason, an overall assessment table has been produced that is more closely ex-
plained in Annex 3. The table is the result of a desk research comprising the communication

lines of all CBC programmes that are fully accessible to the public.

The table allows a self-assessment. Furthermore, this assessment could be combined with
the potential how to add more territorial information from an ex post TIA. The programme
bodies are invited to self-check their own communication performance by assessing the fol-

lowing questions:

Table 12.11: Key questions to assess the communication channels of an individual CBC programme

Self-Assessment on programme level:
How well are the programme’s communication channels developed?

Benchmarking exercise: Please check the overview table on the communication lines of all CBC pro-
grammes (https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1YSc4YuwPQKpX1w-
Kpzzvm_iRmVC5RXQ45QInUKwj3Tw/edit?usp=sharing) and compare them generally with the other
programmes. Then, answer the following questions:

Website How well is our website developed? Does it contain information about the terri-
tory and its changes? Do we have the technical option to include more territorial
information to the website? Do we have a login-function where we could be a
platform for exchange on territorial aspects as well?

Social media How well developed are our social media channels? Do we have readers and
followers? Can we attract target groups through territorial facts?

Newsletter Do we have a newsletter? Is it developed in a participatory way? Could it be
upgraded through territorial information?

Languages Besides the two CBC languages, do we also communicate in English? Do we
have the opportunity to make our territorial facts also accessible for other
stakeholders in Europe and to the EU policy level?

Source: consortium
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As a result of this self-assessment, better choices can be made with regards to the further

use of the communication guide.

2 Assessment of the communication strategy

In a second step, the programme representative should reflect how they can integrate the
results of an ex post TIA into their communication strategy. For this reason, the following
questions from the Communication toolbox are being complemented by suggestions how the

results of an ex post TIA can be integrated:

Table 1: Key questions to assess how to integrate ex post TIA results into the programmes communica-
tion strategy

Self-Assessment on programme level:
How to combine the results of the ex post TIA with the programmes communication strategy?

Element of the programmes Option to integrate an ex post TIA
communication strategy

Development of the communi- In case the communication strategy is not written yet (early develop-

cation strategy ment stage of the programme), try to integrate the ex post TIA results
not only as a direct information source, but to integrate the implemen-
tation of the ex post TIA into the communication strategy.

Follow the theory of change to On a general level, before looking at one of the different scenarios,
be made by the programme:  compare the ex post TIA results with the programme strategy:

Check out the current or the  _ Is there anything that helps you to communicate a specific profile

previous programme strategy that shows a unique character of the area? This will help in all scenar-
ios to tell a unique and convincing story. For target groups in the ar-
ea, it helps to identify with the programme and to build up owner-
ship. For target groups at EU policy level, it helps to better memorize
the programme and its relevance.

— How can you connect to the different sectors? One of the main prob-
lems of Interreg communication is the cross-cutting general ap-
proach. Try to look at unique sectors-specific information in the ex
post TIA results that will help the target groups in specific sectors to
better understand the change achieved by the programme.

Get and overview over your Before deciding on one or several scenarios, try to combine all relevant
target groups and your access sources of information to gather as much target group information as
to them possible and to categorise it in three ways: policy level, language, sec-
tor.
Furthermore, add a fourth category, the possible interest in the infor-
mation from CBC programmes for their own work. This helps you to
take on the perspective of your target group. Here, ask yourself the
following questions:
— Can I imagine the daily working routines of this target group?
- What information might help them to have a positive impetus on their
work?
- What information could strengthen their position in their working
context?

Source: consortium

12.4.4 Selecting a scenario from the guidance: how to integrate ex post TIA
results in the communication routines of the programme

Subsequent to the general tasks of self-assessment, the following table shows how the com-
munication within the different scenarios described in chapter 3 of the general guidance can
be organized. It needs to be kept in mind that with regards to general communication advice
(How do | write, How do | organise events etc) the communication toolbox of Interact is
strongly recommended as guidance. Here, an additional approach is presented how to organ-

ize the integration of the territorial information from the ex post TIA.
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Table 12.12: Guiding aspects for communication in the four scenarios

Aspect to be considered

Scenario 1

Ex-post TIA contributing to im-
proved understanding of the
socio-economic framework condi-
tion of the programme area

Scenario 2

Using ex post TIA results for
improved monitoring and steer-
ing of the programme implemen-
tation

Scenario 3

ex post TIA as a basic ingredient
for a citizen-oriented communi-
cation

Scenario 4

Ex-post TIA results as a contribution
to successful communication with
policy makers

Aspect 1

Before starting the planning of
communication measures: Is
there a chance that you could
co-ordinate or merge the ex
post TIA itself with a relevant
programme procedures such an
evaluation?

Option to synchronise and co-
ordinate or even merge the ex
post TIA with the ex post evalua-
tion or with the socio-economic
analysis of the next programme

Option to integrate ex post TIA
indicators into the monitoring
system and to integrate (parts of
the ) data collection into the
application and reporting proce-
dures

Option to

either integrate ex post TIA re-
sults in the programme’s com-
munication products or

use the execution of the entire
ex post TIA as a participatory,
interactive communication exer-
cise by using “citizen science””

Option to

integrate ex post TIA results into the
programme reporting to the EU or to
integrate ex post TIA results into the
policy documents on member state
level.

Aspect 2: Who will be responsi-
ble for implementing the com-
munication in this scenario

MA and JS, steered by MC

JS, in co-ordination with MA

JS, in co-ordination with MA

MA and NA

Aspect 3: Who will be the re-
sponsible contact person

Staff of MA or ]S

Staff of JS

Staff of JS

Staff of MA and NA

Aspect 4: From the general self
assessment: Which aspects do I
want to communicate from the
ex post TIA

All

All or certain aspects or sectoral

All or certain aspects or sectoral

All or certain aspects or sectoral

Aspect 5: From the general self
assessment: Who is the main
target group and what are they
interested in?

The target are policy makers on
different levels that take part in
the decision-making process
about the programme develop-
ment. They are interested in
receiving convincing data with
regards to the

— supportive information that

The target group are policy rep-

resentatives and potenex post

TIAI applicants of the programme

area. Both groups have different

interests:

— The policy representatives are
interested in confirmative in-
formation that shows that the

The target group are all inhabit-
ants of the programme area.
Their interest can be assumed as
follows:

— General interest in the region

— Readiness to memorise inter-
esting stories.

Similar to scenario 1, the target are
policy makers on different levels that
take part in the decision-making
process about the programme con-
tinuation. They are interested in
receiving convincing data with re-
gards to the

— supportive information that facili-

73 Citizen science enables participants to make a direct contribution to research, increase their scientific understanding, and immerse themselves deeply afield in learning
about topics. These opportunities provide personally transformative experiences while collecting information. In the context of an ex post TIA, the citizens could participate in
the assessing, estimating or counting of selected indicators that would be used for measuring the impact in the territory. This personal experience might generate more owner-
ship with the region and a deeper understanding of the programme area.
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Aspect to be considered

Scenario 1

Ex-post TIA contributing to im-
proved understanding of the
socio-economic framework condi-
tion of the programme area

Scenario 2

Using ex post TIA results for
improved monitoring and steer-
ing of the programme implemen-
tation

Scenario 3

ex post TIA as a basic ingredient
for a citizen-oriented communi-
cation

Scenario 4

Ex-post TIA results as a contribution
to successful communication with
policy makers

facilitate decision-making

- “value for money” to be
achieved by the programme

programme is on the right
track.

— Potential applicants are inter-
ested in what sectors the pro-
gramme is looking for addi-
tional projects

— Readiness to be identify them-
selves with “their” region

tate decision-making

- “value for money” to be achieved
by the programme (for regional
representatives: especially for their
region)

Aspect 6

From the general self-
assessment: Which communica-
tion channels do I want to use?

Integration of the territorial data
into the evaluation or socio-
economic analysis documents

Integration of the territorial data
into the programmes indicator-
and monitoring system and the
related monitoring reports

Integration of the territorial data
into the full range of the pro-
grammes communication chan-
nels (social media, newsletter,
website, etc.).

Storytelling for citizens

a) Definition of a storytelling™

narrative, based on

— Either the unique profile of the
CBC region or

— Selected examples or aspects
for stakeholders from different
sectors or levels

b) Choice of a communication

channel and an appropriate for-

mat of the “story” (twitter, news-

letter, etc)

Integration of the territorial data into
the project reporting documents

Storytelling for policy makers

a) Definition of a storytelling (see

footnote) narrative, based on

— Either the unique profile of the CBC
region or

— Selected examples or aspects for
stakeholders from different sectors
or levels

a) Choice two communication chan-
nels :

a. Direct oral presentation
b. Easy-to-read factsheets

74 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Storytelling: Storytelling is a means for sharing and interpreting experiences. Peter L. Berger says human life is narratively rooted, humans con-
struct their lives and shape their world into homes in terms of these groundings and memories. Stories are universal in that they can bridge cultural, linguistic and age-related
divides. Storytelling can be adaptive for all ages, leaving out the notion of age segregation. Storytelling can be used as a method to teach ethics, values and cultural norms and
differences.['l Learning is most effective when it takes place in social environments that provide authentic social cues about how knowledge is to be applied. Stories function as
a tool to pass on knowledge in a social context. So, every story has 3 parts. First, The setup (The Hero's world before the adventure starts). Second, The Confrontation (The
hero's world turned upside down). Third, The Resolution (Hero conquers villain, but it's not enough for Hero to survive. The Hero or World must be transformed). Any story can

be framed in such format.
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Aspect to be considered Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4
Ex-post TIA contributing to im- Using ex post TIA results for ex post TIA as a basic ingredient Ex-post TIA results as a contribution
proved understanding of the improved monitoring and steer-  for a citizen-oriented communi-  to successful communication with
socio-economic framework condi- ing of the programme implemen- cation policy makers
tion of the programme area tation
Aspect 7 Visualisation via graphs and Visualisation via graphs and Visualisation via graphs, maps or Visualisation via graphs, maps or
Check out the advantages or maps maps Supporting piCtUreS supporting piCtUreS
visualisation
Aspect 8 Highly relevant: If the infor- Flexible timing Flexible timing Flexible timing from the second half

Organisation of the timing or the
use of ex post TIA information

mation of the ex post TIA is
delivered too late, it can’t be
integrated into the preparatory
documents for programme de-
velopment (such as a socio-
economic analysis) and is not
part of the reference framework
that forms the basis for the pro-
gramme implementation

of the programme implementation
on.

Source: consortium
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12.5 Appendix 2, chapter 12: Model ToR for tendering an ex post TIA for
CBC programmes

12.5.1 General context

As outlined in the methodology of the ex post TIA for CBC programmes, “an emphasis has to

be placed on the fact that a high quality ex post TIA can only be produced in close co-

operation between experts and the programme authorities. In addition to this, an ex post TIA

can also include outreach to citizens, especially in scenario 3 that might include citizen sci-

ence.

In order to assist the smooth implementation of an ex post TIA, a model version for the ten-
dering of an ex post TIA is developed. It contains the list of actions to be implemented follow-
ing the elaborated methodology for all 4 scenarios as well as an estimation of person-days to
be invested. The latter represents external person days to be tendered. In order to comple-
ment the work that is subcontracted, staff from the programme bodies needs to be appointed,
too. However, this staff can also integrate the ex post TIA into the working routines which
makes the capacity investment more efficient and has the potential to upgrade the pro-

gramme products.

The table in chapter 5.2. gives overview with regards to the technical specifications. It does
not include further required documents such as introduction, selection criteria, documents and
declarations to be signed etc., as these documents need to be developed for every pro-

gramme individually and in line with the regional legal framework and rules.

Furthermore, the following additional aspects can influence the costs that need to be indica-
tively calculated for the different tasks:

e For which scenario (explained in the overall guidance) do we want to use an ex post
TIA?

¢ It the ex post TIA connected to a process finance from technical assistance (evaluation,
monitoring, communication)?

¢ How many thematic sectors does the ex post TIA cover?

o Will the ex post TIA be carried out for full coverage of the programme area or for select-
ed, exemplary territories.
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12.5.2 Specifications for four scenarios

Table 12.13: Costs for the tender in the different scenarios of an ex post ex post TIA: The working steps refer to the TIA-CBC case Study Handbook that has been developed
by the Lead Partner and that served for the implementation of the case studies.

Working steps during implemen-
tation of an ex post TIA

Estimation of costs and capaci-
ties

Specifications for Scenario 1
Ex-post TIA contributing to im-
proved understanding of the
socio-economic framework condi-
tion of the programme area

Specifications for Scenario 2
Using ex post TIA results for
support of monitoring and steer-
ing of the programme implemen-
tation

Specifications for Scenario 3

ex post TIA as a basic ingredient
for a citizen-oriented communi-
cation

Specifications for Scenario 4

ex post TIA results as a contribution
to successful communication with
policy makers

Working step 1
Programme Characterisation

Costs and capacities
6-12 days

A) In-depth analysis of the
programme document and
supporting documents as a basis
for the following sub-steps:

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme area, context maps
(Socioeconomic analysis)

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme framework

- Reconstruction of the interven-
tion logic (Programme docu-
ment)

B) Identification, data availa-

bility analysis through desk

research, interviews and combi-
nation of indicators.

A) In-depth analysis of the
programme document and
supporting documents as a basis
for the following sub-steps:

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme area, context maps
(Socioeconomic analysis)

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme framework

— Reconstruction of the interven-
tion logic (Programme docu-
ment)

B) Identification, data availa-

bility analysis through desk

research, interviews and combi-
nation of indicators.

A) In-depth analysis of the
programme document and
supporting documents as a basis
for the following sub-steps:

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme area, context maps
(Socioeconomic analysis)

— Characterisation of the pro-
gramme framework

— Reconstruction of the interven-
tion logic (Programme docu-
ment)

B) Identification, data availa-

bility analysis through desk

research, interviews and combi-
nation of indicators.

C) Identification of key-

indicators that are suitable for

improved identification of the
citizen with his/hers region

A) In-depth analysis of the pro-
gramme document and supporting
documents as a basis for the first
following sub-steps:

— Characterisation of the programme
area, context maps (Socioeconomic
analysis)

— Characterisation of the programme
framework

— Reconstruction of the intervention
logic (Programme document)

B) Identification, data availability

analysis through desk research,

interviews and combination of indica-
tors.

C) Identification of key-

indicators for specific sectoral or

governance level-oriented

Working step 2

Identification of programme
effects

Costs and capacities

4-7 days

(+2 days per additional work-
shop if a split is envisaged)

Preparation and implementation
of a 1-day stakeholder workshop
in compliance with the case
study handbook to present
framework, verify indicators and
Jjointly define the overall aim of
the use of the indicators and the
methodology for the socio-
economic understanding of the
area.

Preparation and implementation
of a 1-day stakeholder workshop
in compliance with the case
study handbook to present
framework, verify indicators and
jointly decide how to create
synergies between the need to
monitor and steer and the meas-
uring of key-indicators that In
this context, it is relevant that

Preparation and implementation
of a 1-day stakeholder workshop
in compliance with the case
study handbook to present
framework, verify indicators and
Jjointly define which indicators
are most suitable for communi-
cation with the citizens.

In this context, the timing of
this working step, similar to the

Preparation and implementation of a
1-day stakeholder workshop in com-
pliance with the case study handbook
to present framework, verify indica-
tors and jointly define the overall aim
of the use of the indicators for the
socio-economic understanding of the
area.

In this context, the timely synchroni-
zation with the ex post TIA for the
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Working steps during implemen-
tation of an ex post TIA

Estimation of costs and capaci-
ties

Specifications for Scenario 1
Ex-post TIA contributing to im-
proved understanding of the
socio-economic framework condi-
tion of the programme area

Specifications for Scenario 2
Using ex post TIA results for
support of monitoring and steer-
ing of the programme implemen-
tation

Specifications for Scenario 3

ex post TIA as a basic ingredient
for a citizen-oriented communi-
cation

Specifications for Scenario 4

ex post TIA results as a contribution
to successful communication with
policy makers

In this context, the timely syn-
chronization with the ex post TIA
for the use further use in the
preparation of the follow-up
programme is very relevant in
order to be able to the results.
The participants shall be mainly
the programme bodies, accom-
panied by sectoral experts for
the different thematic areas.

the indicators are extremely
easy-to-measure and that this
can be done repeatedly for moni-
toring purposes.

The participants shall be the
programme bodies, especially
the JS

entire ex post TIA, is quite flexi-
ble.

The participants shall be the
programme bodies responsible
for communication, especially the
JS.

use further use of the results within
the context of the respective policy
framework is needed.

The participants shall be mainly the
programme bodies, accompanied by
sectoral experts for the different
thematic areas.

Working step 3
Indicator population

Costs and capacities
10-20 days

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The task follows the guidance of the
case-study handbook and requires
expert assessments and in-depth
applied research

Working step 4
Impact assessment

Costs and capacities

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The workshop requires a skilled

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The workshop requires a skilled

The task follows the guidance of
the case-study handbook and
requires expert assessments and
in-depth applied research

The workshop requires a skilled

The task follows the guidance of the
case-study handbook and requires
expert assessments and in-depth
applied research

The workshop requires a skilled

10-15 days moderator. It can be carried out moderator. It can be carried out moderator. It can be carried out moderator. It can be carried out as
as as a series or back-to-back of as a citizen - oriented infor- targeted presentation and discussion
- round table among programme contributions to regular pro- mation event. with the respective policy makers.
bodies gramme co-ordination meetings  Fyrthermore, the workshop is Furthermore, the workshop is part of
— input to monitoring committee part of a process that also in- a process that also includes phases
meetings cludes phases of expert assess-  of expert assessment and interpreta-
wider, cross-sectoral, joint as- ment. The results of the work- tion of the results by experts on
se Ssn; ent ’ shop will later be assessed thor-  territorial impact analysis.
oughly by by experts on territo-
rial impact analysis.
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Working steps during implemen-
tation of an ex post TIA

Estimation of costs and capaci-
ties

Specifications for Scenario 1
Ex-post TIA contributing to im-
proved understanding of the
socio-economic framework condi-
tion of the programme area

Specifications for Scenario 2
Using ex post TIA results for
support of monitoring and steer-
ing of the programme implemen-
tation

Specifications for Scenario 3

ex post TIA as a basic ingredient
for a citizen-oriented communi-
cation

Specifications for Scenario 4

ex post TIA results as a contribution
to successful communication with
policy makers

Working step 5
Wrap up

Costs and capacities
2-3 days

Thorough process documentation
as a prerequisite, translating the
results of the 4 previous working
steps into a report detailing the
impacts identified following guid-
ance in the handbook and using
the template provided is a
straight forward task

Thorough process documentation
as a prerequisite, translating the
results of the 4 previous working
steps into a report detailing the
impacts identified following guid-
ance in the handbook and using
the template provided is a
straight forward task

Thorough process documentation
as a prerequisite, translating the
results of the 4 previous working
steps into a report detailing the
impacts identified following guid-
ance in the handbook and using
the template provided is a
straight forward task

Thorough process documentation as
a prerequisite, translating the results
of the 4 previous working steps into
a report detailing the impacts identi-
fied following guidance in the hand-
book and using the template provid-
ed is a straight forward task

Source: consortium
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12.5.3 Profile of a possible subcontractor
A subcontractor should preferably combine different experiences and skills:

¢ Knowledge and experience in ETC programmes

e Knowledge and experience in monitoring and measuring of regional development

¢ Knowledge and experience in data collection and visualization methodologies

¢ Knowledge and experience in stakeholder management including communication, event
and workshop management.

12.6 Appendix 3, chapter 12: Analysis of lines of communication for all
CBC programmes

How to use this tool

The task represents a benchmarking and orientation tool for CBC programmes with regards
to their communication set-up. It serves as reading material for the communication procedure
recommended under ANNEX 1.

This task is finalised and an extensive, searchable EXCEL-table has been elaborated that

lists all CBC programmes (internal and external borders).

The document has been imported to a shareable Google document

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1Y Sc4YuwPQKpX1w-
Kpzzvm_iRmVC5RXQ45QInUKwj3Tw/edit?usp=sharing

In more detail, the lines of communication can serve as orientation with regards to the follow-
ing aspects:
¢ Provide an overview for policy makers on the lines of communication for all 60 CBC pro-
grammes.
e Raise awareness for policy makers on the differences between CBC programmes that
will lead to a wide variety on how to utilise and communicate an ex post TIA
e Help CBC programmes to self-check their lines of communication in a wider context,
compared to other CBC programmes.
e Help the project team to better categorise CBC programmes with regards to the further
use and communication of ex post TIA and its results.
e Help CBC programmes to better understand recommendation given in the “communica-
tion guidance” with regards to individualised recommendations.

Rough categorisation of 60 CBC programmes
For an effective use of a ex post TIA for programme purpose, communication in line with the
programme’s working routines are a key principle. This concerns two aspects:

e Communicating with CBC programmes on how and when to use the ex post TIA: Identi-
fying the active communicators within the programme,

¢ Anticipating the CBC programme’s communication routines with their “customers” (pro-
jects, potential applicants, interested citizens) and suggesting ways how to use an ex
post TIA.
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Within the present ESPON project, all 60 cross-border programmes have been checked con-
cerning their lines of communication, comprising both the inner-European Interreg A-

programmes as well as the CBC-programmes covering the external EU borders.

The analysis provides relevant input with regards to the understanding of how the pro-

grammes operates and how they organise the outreach to their target groups.

In order to provide effective and usable guidance on the, it should be emphasised that not all
CBC programmes are similar. In fact, many differences lead to the fact that the use of an ex
post TIA and its results can be handled differently by respective programmes:

o Differences in territory/population covered
CBC programmes can vary significantly with regards to their territory. This does for ex-
ample affect the identification of the population with the region and has therefore an im-
pact when designing the communication lines. Very small programmes do only cover a
small cross-border area, while multinational programmes rather have the character of
small transnational programmes.

o Differences in social media outreach
CBC programmes are very different when it comes to their Social Media performance.
While some programmes use social media with great success, others do not use it at all.
This is relevant when guidance will be given on how to communicate ex post TIA results
to interested stakeholders.

¢ Differences in communication with applicants and potential applicants
CBC programmes are different when it comes to the communication with their “custom-
ers”, which are potential applicants or approved applicants. For example, programmes
are performing differently with regards to the use of an electronic monitoring or and elec-
tronic application system. However, this can be a very relevant tool to get project stake-
holders acquainted with the idea of an ex post TIA and to also collect data.

o Differences in programming process
CBC programmes do basically follow a common pathway when the programme content
is developed. However, differences exist in how many stakeholders participate in the
process and who plays the role of the main driver. This affects the complexity of the de-
cision making process and does also affect the chances to integrate e.g. an ex post TIA
into a programme development phase.
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Appendix 1 — Experts taking part in the TIA workshops

Germany — The Netherlands

Svenja Arntz (Rahmenprojekt Prioritat Il [People to people] Euregio Rhein-Waal)
Tom Cornelissen (Oost NL)

Eske Kadijk (Ems Dollart Region/Projekt Net(z)werk+)

Ingrid Klinge (New Energy Coalition)

Peter Paul Knol (JTS INTERREG Germany-Netherlands)

Barbara Lugthart (JTS INTERREG Germany-Netherlands)

Jarno Meenink (Regional Programmmanagement EUREGIO)

Peter Moorman (Provincie Overijssel)

Ingrid Moller (MB Niedersachsen)

Dorothea Palenberg (blue! Advancing European Projects)

Markus Rahm (Bundesagentur fur Arbeit Regionaldirektion NRW)

Leo Reyrink (Duits-Nederlands Grenspark Maas-Swalm-Nette/diverse Projekte)
Wolfgang Seifert (IT.NRW, project Arbeitsmarkt in Grenzregionen D-NL)

Doede Sijtsma (Provincie Gelderland)

Lambert Teerling (Projekt Lerende Euregio doet het)

Julia Wengert (JTS INTERREG Germany-Netherlands)

Sjoerd Zoete (Regional Programmmanagement Euregio Rhein-Waal)

Sweden — Norway

Mr Bjarn Terje Andersen (JTS Interreg Sweden-Norway)

Ms Trine K. Berentsen (Inner Scandinavia Cleantech Network, Kunnskapsbyen Lillestrgm)
Mr Daniel Bugel (Innovation Centre Lillestrgm)

Mr Erik Hagen (Norway MA Interreg Sweden-Norway)

Mr Rune Johannessen (Inland Norway University of Applied Sciences)

Mr Arild Lavik (Norway South East Mountain Region Association)

Mr Ola Rostad (Tretorget AS)

Dr Atle Rustadbakken (County Governor of Hedmark)

Dr Bjgrnar Saether (University of Oslo)

Dr Jon Samset (Oslo Metropolotan University)

Institutions and organisations involved in the territorial impact assessment:
JTS Interreg Sweden-Norway, Norway MA Interreg Sweden-Norway

Romania — Bulgaria

Marcela Glodeanu — MA, MRDPA

Simona Vasile — MA, MRDPA

Amalia Virdol - MRDPA

Cristian Radu — CBC RO Calarasi JS

Andrada Piperea — CBC RO Calarasi JS

Jesica Papusa — JTS Black Sea Basin Programme

Poting Razvan — General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations
Droyos-Olivio Vritopeomu — General Inspectorate for Emergency Situations
Giuroiu Laurendiu — General Inspectorate of Romanian Gendarmerie
Leon Paul Dacian Diaconu — Gendarmerie Mehedinti

Tiucsan Gheorghe — Gendarmerie Mehedinti
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Dorina Fulga — Gendarmerie Mehedinti

Marius-Eugen Fulga — Calarasi County Council

Simona Petu — Calarasi County Council

Silvia luliana Tranca — Mehedinti County Council

Crisa Carmen lvanescu — Gendarmerie Inspectorate Dolj
George Meleaca — County School Inspectorate Calarasi
Florin Ciocam — Gendarmerie Inspectorate Mehedinti

Spain — Portugal

Marili Parissaki (Red2Red CONSULTORES S.L.)

Chiara Assirelli Pandolfi (Red2Red CONSULTORES S.L.)

Ana Magalhées (Instituto de Ciéncia e Inovacdo em Engenharia Mecanica e Engenharia
Industrial, Porto)

Hihinio Mougan (Asociacion Galega de Cooperativas Agrarias — AGACA)

Maria Jose Moura (Agéncia Portuguesa do Ambiente, |.P. — APA, Area Metropolitana de
Porto)

Duarte Figueiredo (Instituto da Conservacao da Natureza e das Florestas)

Xosé Lago Garcia (Direccién Xeral de Relacidns Exteriores e coa UE, Xunta de Galicia)
Graca Fonseca (CCDR-Norte)

Mario Guimaraes (CCDR-Norte)

Anténio Pereira Torres (AECT Rio Minho)

Bruno Miguel Fernandes Caldas (CIM Alto Minho)

Borja Navarro (GNP AECT)

Isabel Esteves (GNP AECT)

Carmen Juliani Aguado (Direccién Xeral de Relaciéns Exteriores e coa UE)

Susana Fernandez Nocelo (Axencia Galega para a Xestion do Cofiecemento en Saude
(ACIS) — Conselleria de Sanidade da Xunta de Galicia)

Raul Rodriguez Couto (Agencia Gallega de Innovacién)

Manuel Solifio Bermudez (Asociacion Galega de Actividades Nauticas — AGANPLUS)
Lucia Vazquez Salinas (Diputacién de Pontevedra)

Ivan Cacheiro Villamisar (ntidad Publica Empresarial Aguas de Galicia — Conselleria de
Medio Ambiente e Ordenacién do Territorio, Xunta de Galicia)

Eugenio José Marcote Carballo (Diputacion de Pontevedra)

José Antonio Pifieiro Sineiro (Diputacion de Pontevedra)

Soénia Fernanda Duarte Antunes (Municipio de Vila Nova de Cerveira)

Pablo Rivera (AECT Eurocidade Chaves-Verin)

José Sousa (AECT Eurocidade Chaves-Verin)

Silvia Villar Rivera (Diputacion de Pontevedra)

Institutions and organisations involved in the territorial impact assessment:
GNP AECT, Xunta de Galicia, Spain, CCDR-Norte, Portugal

United Kingdom - Ireland

Bernie McGrory (CAWT)

Paula Keon (HSENI)

Jonathan Sands (HSENI)

Kerry Curran (Intertradelreland)
Sue Christie (CNCC)
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e Con McLaughlin (Donegal County Council)

e Mary Toland (NIEA)

e Colm Gallagher (Armagh, Banbridge and Craigavon Council)

e James Russell, Declan McGarrigle, Thomas McGarry, Paul Boylen and David Clarke
(SEUBP)

e Judith Scott (NISRA)

¢ Institutions and organisations involved in the territorial impact assessment:
Special EU Programmes Body (Programme Managing Authority), Donegal County
Council, Armagh, Banbridge and Craigavon Council, Intertradelreland, Cooperation and
Working Together (CAWT) Health & Social Care, Health and Social Care Northern Ire-
land (HSENI), Council for Nature Conservation and Countryside (CNCC), Northern Ire-
land Environment Agency (NIEA), Northern Ireland Statistics Research Agency (NISRA)
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Appendix 2 — Template Programme Characterisation Report

The template is provided separately as a word file:

TIA-CBC_D4_scientific-annex_A2_programme-characterisation-report_10.docx
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Appendix 3 — Template Territorial Impact Assessment Report

The template is provided separately as a word file:

TIA-CBC_D4_scientific-annex_A3_TIA-report_10.docx
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The ESPON EGTC is the Single Beneficiary of the ESPON 2020 Cooperation
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