
     

     

          

          

     

     

     

     

     
      

     

     

          

     

          

          

                      
      

                                                  
          

                                             

                                

     

                                        

                                                  
               

     

     
                                   

                    

     

                                                      

                                        

               

     

          

     

     

                                              

                         

               

          

          

     

     

     

     

      

      

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

  

      

     

     

      

  

      

       

     

           

  

      

          

  
                                                                                                          

WORKING PAPER

Indicators and 
target values for ETC 
programmes

Inspire Policy Making with Territorial Evidence



 

This policy brief aims at Territorial Cooperation Pro-
grammes (ETC) and provides information on indicator 
selection and assessment in terms of the suitability and 
measurability of indicators, proxy examples for parame-
ters of interest and notably, data and methodological 
strategies to tackle data blindness. 

The findings are based on a thorough assessment of the 
performance frameworks of three of the cooperation pro-
grammes at the EU external borders for the period 2021-
2027: Bulgaria-Serbia, Bulgaria-Turkey, and Bulgaria-Re-
public North Macedonia. The policy brief proposes: 

 ▪ Criteria for selecting output indicators and three sam-
ple methodological applications on how to set-up out-
put indicators in the performance framework, including 
establishment and derivation of milestone and target 
values, such as using historic data from past pro-
gramme performance or from ETC programmes;

 ▪ Criteria for selecting result indicators and four sample 
methodological applications on the selection of result 
indicators in the performance framework, including 
establishment and derivation of baseline and target 
values.
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1 Criteria for selecting result indicators 

The first step is to take into consideration rational issues for the identification of objectives that under-

line the need for policy intervention.  

▪ The objectives of the policy intervention have to be defined in a clear and unambiguous way, fitting 

clearly the need they are addressing. If this is not undertaken, measuring the progress would not 

be possible, as the targets would not be clear and aligned to the identified need. Rationality 

measures the level of understanding, transparency and accurateness of the policy objectives rela-

tive to the societal problem addressed; 

▪ The objectives have to have a clear focus on territorial cooperation, i.e. it must be evident that the 

territorial cooperation is not a substitute for a policy of any other kind (either regional or national) 

but, rather, its goal is strictly focused on a cross-border territorial dimension. 

The second step is the definitional issues for results indicators: 

▪ Coherence: result indicators must be fully coherent with the objectives of the Specific Objective 

(SO) to adequately measure the targets set by the public intervention. If a mismatch arises be-

tween the policy objective and the result indicator, the monitoring of the implementation would be 

flawed and arbitrary. 

▪ Relevance: It is important for the result indicators to capture a result of the project, rather than an 

output. The difference between outputs and results must be made explicit, in order to avoid confu-

sion between the two concepts. Outputs are the products generated by the policy in order to 

achieve certain results. 

▪ Unbiasedness: indicators have to be able to capture the net effect of the policy actions on the de-

fined targets, being unbiased in relation to other ongoing policy actions and developments. It is im-

portant to add that this criterion of unbiasedness only refers to the net impact of the intervention as 

captured by the indicator. Aspects, such as selection bias, have to be addressed in the set-up of 

the intervention. 

Measurability: the last step in selecting the result indicators concerns their measurability. Indicators 

should be: 

▪ credible: i.e. not sensitive to different methodologies and approaches for their collection; 

▪ consistently available over time; 

▪ comparable, i.e. allowing a comparison with other policy contexts; 

▪ available. 

Further, there are important horizontal aspects to consider when assessing result indicators. Horizontal 

aspects to consider which can have an impact: 

▪ The development of a sound intervention logic and proper definition of target groups is essential to 

minimise issues arising from selection bias in indicators. Selection bias typically occurs when due 

to improper targeting (selecting of target groups) of the intervention, participating beneficiaries are 

systematically different than potential non-beneficiaries. In an illustrative example, less-well per-

forming SMEs may self-select a programme for cooperation support, while their better performing 

peers may not. This can bias evaluation work or the indicator values if the analyses rely on coun-

terfactual comparisons between beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. However, this challenge has 

to be accounted for in the actual design of the action and the defining of the target groups. 

▪ The result indicator has to be able to capture the programme results. That means the ability to 

measure results needs to be accurate enough to capture specific developments tied to the policy 

intervention, generally necessitating the development of tailored or specific result indicators. In 

programmes with relatively limited financial volumes, this warrants close attention when designing 

the intervention logic. 



Working paper // Indicators and target values for ETC programmes 

3         ESPON // espon.eu 

The result indicators can be assessed in a structured template. Should the assessed result indicators 

not score between medium/high in the assessment criteria, changes to the selection of result indicators 

should be considered by the programme. 

Examples of (less) adequate indicator examples of each criterion are presented in Table 1.  

Table 1: Application scenarios for result indicators (RI) 

Criterion Less adequate application case Adequate application case  

Rationality This situation generally arises when the 

need of the programme area is not fully 

addressed in the intervention. This issue 

cannot be mitigated by choice of RI, as this 

has to be addressed in the design of the 

SO. An example of such a situation may be 

an SO focusing on generally fostering em-

ployment in an area with low unemploy-

ment. 

The indicator RCR56 “Time savings due to 

improved road infrastructures” of the draft IPA 

BG-MK 2021-2027 Programme under the SO 

“Developing sustainable, climate resilient, intelli-

gent and intermodal national, regional and local 

mobility, including improved access to TEN-T 

and cross-border mobility” is a good example, as 

the underlying intervention clearly addresses a 

societal need present in the programme area. 

Territorial 

cooperation 

The originally proposed indicator RCR01 

“Jobs created in supported entities” in the 

draft IPA BG-RS 2021-2027 programme 

under the SO “Enhancing sustainable 

growth and competitiveness of SMEs and 

job creation in SMEs, including by produc-

tive investments” does not account for the 

(mandatory) cross-border dimension of the 

funding. 

The indicator RCR56 “Time savings due to 

improved road infrastructures” of the draft IPA 

BG-MK 2021-2027 Programme under the SO 

“Developing sustainable, climate resilient, intelli-

gent and intermodal national, regional and local 

mobility, including improved access to TEN-T 

and cross-border mobility” is a good example, as 

it explicitly accounts for the cross-border ele-

ment of funding in the indicator methodology 

(i.e. measuring time savings in travel time creat-

ed by a new border crossing point). 

Coherence The originally proposed indicator RCR95 

“Population having access to new or up-

graded green infrastructure” under the SO 

“Enhancing protection and preservation of 

nature, biodiversity, and green infrastruc-

ture, including in urban areas, and reducing 

all forms of pollution” of the draft IPA BG-

MK 2021-2027 Programme is not fully 

aligned with the objectives of the SO. The 

focus of the SO is on enhancing biodiversity 

as well as improvement of the ecological 

corridors between ecosystems. These 

objectives and actions are not linked to the 

population with access to infrastructures. 

With sufficient management capacities at the 

programme, a complex indicator “Increase in 

ecological landscape permeability: e.g. increase 

of connectivity of natural habitats of selected 

species or increase of the connectivity of eco-

systems (migration corridors)” can be consid-

ered. This indicator would be strongly coherent 

with the goals of the SO. 

Relevance The originally proposed indicator RCR01 

“Jobs created in supported entities” in the 

draft IPA BG-RS 2021-2027 programme 

originally proposed under the SO “Enhanc-

ing sustainable growth and competitiveness 

of SMEs and job creation in SMEs, includ-

ing by productive investments” is close to 

measuring outputs of the funding, rather 

than results.  

The indicator RCR 85 “Participations in joint 

actions across borders after project completion” 

of the draft IPA BG-TR 2021-2027 programme 

scores high on relevance, as it clearly captures 

a result of the funding after project conclusion. 

Unbiasedness The indicator RCR29 “Estimated green-

house emissions” originally proposed under 

SO 1.1 Promoting energy efficiency and 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions of the 

(draft) IPA BG-TR 2021-2027 Programme 

may capture external developments, such 

as investment decisions of beneficiary 

enterprises. 

The indicator RCR104 “Solutions taken up or 

up-scaled by organisations” can alleviate this 

biasedness by only capturing developments tied 

to the programme. 
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Criterion Less adequate application case Adequate application case  

Measurability The indicator RCR29 “Estimated green-

house emissions” originally proposed under 

SO 1.1 Promoting energy efficiency and 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions of the 

(draft) IPA BG-TR 2021-2027 Programme 

may be difficult to measure due to the data 

collection and verification processes neces-

sary. This may make it less applicable to 

smaller programmes. 

The indicator RCR104 “Solutions taken up or 

up-scaled by organisations” can alleviate this 

issue by only requiring limited data collection 

efforts, e.g. a survey of beneficiaries. 

 

2 Criteria for selecting output indicators 

The output indicators can be selected based on their performance in terms of the RACER from the 

better regulation toolbox.  

▪ R (relevant) – ensuring appropriate thematic coverage and a direct and close link to the objective it 

is measuring and monitoring. The indicator actually depicts, what is intended to be achieved under 

an objective and correspondingly should be monitored. 

▪ A (accepted) – when there are no substantial difficulties with data collection. Responsibilities for col-

lection should be clearly defined, especially in cases where several authorities are involved for one 

indicator. 

▪ C (credible) – when the definition is unambiguous and clear. The indicator should be understanda-

ble also for non-experts. 

▪ E (easy to monitor) – when data collection is feasible in terms of costs and time for those in charge 

of the activity. The scope and depth should be defined appropriate to the resources available and 

the use of the indicator for monitoring and evaluation purposes. 

▪ R (robust) – when it is clearly defined, uses a sound methodology and is not subject to manipula-

tion: i.e. the indicator is sensitive to relevant changes, but is not affected by uncontrollable varia-

bles. 

Additional criteria to be considered in a horizontal manner are: 

▪ CO (comparable). An indicator is comparable when if it can be benchmarked across programmes 

for evaluation purposes. Essentially, this criterion assesses whether the common output indicators 

have been used. 

▪ T (time-bound). A time-bound indicator provides dates for measurement over time and monitoring 

is based on annual reporting or at least takes place at the end of the project. 

Examples of good and less adequate indicators, definitions and procedures are outlined in the table 2. 

Table 1: Application scenarios for output indicators (OI) 

Criterion Less adequate application case Adequate application case  

Relevant In an intervention to foster cross-border envi-

ronmental cooperation the indicator “Joint 

pilot activities implemented in projects” is 

applied. However, the intervention foresees 

outputs, such as joint actions, which exceed 

pilot activities. 

An indicator “Joint pilot activities implemented 

in projects” covers the actually planned out-

puts of the intervention. 
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Criterion Less adequate application case Adequate application case  

Accepted A procedure with multiple responsible actors 

for collecting indicator data is less preferable 

than a central solution, as this may increase 

difficulties connected to data collection (e.g. 

via increased coordination and data cleaning 

efforts). 

A procedure in which the Joint Secretariat 

(JS) through the monitoring system of the 

programme has the sole responsibility of 

collecting indicator data is more preferable. 

Credible The indicator “innovative SMEs cooperating 

with each other” would be an example of an 

unclear definition (the definition of an “innova-

tive SME” is unclear). Furthermore, it may not 

provide added value to monitoring pro-

gramme implementation. 

The indicator “SME cooperating with each 

other” would be a preferable indicator, as the 

“innovativeness” of a project/a beneficiary 

should in any case be already safeguarded by 

the selection procedures. 

Easy to moni-

tor 

Any survey-based indicator or indicator which 

requires individual assessments (i.e. of appli-

cant or beneficiary data) is less preferable, 

especially for smaller programmes due to 

budgetary and human resource constraints. 

An indicator based on generally available 

data (e.g. through the monitoring system or 

through external sources) is preferable in 

terms of cost-effectiveness and ease of col-

lection. An example would be the indicator 

“Enterprises supported (of which: micro, 

small, medium, large)” as data availability is 

directly tied to the monitoring system. 

Robust Indicators which (partially) capture develop-

ments impacted by developments outside of 

the programme’s purview may not be robust. 

An example is using population data as a 

main data source in an indicator (e.g. number 

of inhabitants covered by the intervention), as 

population fluctuations may impact the indica-

tor value. Furthermore, safeguards need to be 

introduced to minimise double counting. 

Well-defined and clear data sources and 

calculation methodologies are important in 

ensuring a robust methodology. An example 

is the indicator “Joint pilot activities imple-

mented in projects” where the data source is 

the monitoring system,  

Comparable Selection of a programme specific indicator, 

even if a common indicator would capture the 

programme intervention in (almost) the same 

quality is less preferable. 

Selection of common indicators where possi-

ble is preferable, as this enables cross-

comparisons with other programmes. 

Time bound An indicator which is only collected once or 

twice does not allow to monitor real progress 

over time and thus cannot provide good input 

to steering programme implementation. 

An indicator with fixed reporting intervals that 

include at least one point early in the project, 

one point mid-term and one point at the end 

of the project should be achieved. Annual 

reporting would be even more preferable to 

monitor programme and project implementa-

tion. 

 

3 Scenarios for output indicators, 
milestone and target values 

This chapter details the selection process for output indicators. In addition, derivation approaches for 

the milestones and targets of these indicators are detailed. The presented methodology covers multiple 

scenarios which occur in Instrument for Pre-accession (IPA) and ETC programmes, such definition of 

values based on historical performance in the preceding programming period, definition of values in 

case of absent historical data, or definition based on specific interventions (e.g. linked to infrastructure). 
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3.1 Scenario 1: Milestone and target calculations possible 
based on programme historical data 

In this scenario, the programme foresees the continuation of interventions in the 2021-2027 period 

from the 2014-2020 period. As such, the actions and their expected outputs foreseen under the SO are 

(close to) identical as in the preceding period. In this context, the programme plans to make use of the 

same output (or very similar, e.g. in case of name changes) indicator for the new SO. The calculation 

of output indicator target and milestone values are possible using historic data, i.e. using data on the 

realisation of targets and milestones from the past period. 

3.1.1 Examples for programme OI and adjustments 

In this scenario, the programme can continue to use the same (or very similar) indicator as in the pre-

ceding programming period. This may entail minor adjustments to the indicator definitions in the case 

of any changes in the supported actions of the SO. An illustrative example is provided below. 

The IPA programme Bulgaria-Republic of North Macedonia is considering the common output indicator 

RCO84 joint pilot activities implemented in projects to measure outputs of the SO 1.1 “Enhancing pro-

tection and preservation of nature, biodiversity, and green infrastructure, including in urban areas, and 

reducing all forms of pollution”. 

This SO represents a thematic continuation of activities of the 2014-2020 programming period of the 

activities under PA1 Environment, specifically SO1.1 “Environmental protection and sustainable use of 

the common natural resources of the CBC area” with the corresponding indicator OI 1.1.1.3 “Number of 

supported joint mechanisms for environmental protection, promotion of biodiversity and sustainable 

use of natural resources”. In this specific case, joint mechanisms covered in the preceding programme 

period under the SO and joint pilot activities are thematically similar in their scope. However, it is es-

sential that activities are approximately similar to enable the application of this approach. Should they 

vary, the unit cost may be over- or underestimated. 

Due to the high degree of coherence between the two SOs, the programme can use information on the 

milestones and target achievement from the 2014-2020 period to inform target and milestone setting in 

the 2021-2027 period. 

Key necessary information for this task is: 

▪ Milestone and target achievement, as well as funding data from the latest AIR of the 2014-2020 

period, 

▪ Planned funding for the activities associated with the SO in the 2021-2027 period (caveat: should 

the indicator only capture a portion of the actions of the SO, it is necessary to only use only the 

funding of the corresponding actions). 

Table 3: OI RCO84 Joint pilot activities implemented in projects 

Indicator RCO84 Joint pilot activities implemented in projects 

Milestone (2024) 2 

Target (2029) 4 

Justification The indicator is directly linked to the envisaged actions to be supported con-

centrating on green infrastructure. It is broad and covers all different types of 

infrastructures envisaged 

Methodology The milestones and the targets are derived via the unit cost approach. Total 

allotted funding corresponding to the actions are divided by an estimated unit 

cost. This yields an approximate target value (2029). 

The indicator assesses the number of implemented pilot activities jointly across 

the border, with the monitoring system as data basis. 

Calculation The calculation of the target value is based on historic data from the IPA BG-

MK 2014-2020 Programme, using the unit costs of established joint mecha-

nisms for environmental protection, promotion of biodiversity and sustainable 

use of natural resources (OI1113). The unit cost per mechanisms was approx. 

1 MEUR in 2014-20. 
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Indicator RCO84 Joint pilot activities implemented in projects 

Divide allocated funding by unit cost: € 3,713,892.16/€ 1,000,000 ≈ 4 

From the target fulfilment of the 2014-20 period, it is assumed that 50% of the 

target value will be achieved by 2024.  

Method of assessment Data is collected from the monitoring system on project level. Activities need to 

be reported by the projects and can be counted by aggregating across the 

projects. 

Data quality assurance To avoid double-counting, each activity supported in the programme is counted 

only once. The counting considers only the activities and the number of in-

volved parties is not multiplying the outcome. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of milestones 

and targets 

The target and milestone achievement may be influenced by the extent of the 

political will of public actors to engage in cross-border cooperation. This can be 

affected by political factors, such as outcomes in elections. 

3.1.2 Derivation of milestone and target values 

The calculation of the target value is based on historic data from the IPA BG-MK 2014-2020 Pro-

gramme, using the unit costs of established joint mechanisms for environmental protection, promotion 

of biodiversity and sustainable use of natural resources (OI1113). The unit cost per mechanisms was 

approx. 1 MEUR in 2014-20. With the available funding under this SO, the programme can approxi-

mately undertake four units in the 2021-2027 period. 

From the milestone, it is assumed that 50% of the target value will be achieved by 2024 (i.e. 3 years 

after start of the programme). This assumption is based on the performance of the OI 1.1.1.3 in the 

2014-2020 period, reaching approx. 50% of the target value in the same period. In case of delays in 

programming or programme start, the value would have to be adjusted accordingly, preferably also 

based on historic data. Furthermore, specificities of programme activities between the new and the 

past period have to be taken into account in the target setting, e.g. if programme calls for projects and 

their sequence are structured in a similar way which can significantly impact programme progress 

under a specific SO. 

An important step in estimating milestone and target values is the definition of a unit cost. This is the 

estimated cost of the achievement of one unit of the output indicator. This can be estimated by dividing 

funding of the action in the 2014-2020 period by the achieved 2014-2020 outputs. 

𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡𝑂𝐼1113 =
𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔2014−20

𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑑𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠2014−20
≈ 1 𝑀𝐸𝑈𝑅 

This unit cost may need to be adjusted based on inflation.  

To arrive at the target of the 2021-2027 period, the available funding per SO is divided by the estimat-

ed unit cost of the 2014-2020 period: 

Divide allocated funding by unit cost: € 3,713,892.16/€ 1,000,000 ≈ 4 

Note on the adjustment of the unit cost to the inflation rate: 

In principle, the unit cost estimated on the basis of 2014-2020 financial and output data needs to be 

adjusted to current prices, as to enable a comparison with the 2021-2027 financial volumes. As pro-

gramme funding is obtained in EUR, this can be done via the Harmonised Index of Consumer Prices 

(HICP) of the ECB1, using below formula, by summing up the relevant change of the HICP index rate 

for the desired time period. 

𝐴𝑑𝑗𝑢𝑠𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 = 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑒2014−20 ∗ (1 + 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑥 𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑒) 

However, the unit cost estimate from the approach above is introduced to significant rounding to ac-

count for programme specificities, this adjustment exercise may not be necessary: As denoted in the 

unit cost equation, the unit cost is rounded significantly and represents an approximation of the true 

  

1 See for reference: https://www.ecb.europa.eu/stats/macroeconomic_and_sectoral/hicp/html/index.en.html 
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unit cost. The change induced by rounding far exceeds the value loss induced by inflation over the 

years. As such, a separate adjustment to the inflation rate, while technically correct, may not provide 

added benefits in practical application, since the estimation approach only yields approximate esti-

mates. For non-Euro currency areas, the programme may need to be conscious of the inflation rate in 

their respective currency area and adjust the planned expenditure accordingly. 

 

3.2 Scenario 2: Milestone and target calculations not possible 
due to absence of programme historical data 

In this scenario, a programme decides to use a new OI, due to e.g. changes in supported actions or a 

new SO. As such, the programme does not have any corresponding historic data on which to base the 

milestone and target values. 

3.2.1 Examples for programme OI and adjustments 

In this scenario, the programme implements new actions under a SO, needing to define a new OI. This 

OI was not used in the preceding period by the programme. However, other ETC programmes have 

used this indicator. Data on milestone and target achievement can be used to estimate unit costs and 

milestone achievement. Specificities of IPA programmes in comparison with ETC programmes should 

be taken into account where possible, as IPA programmes usually do not finance larger infrastructure 

which can distort average values. An illustrative example is provided below. 

In the 2021-2027 programme, the Bulgaria-Serbia IPA Programme is opting to use RCO01 – Enter-

prises supported (of which: micro, small, medium, large) to measure outputs of the SO 1.1 “Enhancing 

sustainable growth and competitiveness of SMEs and job creation in SMEs, including by productive 

investments”. A minor adjustment may have to be made, as the programme does not intend to support 

large enterprises. As such, data values for the category large should be left blank or filled with zero. 

The programme can estimate the unit cost per unit of RCO01 from historic data from other pro-

grammes which used this indicator in the 2014-2020 period. This information will require access to 

historic data from other ETC and IPA programmes, such as via keep.eu. 

Key necessary information for this task is: 

▪ Milestone and target achievement, as well as funding data from comparable programmes in the 

2014-2020 period, from e.g. keep.eu 

▪ Planned funding for the activities associated with the SO in the 2021-2027 period (caveat: should 

the indicator only capture a portion of the actions of the SO, it is necessary to only use only the 

funding of the corresponding actions). 

Table 4: OI RCO01 – Enterprises supported (of which: micro, small, medium, 

large) 

Indicator RCO01 – Enterprises supported (of which: micro, small, medium, large) 

Milestone (2024) 22 

Target (2029) 37 

Justification This output indicator measures the number of SMEs participating in the pro-

gramme, differentiated by size of the enterprise. There is a direct link between 

this OI and the supported actions which are targeted solely at enterprises as 

primary beneficiaries. 

Methodology Based on values reported for ETC programmes in the previous period, the 

median unit cost was taken as a reference value. A histogram and summary 

statistics are provided in the annex. Total allotted funding corresponding to the 

actions are divided by the estimated unit cost. This yields an approximate 

target value (2029). It is assumed that approximately 60% of the target value 

will be reached by 2024. 

Calculation Assume an average unit cost (cost per supported enterprise) of € 180,000 

(based on project partners and funding reported for the previous programmes 
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Indicator RCO01 – Enterprises supported (of which: micro, small, medium, large) 

of ETC programmes) 

Divide allocated funding by unit cost: € 4,544,118.45/€ 180,00 ≈ 25 

Add no adjustments for distribution, as the OI covers all activities. 

Milestone: assume ~ 60% of the target value is reached after 3 years of project 

running (average overall 2014-20 period: 70% are achieved after 4 years) → 

25 * 0.6 = 15 Enterprises supported. 

Method of assessment Data is collected from the monitoring system by counting the number of project 

partners involved per project, classified as MSMEs. These are subsequently 

aggregated according to their classification (micro, small, medium). The cate-

gory “large” enterprises will not be populated.  

Data quality assurance To avoid double-counting, each MSME supported in the programme is counted 

only once.  

Factors influencing the 

achievement of milestones 

and targets 

The absorption capacity of eligible enterprises affects the milestone and target 

achievement of the indicator. Macroeconomic developments affecting the 

enterprises, such as fluctuations in consumer demand due to economic turbu-

lences, may affect the number of businesses eligible for funding in the pro-

gramme area, which in turn, may affect the milestone and target achievement. 

The relative attractiveness of the funding under SO in relation to other pub-

lic/private funding sources, particularly in terms of administrative effort and co-

funding rate, may influence uptake and subsequent target and milestone 

achievement. 

3.2.2 Derivation of milestone and target values  

The milestone and target values are estimated by using data from ETC and ERDF programmes of the 

2014-2020 period using a comparable/the same indicator (namely “Number of enterprises receiving 

support”). This data is retrieved from public sources, such as keep.eu. Due to the limited uptake of this 

indicate across ETC programmes in the 2014-2020 period (only eight programmes used this OI), this 

sample has been extended to include 121 ERDF programmes of the 2014-2020 period. While ETC 

projects are not aiming to replicate ERDF projects, they are leveraging them, particularly in the context 

of cross-border issues, such as cross-border supply chains, marketing, or clustering.  

From the milestone achievement of ETC programmes using this indicator in the 2014-2020 period, it is 

assumed that 60% of the target value will be achieved by 2024. The milestone achievement has been 

corrected slightly downwards from the average value for ETC programmes, as it can be assumed that 

involvement of only SMEs and no large enterprises are likely to lead to a more equal distribution 

throughout the period and lower initial pickup. 

For the indicator RCO01 historic data from ETC programmes can be used to derive the unit cost. The 

unit cost is calculated by dividing the related funding from the SO with the achieved outputs from com-

parable output indicators under that SO. This yields a unit cost value per SO per selected programme.  

𝑈𝑛𝑖𝑡𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 =
𝑆𝑂𝐹𝑢𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖

𝐴𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑑𝑂𝑢𝑡𝑝𝑢𝑡𝑠𝑖
 

The derived unit costs per SO are subsequently aggregated in a data sheet and analysed. In order to 

estimate a comparable unit cost for this IPA programme, only comparable programmes are included in 

this assessment, depending on data availability. The project team opted to use the median unit cost as 

a reference point for this IPA programme, as this was the most representative unit cost value. 

Figure 1 illustrates the histogram of unit cost values for the indicator Enterprises receiving support from 

ETC programmes of the 2014-20 period. The dotted line represents the median unit cost.  

The summary statistics are provided in the table 5. 

This yields an approximate unit cost (based on the median) of € 180,000 per unit of RCO01.  

Divide allocated funding of the SO by estimated unit cost: € 4,544,118.45/€ 180,000 ≈ 25 
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Figure 1: Distribution of unit cost values: Enterprises receiving support 2014-20 

(ETC Programmes) 

 
Source: Project team, 2021, based on ERDF/ETC Programme data 2014-20 

Table 5: Summary statistics Enterprises receiving support 2014-20 (ETC 

Programmes) 

Item Value 

n 129 

Minimum 6011.484 

Maximum 2379407 

Range 2373396 

Median 181770.2 

Mean 324378 

Standard Error 33409.77 

Variance 1.44E+11 

Standard Deviation 379462.1 
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3.3 Scenario 3: Milestone and target calculations deriving 
directly from a programme strategic activity or structural 
investments 

A programme may opt to pursue strategic goals, such as infrastructure investment under an SO. These 

interventions may be specific to the programme. As such, historic data cannot necessarily be used and 

estimation of milestone and target values requires specific approaches. The exact approach may vary 

depending on the scope of the activities planned and may include consultative processes with relevant 

experts, review of relevant documents, or the consultation of public investment outcomes of similar pro-

jects in other funds. 

3.3.1 Examples for programme OI and adjustments 

In this scenario, the programme foresees the development of specific infrastructure under a dedicated 

SO. The illustrative example of this scenario is the construction of a new border post in the IPA Pro-

gramme Bulgaria-Republic of North Macedonia 2021-2027 under the SO 2.1 “Developing sustainable, 

climate resilient, intelligent and intermodal national, regional and local mobility, including improved 

access to TEN-T and cross-border mobility”. As such, the programme has to use a tailored output 

indicator, measuring the specific outputs of the supported action. 

Table 6: OI New BCCP operating 

Indicator New BCCP operating 

Milestone (2024) 0 

Target (2029) 1 

Justification The indicator is directly aligned with the target of the project to be supported under 

the SO: “Establishment of a new Border crossing check point (BCCP) “Klepalo” 

between the Republic of Bulgaria and the Republic of North Macedonia” 

Methodology As the indicator is set up in a binary way, and the SO specifically shall only con-

tribute to the single BCCP, the target can be derived from that. It is assumed that 

by 2024 the BCCP will not yet be operational. 

Calculation One BCCP is planned in the programme, counting towards a combined total num-

ber of planned BCCP of one. 

Method of assessment A fully operational BCCP is considered as fulfilling the target. 

Data quality assurance It will be ensured that only fully prepared and equipped BCCP with the secured 

means for further operation can start operating. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of mile-

stones and targets 

There is a Bilateral Agreement between the two countries for establishment of the 

new BCCP in the village of Klepalo. However, if the political will of public actors will 

change it could result in delay or shortages in the release of national funds. This 

can be affected by political factors, such as outcomes in elections. 

3.3.2 Derivation of milestone and target values 

The milestone and target values are linked to the available funding under this SO and the scope of 

supported actions. In this illustrative case, the construction of one border post exhausts the available 

funds, fulfils the target and is the only action conducted. Accordingly, an accurate financial and project 

planning is essential. Further, this may require consultative processes with relevant experts and stake-

holders. Experiences from similar interventions in other public investment programmes (e.g. outside 

the scope of the ESIF) can be drawn on.  
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4 Scenarios for result indicators, baseline 
and target values 

4.1 Scenario 1: Indicator biased by external development and 
low cross-border dimension 

Key challenges found in result indicators across IPA and ETC programmes are connected to the ability 

to account for the cross-border element in the funding and a significant distance between the action 

and the result of the supported funding. This results in bias by failing to account for external drivers 

which can influence the value of the result indicator. Another cause of bias is that the indicator may not 

capture the cross-border component of the funding. 

4.1.1 Examples for programme RI and adjustments  

This problem typically occurs when nominating result indicators which measure macro-developments at 

regional level, outside of the scope of IPA/ETC intervention, due to their specific thematic focus and 

lower financial volumes. Examples may be using the youth unemployment rate as a result indicator for 

an ETC SO with the aim to increase labour market participation among young adults or the R&D ex-

penditure rate in the public sector for an ETC SO aimed at improving innovation performance. These 

indicators may fail to capture the cross-border element by measuring large-scale developments in the 

area. Furthermore, the contributions to this indicator may be influenced to a greater extent by macro-

developments, such as economic fluctuations or changes in public endowments of universities and only 

to a minor degree by the IPA programme. In those cases, the contributions of the programme may not 

be fully captured by these indicators.  

A further example of a result indicator likely capturing external developments with data collection diffi-

culties may be RCR29 Estimated greenhouse emissions originally proposed under SO 1.1 Promoting 

energy efficiency and reducing greenhouse gas emissions of the (draft) IPA BG-TR 2021-2027 Pro-

gramme. Given the scope of the funding under the SO, the indicator may be costly to monitor and may 

also capture CO2 emission reductions in enterprises from other sources. As such, when opting for 

result indicators tied to macro-developments, specific elements may need to be introduced to reduce 

biasedness and increase the cross-border cooperation aspects. An example is provided below for 

capturing the energy efficiency gains – the custom indicator Energy Productivity. This indicator cap-

tures the net-effect of the funding and is accurately targeted at the results of the policy intervention. 

However, monitoring may be costly, as it relies on (beneficiary) enterprise revenue figures, which may 

be a source of bias if collected improperly. 

Table 7: RI I Energy Productivity  

Indicator Energy Productivity 

Baseline (2021) To be calculated, depending on availability of data from grid operators 

Target (2029) To be calculated, depending on availability of data from grid operators 

Justification The indicator is closely linked to programme actions regarding increased ener-

gy efficiency and reduction of primary energy consumption which will ultimately 

lead to an increase in energy productivity 

Methodology Energy productivity is assessed at the beginning of the programming period for 

all regions involved based on statistical data from NSIs and grid operators. The 

target is set based on projections for the respective countries which are includ-

ed in high-level strategies. The contribution of the programme is assessed 

based on project reports. 

Calculation The baseline value of the indicator “energy productivity” will be calculated using 

regional statistics as a primary source. The following equation will be populat-

ed: 

𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦2021 =
∑ 𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒𝑖  

∑ 𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖
 

Where ∑ 𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒𝑖  is the approximated company revenue of eligible 
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Indicator Energy Productivity 

enterprises in the programme area. This can be collected from tax records or 

via a market study. ∑ 𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖 refers to the sum of consumed 

energy in kw/h (or kilogramme of oil equivalent, KGOE, depending on data 

availability) for 2021. This value is obtained from grid operators at NTS3 level 

for the programme area. 

The target value is assumed to be 10% higher than the baseline, given the 

scope of available funding for investments in this SO. The realised value of the 

result indicator is calculated using beneficiary reporting as a primary source. 

The following equation will be populated: 

𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑑 = ∑
𝑅𝑒𝑎𝑙𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒𝑖

𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖
 

Where ∑
𝑅𝑒𝑎𝑙𝐸𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑝𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑒𝑅𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑢𝑒𝑖

𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑔𝑦𝐶𝑜𝑛𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖
 is the sum of the reported real revenue by the 

each of the beneficiaries in EUR, divided in each case by the reported energy 

consumption in kw/h. The reported revenue has to be adjusted to inflation for 

each of the beneficiaries to ensure comparability. 

In this illustrative example, using the Eurostat value for the Bulgaria in 2019 in 

KGOE2 as a representative value for the baseline of 2021, the baseline would 

be € 6,085 per KGOE. A 10% reduction in energy consumption would increase 

the energy productivity to € 6,693 per KGOE among the beneficiary enterpris-

es. 

Method of assessment Beneficiaries are required to report on the individual energy productivity in 

terms of firm-level energy use and firm-level revenue. Program-level results 

can be aggregated out of those two factors. 

Data quality assurance On region level, data is reported by authorities and NSIs as part of official 

statistics, no particular quality assurance measures are necessary. On firm 

level, energy consumption and revenue are also standard metrics that are 

collected without bias or distortion. Reported data will be checked for plausibil-

ity, but no in-depth assessment is necessary. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of targets 

Productive industries are influenced by ongoing changes in demand following 

the Covid-19 pandemic. These changes can influence energy productivity e.g. 

through reduction in demand and thus revenue while less reduction in energy 

use is possible for a productive industry. 

 

As an alternative to complex calculations for the indicator Energy Productivity, the programme may use 

Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations. The indicator has the advantage of 

reduced complexity and lower monitoring costs, while capturing the SO’s results and the cross-border 

element. This discussion is elaborated under scenario 2 (see section 4.2). 

Table 8: Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations 

Indicator RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations  

Baseline (2021) 0 

Target (2029) 11 

Justification The adapted RCR104 measures the jointly taken up or upscaled solutions by 

organisations as results of programme intervention. The solutions have to be 

thematically aligned to the objectives of the SO, i.e. promoting energy efficien-

cy and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  

Methodology The number of jointly taken up or upscaled solutions by organisations 

measures the number of solutions jointly implemented or up-scaled as results 

of intervention. This figure is collected via a survey to beneficiary organisations 

  

2 Energy productivity (t2020_rd310) 
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Indicator RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations  

in 2029.  

To avoid double counting, surveyed beneficiaries are required to name the 

solution. In addition, only solutions with a cross-border element are counted in 

the survey.  

Calculation The calculation of the target value is closely tied to the number of estimated 

participating organisations. It is assumed that each solution is implemented by 

two partners. With the expected participation of 22 organisations, 11 solutions 

can be taken up or up-scaled. 

Method of assessment The uptake is measured via beneficiary reporting in the shape of a (mandatory) 

survey to all beneficiary organisation. 

Data quality assurance Plausibility checks on the level of the project are made. Reporting values on 

the number of up-scaled or implemented solutions are, however, not subject to 

bias or distortion due to other factors, thus no in-depth assessment is neces-

sary. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of targets 

Low uptake rates due to overall less incentive to invest in long-term measures 

in a financially troubling situation for the beneficiaries can negatively influence 

the achievement rates. 

 

The choice of adapted RCR104 as a result indicator carries benefits tied to ease of monitoring and 

reporting, methodological robustness, and appropriability in the context of programme areas facing 

data blindness. 

Table 9: Assessment of final result indicators selection 

Indicator Rationality Territorial 

cooperation 

Coherence Relevance Unbiasedness Measurability 

RCR29 Esti-

mated green-

house emis-

sions 

HIGH LOW HIGH HIGH LOW LOW 

Energy produc-

tivity  

HIGH LOW MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

Adapted 

RCR104 Solu-

tions taken up 

or up-scaled by 

organisations 

HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH 

4.1.2 Derivation and selection of baseline and target values  

The derivation and selection of baseline and target values will be specific to the defined indicator. In the 

illustrative example addressing value added in energy productivity (see above), the definition of both 

values requires studies/dedicated data collection to assess the status quo of revenue generation and 

energy consumption and at a later stage, towards the end of the programming period- the post-treatment 

status. While the use of dedicated studies and data collection efforts may yield many benefits, chiefly, a 

clearer picture on the absorption capacity of the programme area, such an approach can be costly and 

methodologically complex.  

The advantage of using a direct result indicator to measure the results of a programme in cases of data 

blindness is that the indicator is insensitive to availability of local/regional data and can generally be 

collected in a cost-effective manner (in the case of adapted RCR104 with a survey). In the case of the 

using a direct result indicator closely connected to changes in output indicators, using historic perfor-

mance of the linked output indicator to gauge RI target values is appropriate, as detailed in chapters 

3.1.2 and 3.2.2. However, it should be noted that linking RI and OI target values closely together, as-

sumes a high degree of successful implementation of the activities. 
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4.2 Scenario 2: Indicators with uncertain/unknown context and 
indifferent cross-border dimension  

Lack of available or reliable data can impede a programme’s ability to construct result indicators based 

on regional statistical data. In these cases, programmes may opt to use (adapted) direct result indica-

tors, as they are closely linked to changes in the output indicator and generally well-able to capture the 

net effect of the programme, that is free of bias.  

4.2.1 Examples for programme RI and adjustments 

In cases where the programme area is characterised by data blindness and only limited resources are 

available, programmes may opt to apply direct result indicators or develop result indicators which are 

closely linked to programme outputs. Programmes may opt to develop their own result indicators if they 

cover the impacts of the projects under an SO on the programme area in a more accurate manner. The 

key challenge to tying the (direct) result indicator that closely to an output is that the indicator may 

capture elements more associated with outputs and may be impacted by external factors. This requires 

the introduction of a dedicated data quality safeguards, as illustrated in table 10). The custom result 

indicator share of population under cross-border disaster prevention plans measures the contributions 

of the IPA Programme BG-RS 2021-2027 to the SO 3.1 Promoting climate change adaptation, risk 

prevention and disaster resilience measures on key result, namely the programme’s contribution to 

regional disaster readiness by supporting relevant plans. This illustrative indicator below carries the 

advantage of being relatively unbiased to external developments, in this case population fluctuations, 

by being benchmarked to the total population via its relative coverage. Taking the absolute number of 

inhabitants covered could lead to an over or underassessment of the impacts in case of unexpected 

population changes.  

Table 10: RI Share of population under cross-border disaster prevention plans 

Indicator Share of population under cross-border disaster prevention plans 

Baseline (2021) 0% 

Target (2029) 100% 

Justification This indicator counts the share of the total population under cross-border disaster 

prevention plans. There is a clear cross-border dimension of the indicator, as it ac-

counts for the development of cross-border plans. In addition, it is closely aligned to 

the expected impact of the SO, i.e. the improvement of cross-border disaster prepar-

edness. Further, it shows resilience against population fluctuations by measuring the 

relative share of the population living in areas covered by such plans. 

Methodology The baseline and target value are calculated by measuring the share of the popula-

tion covered by cross-border disaster prevention plans or regional/local plans in the 

framework of/or embedded in cross-border disaster prevention plans.  

Calculation Assuming that there are no existing cross-border disaster protocols and prevention 

plans, the baseline is set to 0%. 

Establishing a (number of) joint/cross-border disaster plan(s) covering all municipali-

ties and thereby all residents of the programme area would count as fulfilling the 

target, setting it at 100%. 

Method of assess-

ment 

This requires collecting population figures at municipal level. Population figures of 

municipalities covered by such plans are aggregated and divided by the total popula-

tion of the programme area. Aggregated population data must be comparable, in 

terms of definitions and in terms of point of time when the data was collected. 

Data quality assur-

ance 

By accounting for the share of population covered, as opposed to the absolute num-

ber of inhabitants, the result indicator is resilient against population fluctuations. 

To avoid double counting, only the largest contribution/project per municipality will be 

counted. In the case of multiple projects covering the same municipality, the largest 

contribution will be included. 

Factors influencing 

the achievement of 

targets 

The target achievement may be influenced by the extent of the political will of public 

actors to produce cross-border disaster prevention plans. This can be affected by 

political factors, such as outcomes in elections 
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However, opting for a common direct result indicator has the advantage of comparability with other 

programmes and may come at a lower cost to the programme. Opting for an adapted direct result indi-

cator, as in the example below, closely links the output to the result. Target setting and reporting, in this 

case, will not require significant studies as it is closely linked with programme activities. However, when 

opting for a direct result indicator, several aspects should be considered: 

▪ The indicator should not measure the outputs of the programme. While baseline and target setting 

may be closely connected to the associated output indicator and can be undertaken using historic 

data, specific data collection may be necessary to account for the actual result. Due to their close 

link to project outputs, consulting beneficiaries on the result of their activities can generate a suffi-

cient data basis for the assessment of the achievement. This can take the shape of a (mandatory) 

survey collecting data on whether these solutions have been taken up after project completion. 

▪ These indicators are not fully insensitive to changes in external framework conditions, such as 

economic turbulences or political crises, which may influence the uptake of a measure. 

▪ While appropriate to use in situations with data blindness, direct result indicators may not fully cap-

ture the results of policy intervention due to their proximity to output indicators. As such, an appro-

priate definition of the methodology is essential. This may, e.g., include adjustments to the count-

ing of contributions to only account for contributions with cross-border aspects. 

In an illustrative example (Table ) the (draft) IPA BG-MK Programme 2021-2027 opted to adopt 

RCR104 to account for cross-border aspects of funding under the SO Enhancing protection and 

preservation of nature, biodiversity, and green infrastructure, including in urban areas, and reducing all 

forms of pollution. The advantage of this indicator is its ease of measurement and methodological sim-

plicity – only a survey will be necessary to account for the solutions taken up after project completion. 

Table 11: Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations 

Indicator Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations 

Baseline (2021) 0 

Target (2029) 4 

Justification Activities under the SO are closely linked with the indicator as they relate to an actual 

cross-border issues (i.e. the connectivity) and include several of the intended actions 

under the SO in a cross-cutting manner. 

Methodology Target setting will depend on an assessment of the environment in the programme 

area, i.e. already existing and implemented strategies and action plans. The target 

value will be based on new action plans taken up after project completion. This figure 

is collected via a survey to beneficiary organisations in 2029.  

To avoid double counting, surveyed beneficiaries are required to name the solution. 

In addition, only solutions with a cross-border element are counted in the survey. 

Calculation The calculation of the target value is based on historic data from the IPA BG-MK 

2014-2020 Programme, using the unit costs of established joint mechanisms for 

environmental protection, promotion of biodiversity and sustainable use of natural 

resources (OI113). The unit cost per mechanisms was approx. 1 MEUR in 2014-20. 

Divide allocated funding by unit cost: € 3,713,892.16/€ 1,000,000 ≈ 4 

Method of assess-

ment 

A mapping of the policies in place will be conducted at the beginning of the pro-

gramme. This will be done via desk research as well as expert interviews to identify 

the relevant strategies and action plans. The number of strategies and action plans in 

place in 2029 then will represent the final result for this programming period 

Data quality assur-

ance 

Plausibility checks on the level of the project are made. Reporting values on the 

number of up-scaled or implemented solutions are, however, not subject to bias or 

distortion due to other factors, thus no in-depth assessment is necessary. 

Factors influencing 

the achievement of 

targets 

Low uptake rates due to overall less incentive to invest in long-term measures in a 

financially troubling situation for the beneficiaries can negatively influence the 

achievement rates. 
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As illustrated in table 12 the two refined indicators rank highly along the assessment criteria. Their high 

degree of measurability makes them ideal candidates for IPA programmes and – in general – for ETC 

programmes which may be faced with unevenly available regional data across the programme area.  

Table 12: Assessment of final result indicators selection 

Indicator Rationality Territorial 

cooperation 

Coherence Relevance Unbiasedness Measurability 

Share of popula-

tion under cross-

border disaster 

prevention plans 

HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM HIGH HIGH 

Adapted RCR104 

Solutions taken 

up or up-scaled 

by organisations 

HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH 

 

4.2.2 Derivation and selection of baseline and target values  

The advantage of using a direct result indicator to measure the results of a programme in cases of data 

blindness is that the indicator is insensitive to availability of local/regional data and can generally be 

collected in a cost-effective manner (in the case of adapted RCR104 with a survey). In the case of the 

share of population under cross-border disaster prevention plans, measurement of baseline and target 

values depends on the pre-existing state of the disaster planning in the programme area: as the activi-

ties cover a new set of actions which fill the gap of no pre-existing cross-border plans, the baseline can 

be set to 0% and, depending on overall budget allotment, to 100% as the target. 

The value of the indicator is closely connected to the outputs of the actions: a sustainable increase in 

the population covered by supported disaster prevention plans (a key activity of the SO) will increase 

the value of the indicator. This requires collecting accurate population figures from municipal sources. 

Population figures of municipalities covered by such plans are aggregated and divided by the total 

population of the programme area. Aggregated population data must be comparable, in terms of defini-

tions and in terms of point of time when the data was collected. 

In the case of the using a direct result indicator closely connected to changes in output indicators, us-

ing historic performance of the linked output indicator to gauge RI target values is appropriate, as de-

tailed in chapter 3.1.2 and chapter 3.2.2. However, it should be noted that linking RI and OI target val-

ues closely together, assumes a high degree of successful implementation of the activities. 

 

4.3 Scenario 3: Indicator biased in capturing programme results 

If not properly constructed, result indicators may not fully capture the results of the programme’s inter-

ventions. As such, the programme’s real contributions to improving the socio-economic or environmen-

tal situation of the programme area can remain underreported. At worst, using such an indicator can 

distort the steering of investments, as projects are targeted at areas or target groups which increase 

the indicator value, rather than address needs of the area. 

4.3.1 Examples for programme RI and adjustments 

An example for an indicator potentially unable to capture the results of the intervention is RCR95 popu-

lation having access to new or upgraded green infrastructure of a SO “Enhancing protection and 

preservation of nature, biodiversity, and green infrastructure, including in urban areas, and reducing all 

forms of pollution” in a sparsely populated area. The choice of the indicator has to reflect the specifici-

ties of the programme area and accurately capture the results of the intervention throughout the pro-

gramme area. Furthermore, the indicator is not explicitly capturing the element of territorial coopera-

tion. In the assessed case, the main issue with the indicator is tied to the linking to the inhabitants of 

the area, as the population in that particular programme area is concentrated along a few urban areas, 
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while natural areas remain less populated. Therefore, the values delivered by the indicator may be 

misleading (fewer inhabitants covered by the interventions does not necessarily mean less positive 

impact of the interventions on the ecosystems). 

There are multiple avenues to mitigate this issue. The programme should use an indicator which is 

insensitive to the main source of bias, in this case the population distribution in the programme area. 

Below are two examples of result indicators addressing this bias. 

Table 13: New RI Increase in ecological landscape permeability 

Indicator Increase in ecological landscape permeability: e.g. increase of connectivity 

of natural habitats of selected species or increase of the connectivity of 

ecosystems (migration corridors) 

Baseline (2021) To be established 

Target (2029) To be established 

Justification As pointed out in the analysis of the measures foreseen and needs addressed in this 

SO the bulk of the activities are not cross-border related. Therefore we identified 

those aspects which were restricted to the main connecting aspects – i.e. the estab-

lishment of biodiversity corridors and river basin related environmental activities. 

Therefore, the most logical result – linking back the indirect consequences of the 

policy activities with the original needs was to capture the connectedness of eco-

systems across borders. Eco-system, permeability is a standard procedure to 

capture in how far these systems are allowing for species (flora and fauna) to 

spread and thus serve as basis for a single ecological landscape system. 

Methodology Eco-system mapping across borders. The methodology for sake of efficiency will 

have to depend on sources and opportunities available regionally (e.g. Universities 

with on-going research projects). Permeability can be calculated in principle based 

on land-use3 where artificial surfaces and roads create resistance to flows, while 

natural surfaces create connectedness. Based on land-use changes or reduction 

in barrier effects, the connectedness of the region can change. Due to the small 

volume of the programme, large scale effects are not to be expected, thus regional 

focus points have to be identified to see measurable change. 

Calculation (example) Calculation example following Anderson & Clark: 

For each regional focus area, the connectedness is established as an index be-

tween 0 (least connected) and 100 (fully connected). The connectedness is calcu-

lated in a radius surrounding the focus point by the modelling software “Circuit-

scape” which simulates on a grid basis flows through the region based on re-

sistance-based net passage probabilities for walkers passing through. The calcula-

tion allows to take into account both large connected areas as well as “stepping 

stones” which can considerably reduce the resistance of a given path. Resistance 

weight modifiers also allow to take into account increased connectivity through 

explicit management approaches for an entire area. 

For example focus area A (natural) the initial connectivity could be 95 with few 

barriers and natural landscape. Implemented high-level strategies cannot be as-

sumed to significantly reduce the resistance, thus no change in value can be as-

sumed. 

For example focus area B (mixed) the initial connectivity could be 25, with some 

barriers and settlements, as well as otherwise modified land. Stepping stones for 

interconnecting separated habitats (e.g. through roads, or within settlement struc-

tures) can significantly reduce the barrier effect of those individual elements. The 

connectivity of the area can by implementing such projects rise to a value of 27. 

Method of assessment Eco-system mapping is a standard method in ecology/biology. – It consists of field 

research, which systematically collects the condition of several species of flora and 

fauna in a given territory. This condition is then mapped in GIS. – The method of 

assessment of the indicator would be done in a two-time mapping exercise (one 

  

3 E.g. Anderson, Clark (2012): Modeling Landscape permeability. 
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Indicator Increase in ecological landscape permeability: e.g. increase of connectivity 

of natural habitats of selected species or increase of the connectivity of 

ecosystems (migration corridors) 

baseline assessment one assessment after completion of the programme). 

Data quality assurance Depends on the actual methodology 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of mile-

stones and targets 

Activities outside of the scope of the programme (e.g. development of residential 

areas) can influence ecosystem connectivity. The programme actions thus might 

be working against a downward trend, which needs to be addressed through the 

assessment methodology. 

 

As a less complex alternative to Increase in ecological landscape permeability, the programme may 

adapt the direct result indicator Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations. 

This discussion is elaborated under scenario 2 (see section 4.2). The indicator has the advantage of 

reduced complexity and lower monitoring costs, while capturing the SO’s results and the cross-border 

element. This indicator can be used as a substitute to Increase in ecological landscape permeability. 

Table 14: Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations 

Indicator Adapted RCR104 Solutions taken up or up-scaled by organisations 

Baseline (2021) 0 

Target (2029) 4 

Justification Activities under the SO are closely linked with the indicator as they relate to an 

actual cross-border issues (i.e. the connectivity) and include several of the intend-

ed actions under the SO in a cross-cutting manner. 

Methodology Target setting will depend on an assessment of the environment in the programme 

area, i.e. already existing and implemented strategies and action plans. The target 

value will be based on new action plans taken up after project completion. This 

figure is collected via a survey to beneficiary organisations in 2029.  

To avoid double counting, surveyed beneficiaries are required to name the solu-

tion. In addition, only solutions with a cross-border element are counted in the 

survey. 

Calculation The calculation of the target value is based on historic data from the IPA BG-MK  

2014-2020 Programme, using the unit costs of established joint mechanisms for 

environmental protection, promotion of biodiversity and sustainable use of natural 

resources (OI113). The unit cost per mechanisms was approx. 1 MEUR in 2014-

20. 

Divide allocated funding by unit cost: € 3,713,892.16/€ 1,000,000 ≈ 4 

Method of assessment A mapping of the policies in place will be conducted at the beginning of the pro-

gramme. This will be done via desk research as well as expert interviews to identi-

fy the relevant strategies and action plans. The number of strategies and action 

plans in place in 2029 then will represent the final result for this programming 

period 

Data quality assurance Plausibility checks on the level of the project are made. Reporting values on the 

number of up-scaled or implemented solutions are, however, not subject to bias or 

distortion due to other factors, thus no in-depth assessment is necessary. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of targets 

Low uptake rates due to overall less incentive to invest in long-term measures in a 

financially troubling situation for the beneficiaries can negatively influence the 

achievement rates. 

 

The choice of result indicators should be informed by the ability of the programme to monitor and report 

the necessary data values. While the former indicator (Increase in ecological landscape permeability) 

accurately measures the programme’s results, it is more complex and requires substantial data and 

calculation efforts. As such, particularly for IPA programmes in areas where data blindness is an issue, 

the indicator adapted RCR104 can be preferable, as monitoring is less costly due to its close link with 

the programme’s outputs. 
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Table 15: Assessment of final result indicators selection 

Indicator Rationality Territorial 

cooperation 

Coherence Relevance Unbiasedness Measurability 

Original indi-

cator: RCR95 

Population 

having access 

to new or 

upgraded 

green infra-

structure 

MEDIUM LOW LOW HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 

New indicator: 

increase in 

ecological 

landscape 

permeability 

HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH LOW 

New indicator: 

Adapted 

RCR104 

Solutions 

taken up or 

up-scaled by 

organisations 

HIGH MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM HIGH HIGH 

 

4.3.2 Derivation and selection of baseline and target values  

The derivation of the baseline and target values depends on the type of indicator selected by the pro-

gramme. Using a highly tailored result indicator, as illustrated above for the case of increase in ecolog-

ical landscape permeability, can be costly and linked to substantial data needs. Such an indicator may 

require studies or dedicated data collection efforts to gather to appropriate data values for the indicator. 

In addition, the development of the indicator may require specific expertise in the field. However, im-

plementing such studies comes with the advantage of accurately assessing the extent of the needs of 

the programme area, which can improve the targeting of the action and grants knowledge on the ab-

sorption capacity of the area. 

The advantage of using a direct result indicator to measure the results of a programme in cases of data 

blindness is that the indicator is insensitive to availability of local/regional data and can generally be 

collected in a cost-effective manner (in the case of adapted RCR104 with a survey). In the case of the 

using a direct result indicator closely tied to changes in output indicators, using historic performance of 

the linked output indicator to gauge RI target values is appropriate, as detailed in chapters 3.1.2 and 

3.2.2. However, it should be noted that linking RI and OI target values closely together, assumes a high 

degree of successful implementation of the activities. 

4.4 Scenario 4: Programme strategic activity or structural 
investments 

In this scenario, a programme foresees a strategic or highly specific intervention which cannot be fully 

captured with the common result indicators provided in the Common Provision Regulations. In such a 

case, a tailored may need to be developed or an available direct result indicator needs to be adapted to 

the specificities of the SO. 

4.4.1 Examples for programme RI and adjustments 

In this scenario, the programme foresees the development of specific infrastructure under a dedicated 

SO. The illustrative example of this scenario is the construction of a new border post in the IPA Pro-

gramme Bulgaria-Republic of North Macedonia 2021-2027 under the SO 2.1 “Developing sustainable, 
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climate resilient, intelligent and intermodal national, regional and local mobility, including improved 

access to TEN-T and cross-border mobility”.  

The originally proposed direct result indicator RCR95 Time savings due to improved road infra-

structures was well-chosen, as seen by the assessment outcomes. However, the approach to measure 

the time savings was unclear. Therefore, RCR95 was respecified, particularly in terms of its measure-

ment methodology. 

Table 16: RI RCR56 Time savings due to improved road infrastructures 

Indicator RCR56 Time savings due to improved road infrastructures 

Baseline (2021) 1:50 h (current travel time) 

Target (2029) 1:10 h (future current time), time saving: 0:40 h (to be adapted after establishing 

the funding framework) 

Justification The indicator is directly aligned with the specific targets of the project to be sup-

ported under the SO: 

▪ To facilitate the increasing traffic of people and goods between the two coun-

tries  

▪ To strengthen communication links between the two countries 

▪ To improve and extend access to core TEN-T 

Methodology The travel time between Strumyani (next highway to Klepalo on the BG side) and 

Berovo (next town to Klepalo on MK side) was assessed using Google Maps rout-

ing services4. The funding framework will be established to ensure to capture only 

the share of time savings allocated to the Interreg IPA III funding. The intended 

reduction target was based on the draft cooperation programme.  

Calculation Select two locations on the map: one on each side of the border. The selection 

shall reflect the maximum possible expected travel time savings.  

Determine current travel time between the locations using a routing service5 (1:50) 

Determine future travel time by adding the actual travel time towards the new 

border crossing point on both sides (as far as possible) and estimate the travel 

time for the missing connection (1:10) 

For the total saving (Tt = 1:50 – 1:10 = 0:40 h) (40 Minutes) 

For the share of IPA III impact on the time saving (Ti): 

Assume that the total cost of establishing the BCCP (Ft) is € 21,000,000 and the 

IPA funding (Fi) amounts € 7,000,000. 

Use the following formula: 

Ti = (Fi x Tt) / Ft 

Example with the assumed total costs and funding: 

Ti = (7,000,000 x 40) / 21,000,000 = 13 [Minutes] 

Result: 0:13 h travel time savings are resulting from the IPA III funding 

Method of assessment The average travel time by car based on routing service calculations between two 

defined points is calculated once without the BCCP operational and once with the 

BCCP (and the further infrastructure improvements) operational. The difference in 

travel time corresponds to the time savings due to improved road infrastructure. 

Data quality assurance It will be ensured that only fully prepared and equipped BCCP with the secured 

means for further operation can start operating. 

Factors influencing the 

achievement of mile-

stones and targets 

There is a Bilateral Agreement between the two countries for establishment of the 

new BCCP in the village of Klepalo. However, if the political will of public actors will 

change it could result in delay or shortages in the release of national funds. This 

can be affected by political factors, such as outcomes in elections. 

  

4 https://www.google.com/maps 

5 Use one of the established reliable services e.g. https://www.google.com/maps, https://routing.openstreetmap.de/ 
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In the case of RCR95, an adaptation of the measurement methodology is sufficient to improve the 

appropriateness of the RI  (table 17). 

Table 17: Assessment of final result indicators selection 

Indicator Rationality Territorial 

cooperation 

Coherence Relevance Unbiasedness Measurability 

Original RCR56 

Time savings due 

to improved road 

infrastructures  

HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH MEDIUM 

Refined RCR56 

Time savings due 

to improved road 

infrastructures  

HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH HIGH 

 

4.4.2 Derivation and selection of baseline and target values  

When tailoring existing RI to highly specific interventions, it is necessary to account for appropriate 

measurement methodologies and to only account for the share of relevant ETC/IPA funding. In the 

case of the specified indicator above, the calculation method is as follows: 

The travel time between Strumyani (next highway to Klepalo on the BG side) and Berovo (next town to 

Klepalo on MK side) was assessed using Google Maps routing services. The share of IPA funding of 

total funding will be established to ensure to capture only the share of time savings allocated to the 

Interreg IPA III funding. The intended reduction target was based on the draft cooperation programme.  

▪ Select two locations on the map: one on each side of the border. The selection shall reflect the 

maximum possible expected travel time savings.  

▪ Determine current travel time between the locations using a routing service (1:50h) 

▪ Determine future travel time by adding the actual travel time towards the new border crossing point 

on both sides (as far as possible) and estimate the travel time for the missing connection (1:10h) 

▪ For the total saving (Tt = 1:50 – 1:10 = 0:40 h) (40 Minutes) 

▪ For the share of IPA III impact on the time saving (Ti): 

▪ Assume that the total cost of establishing the BCCP (Ft) is € 21,000,000 and the IPA funding (Fi) 

amounts € 7,000,000. 

▪ Use the following formula:  

Ti = (Fi x Tt) / Ft 

▪ Example with the assumed total costs and funding:  

Ti = (7,000,000 x 40) / 21,000,000 = 13 [Minutes] 

▪ Result: 0:13 h travel time savings are resulting from the IPA III funding 
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