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Preliminary remark :

The Final ex-ante Evaluation Report is based on the finterregional Cooperation
Programme Interreg IVCOcont ri buting to the Euro
iRegions for E ¢ o n ovarsian of 2B dulty @0d suljnfittednta the
European Commission for approval). I n this cothdptxhdq eaval
been carried out. The substantial changes which were made in the O.P. between its
Second and third Draft (October-December 2006) have made a empeé W(
ante evaluation necessary.

In order to facilitate the readability of the present report, the chronological
description of the interactions which have taken place between the programme
elaboration and the ex-ante evaluation from the very beginning, which is substantial,
has been separated from the main report and placed into Annex 1. It must however
be stressed that this forms an integral part of the ex-ante evaluation. It shows that
most observations and suggestions formulated by the ex-ante evaluators have been
positively considered by the authors of the Operational Programme.

The final version of the Environmental Report (delivered in December 2006) for the
purpose of the S.E.A. public consultation, as well as the Strategic Environmental
Assessment Summarizing Statement (delivered on 26 July 2007) are published
separately and are not included in the present report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Final ex-ante Evaluation Report contains an in-depth assessment of the various
available chapters of the final Operational Programme (version 26 July 2007). All
observations and recommendations related to the successive draft versions of the O.P. until
the revised Third Draft (delivered on 20 December 2006) are contained in Annex 1 which is
an integral part of the ex-ante assessment. The way in which such observations and
recommendations were considered by the authors of the O.P. is also described in Annex 1.
The observations related to the Final Version of the O.P. are contained in the main part of
the ex-ante evaluation report.

The analysis of the socio-economic situation and the relevance
of the strategy to the needs identified

The socio-economic, territorial and environmental analysis carried out in the programme has
reached in the final version of the O.P. a mature character and reflects correctly the existing
and future-oriented issues of regional and territorial development. A number of new
cooperation needs have emerged and have been taken into consideration in the programme
objectives

The programme strategy, defined by an overall and five specific objectives, reflects
adequately the cooperation needs identified in the analysis. It respects the principle of
solidarity, indicating explicitly that the main beneficiaries should be in less experienced
regions. The programme explicitly aims at improving the efficiency of regional development
policies, provided the authorities responsible for the Convergence and Competitiveness
programmes accept the potential contributions of Interreg IVC. The programme is not meant
to facilitate the identification of regional potentials, but it can indirectly efficiently contribute to
their better exploitation. The programme has opted for a flexible solution, in the Regional
Initiatives, with regard to different levels of cooperation intensity.

The strategyb6s rationale, its overall <co
of risk involved in the choice of priorities

The overall rationale of the programme strategy is characterised by a significant degree of
internal consistency. The individual statements elaborated for the different objective-types
are in general sufficiently realistic and pragmatic, wherefore they will be able to motivate
stakeholders at the regional and local levels to become involved in future interregional co-
operation activities. This pragmatic rationale of the overall programme strategy allows in
general that the expected Community added value will materialise over time. The actions
envisaged under the 3 priorities are generally well-linked to the higher-ranking programme
objectives (i.e. overall objective, specific objectives) and are also strongly corresponding to
the respective priority-level operational objectives. They are further specified through a larger
number of implementation provisions, which are realistic and do provide valuable information
for those wishing to become involved into future interregional co-operation. One can clearly
affirm that the Interregional Co-oper ati on Pr ogr ammeds hola@iswalidvent i on



The programme objective system is characterised by an absence of conflicts between
higher-ranking programme objectives and priority-level operational objectives. The objective
system also shows a well-developed level of overall consistency and a high degree of
interdependence among the various objective-levels.

The Interregional Cooperation Programme (INTERREG IVC) of 26™ of July 2007 has

introducedanewsub-cl assi fication / denomination for its
themat i c objectiveso and Aspeci fic operadaftonal o]
programme. Although somehow helpful, the latter denomination could be changed, in case of

a future updating of the programme, i nt o fAspeci fic hor iyzto avoid | obj e
confusion with the denomination fAoperational ok

thematic programme priorities (P1 & P2).

The external coherence of the programme strategy with the
ACommunity Strategic Guidelinesbo

The Interregional Co-operation Programme shows a very high level of external coherence

with respect to the ACommunity Strategic Guidel]
absence of any constellation of conflict and the existence of widespread complementarity-

relationships with a number of strategic guidelines / additional guidelines. In relation to all the

topics / sub-themes grouped under these strategic guidelines / additional guidelines of the
CSG-document, the programme strategy shows clear potentials for generating an important

Community added value.

The Interregional Co-operation Programme shows a very high level of external coherence

with respect to a list of congruent themes / objectives that are jointly pursued under the

Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies and the EU-Structural Funds. Due to the limited financial

resources of the future Interregional Cooperation Programme, the direct & indirect effects

supporting a delivery of policy objectives jointly pursued by the Lisbon / Gothenburg
Strategies and the Community 6 s Cohesi on policy wild/l however 7
narrow geographical scale.

The expected outputs and results

The current set of indicators as defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation

Programme are all of a quantitative nature and make a clear difference between indicators
measuring t he Aprogr amme nmeach mdgcatone measuripge thd or man c
Aperformance of operationso properly speaking.

By applying a number of quality control criteria for assessing the currently defined output-
and result indicators, one can observe that the individual indicator types are in general very
useful and show already a satisfactory level of quality. In case of a future updating of the
programme, some improvements for several output- and result-indicators could still be made
withrespectt o finor mati vityo and fAvalidityo.

Seen as a whole, the indicator system of the Interregional Cooperation Programme displays
a level of quality that is in general satisfactory. It is characterised by an extensive coverage
(i.e. indicators are defined the 3 programme priorities and cover 100% of the planned
expenditure), a well-developed selectivity (i.e. the indicator system respects the future
programme managers' capacity to absorb the related information) and a high level of
relevance (i.e. indicators focus on those priorities with a very high budget and on the themes



that have significant implications in terms of strategic decision-making). The considerable
imbalance still existing under the 3™ Draft has been eliminated

The current system of indicators is sufficiently specific for adequately addressing the
particular features of interregional cooperation. One can state that the identified indicators
(and their targets) are able to form a sound basis for future programme monitoring and
programme evaluation activities.

The proposed implementation system and its compliance with the
Council Regulations governing the new Structural Funds period 2007-2013

The implementation system proposed complies largely with the new regulations. With regard
to the procedures for project selection, the provisions as laid own in the current version of the
programming document are in general satisfactory, but only succinctly described. Further
details have to be worked out in the respective Programme Manuals;

Main risks and bottlenecks in implementing the programme are primarily the level of
resources for the technical assistance with regard to the new tasks and operations. In the
present budget, there is no flexibility to answer to possible new demands for support and
assistance. Uncertainties exist in relation to exogenous factors, such as the willingness of
mainstream programme authorities to participate in interregional cooperation;

The monitoring, evaluation and control procedures proposed comply with the new regulations
and do not show inconsistencies. The provisions related to partnership are satisfactory.
They are likely to enable substantial and coherent interactions between the bodies
belonging to the implementation system, as well as with a number of authorities and bodies
directly or indirectly concerned by the programme. A mandatory mid-term evaluation of the
implementation of the O.P., as recommended by the ex-ante evaluators, has been
introduced into the final version of the Programme.

French version of the Executive Summary:

Le Rapport Finald e | 6 ® v a-Bnteacaniient nne évaluation en profondeur des différents
chapitres disponibles du Programme Opérationnel (Version finale du 26 Juillet 2007). Toutes

les observations et recommandationsr el ati ves aux Versions success,|

Troisiéme Version révisée du Programme Opérationnel (publiée le 20 Décembre 2006) sont
contenues dans | 6Annexe 1 qui f @ntet La pnaniéite doat
ces observations et recommandations ont été prises en compte par les auteurs du P.O. sont
®gal ement d®cr it elses abservaiond réladives & la eersidn.finale du P.O.
sont contenues dans la partie principale du rapport d@&valuation ex-ante

Analyse de la situation socio-économique et pertinence de la stratégie par rapport aux
besoins identifiés

L 6 anal y-®mnomique,iteaitoriale et environnementale effectuée dans le programme a
atteint dans la Version finale de ce dernier un degré de maturité élevée et elle refléte
correctement les enjeux présents et futurs du développement régional et territorial. Un
certain nombre de nouveaux besoins de coopération ont émergé et ont été pris en
considération dans les objectifs du programme.

i nt ®gr



La stratégie du programme, définie par un objectif général et cinqg objectifs spécifiques,
reflete de maniere adéquate les besoins de coop ®r ati on identifi ®s dar
respecte le principe de solidarité, indiquant explicitement que les bénéficiaires principaux

BN

devraient étre les régions moins expérimentées. Le programme vise explicitement a

am®l i orer | 6ef f3dedévealopp@medtecgional,@dui autantquesles autorités
responsables des programme relevant des objectifs de la Compétitivité et de la Convergence
acceptent | es contri but i oLeprograoneea \tise pak & facditerd 61 nt er

| 6i d eiont def ipotemtiels régionaux de développement, mais il peut contribuer
indirectement efficacement a leur meilleure mise en exploitation. Le programme a opté pour
une solution flexible, dans les Initiatives Régionales, par rapport aux différents niveaux
d ibtensité de la coopération.

Rationalité de la stratégie, sa consistance générale et le degré de risque inhérent au
choix des priorités

La rationalité générale de la stratégie du programme est caractérisée par un degré élevé de

consistance interne. Lesformul ati ons ®| abor ®es pour |l es diff ®r
général suffisamment réalistes et seront donc a méme de motiver les partenaires du niveau
r ®gi onal et | ocal pour sO6i mpliquer dans | a coo

rationalité assez pragmatique de la stratégie générale, il est également trés probable que la
plus-value communautaire attendue du programme, se matérialisera progressivement.

Les actions envisagées sous les trois Priorités sont en général bien reliées aux objectifs du
programme de niveau supérieur (objectif général, objectifs spécifigues) et montrent
également une bonne correspondance avec les objectifs opérationnels respectifs du niveau

des Priorit®s. Elles sont sp®cifi ®essélpdes en dd
di spositions de mi s e en Tuvre qui sdbav rent r
ad®quate -~ ceux qui souhaitent sOi mpliquer dan s
peut cl airement affirmer gue | a | o@oopgraten d6i nt ¢

Interrégionale est globalement valide.

Le systéme des objectifs du programme est caractérisé par une absence de conflits entre les

objectifs du programme de niveau supérieur et les objectifs opérationnels du niveau des
priorités. Le systemed 6 obj ecti fs r®v | e ®gal ement un degr ®
déinterd®pendance entre | es divers niveaux dbéobj

Le Programme de Coopération Interrégionale (INTERREG IVC) du 26 Juillet 2007 a introduit

une nouvelle sous-classification / dénomination pour ses 5 « objectifs spécifiques » (c.a.d.

« objectifs spécifiques thématiques » et « objectifs spécifiques opérationnels »), par
comparaison a la troisieme version du P.O.. Bien qubéutile dbébune cert
derniere dénomination pourrait étre changée, dans | e cas dodéune mise
programme, en « objectifs spécifiques horizontaux », en particulier pour éviter la confusion

avec la dénomination « objectifs opérationnels » qui est utilisée au niveau des priorités
thématiques (P1 et P2) du programme.

La cohérence externe de la stratégie du programme avec les Orientations Stratégiques
Communautaires

Le Programme de Coopération Interrégionale affiche un degré tres élevé de cohérence
externe par rapport aux Orientations Communautaires Stratégiques. Ce jugement est motivé



parune absence de toute forme de confl it et | 6 e
®t endues avec un grand nombr e d ©O@ntatiena t at i on
complémentaires. En relation avec tous les théemes et sous-thémes groupés sous ces

Orientations Stratégiques / Orientations complémentaires, la stratégie du programme fait

ressortir clairement des potentialités pour engendrer une importante valeur ajoutée
communautaire.

Le Programme de Coopération Interrégionale affiche un degré de cohérence externe assez

d®vel opp® avec une |iste de th mes et dbéobjectif
|l e cadre de |l a Strat®gie de Lisbonne et G°teborog
des ressources financiéres limitées du futur programme de coopération interrégionale, les

effets directs et indirects soutenant | a mise en
de Lisbonne et G°teborg et la Politique de Coh®@®

une échelle territoriale assez étroite.

Produits et résultats attendus

Léensemble des indicat eAnmmexe 2 tduePrograngne de Codagpdrationi s d an ¢
Interrégionale sont tous de nature quantitative et une différence explicite est faite entre les

indicateurs mesurant les « performances de gestion du programme » et les indicateurs

mesurant la »performance des opérations » a proprement parler.

En appliqguant un certain nombre de criteres de contréle de qualité pour évaluer les
indicateurs de produits et de résultats proposés, on peut observer que les différents types
déindicat eur s s ont etaffithen @nd@gréaatisfaisant de qualitéi Dars $e
cas dbébune mise 7 | oucertainastaméiogatiodsuinalps powraientn@éiree

apportées a plusieurs indicateurs de produit et de résultat, en ce qui concerne la
« normativité » et la « validité »,.

Consi d®r ® dans son ensembl e, l e syst me dobéindi
Interrégionale fait ressortir un niveau de qualité en général satisfaisant. Il est caractérisé par

une couverture extensive (les indicateurs sont définis pour les trois Priorités du programme

et couvrent 100% des dépenses prévues), une sélectivité bien développée (le systéme
déindicateurs r éssdpse gestiennaitesa futursa qu gpogramme a absorber

| 6information fournie) et un degr® de pertinenc:e
priorités qui ont un budget élevé et sur les thémes qui ont des implications importantes en

termes de prises de décisions stratégiques). Le déséquilibre important qui existait dans la

Troisieme Version du P.O. a été éliminé.

Le syst me doéindicateurs propos® est suffisammen
adéquate les caractéristiques particulieres de la coopération interrégionale. On peut affirmer

gue les indicateurs retenus (et leurs cibles quantitatives) sont a méme de former une base

valide pour | e futur monitoring du giféremtgst a mme et

Le syst me de npropasé at sacdrnesponelance avec les nouveaux
Reglements du Conseil gouvernant les Fonds Structurels pour la période 2007-2013

Le syst me de mi s e en Tuvre propos® est | ar ge
reglements. En ce qui concerne les procédures de sélection des projets, les dispositions
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contenues dans la version actuelle du programme sont en général satisfaisantes, mais
décrites de maniére succincte. Des détails supplémentaires devront étre élaborés des les
Manuels respectifs du Programme.

Les princip a u X risque et goul et s do®t rangl ement i n
programme se situent essentiellement au niveau ¢
par rapport aux nouvelles t©ches et op®rati ons.
flexbi I it ® pour r®epondre ° do®ventuell es demande:
ddébassistance. |1l existe ®galement des incertituc
la volonté réelle des autorités responsables des programmes du mainstream de participer a

la coopération interrégionale.

S
u

Les proc®dures de monitoring, do®valuation et d
nouveaux r glements et ne font pas apparaitre df
partenariat sont satisfaisantes. Elles sont de nature a permettre des interactions

substantielles et coh®rentes entre |l es diff ®rent
ainsi gubavec un certain nombre dobdéautorit®s et
indirectement par le programme. L &liagation de procéder a une évaluation a mi-parcours de

l a mise en Tuvre du progr amme, t el |-ante,cpué® pr opo

introduite dans la version finale du programme.
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MAIN REPORT

PART I: GENERAL INTRODUCTION & METHODOLOGY

1. The wider background of the ex-ante evaluation

1.1. Experiences made with the current INTERREG IIIC Programme

INTERREG 1lIC was part of the EU Community Initiative INTERREG Il (2000-2006).This

initiative was designed t o s socid aopesitneby furlingr ope 6 s

operations that would boost cooperation and balanced development across the continent.
The INTERREG IIIC cooperation area covered the entire EU territory and some third
countries. The running operations involved over 2600 regional and municipal public
authorities and public-equivalent institutions from 49 different countries. The majority of
project partners came from the 25 EU Member States, nearly one fifth of them from the new
Member States. Furthermore, operations involved partners from third countries like the EU
candidate countries, Norway, Switzerland and the Mediterranean countries. In total, 264
interregional partnerships were supported under Interreg IIIC. The first INTERREG IlIC
operations were approved in 2003. At the end of 2005, some of them were already in the
final phase of their work. The last operations were approved in early 2005 and will run until
2007 or 2008.

For programme management purposes, the territory of the EU has been divided into four
programme zones i North, East, South and West. Each programme zone had its own
management and support structures. A harmonised implementation of the INTERREG IIIC
programme with common standards and equal treatment of applicants and project partners
was ensured across the four programme zones. The operations funded under INTERREG
IIIC cooperate on a number of topics closely related to implementation of EU regional policy.
Exchange of experience and networking focused on: Objective 1 and 2 regions, INTERREG
programmes, URBAN, Innovative Actions, other appropriate subjects. In addition, the North,
East and South programmes included a special priority for border region operations. This
priority, with a special budget, was made available to support a smooth enlargement process
in regions at the external border of the EU before the Union was enlarged to include ten new
Member States in 2004.

The operations address all important areas of public responsibility in regional development.
They cluster around the following areas of cooperation:

A Research, Technology and Innovation (9 %)

A SME Development and Entrepreneurship (15%)

A I nformati ofGoBromenté@%y and e

A Employment, Soci al Il nclusion, Human Resources
A Environment, Ri sk Pr al\Resaurcesq22%) Ener gy and Natur
A Regional Pl anning, Territorial Regeneration an
A Heritage, Culture and Tourism (15%)

A Accessibility, Mobility and Transport (4%)

There were three different types of operations: Regional Framework Operations, Individual
Projects, Networks. Most INTERREG 1lIC operations are Individual Projects (52%), followed
by Networks (33%) and then by RFOs (15%).
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1.2. The basic prescriptions and the initial debate on a new
Interregional Co-operation Programme 2007-2013

According to Article 46 (2) of the EC-Regulation laying down general provisions on the
ERDF, ESF and Cohesion Fund, an ex-ante evaluation has to be carried out for operational
programmes wi t h t he g e opeémisind thepallacatiansoé budgétary ( é )
resources under operational programmes and improve programming quality. It shall identify
and appraise the disparities, gaps and potential for development, the goals to be achieved,
the results expected, the quantified targets, the coherence, if necessary, of the strategy
proposed for the region, the Community value-a d d e d , the extent to which
priorities have been taken into account, the lessons drawn from previous programming and
the quality of the procedures for implementation, monitoring, evaluation and financial
management . 0

The Eur opean Commi ssionds #ADr afatnt Wo rEkiarisgneasBsa p@o o r
that the mai n acetevaoce (ofrtte strategy to Ge@ds identified), effectiveness
(whether the objectives of the programme are likely to be achieved) and utility (judging the
likely impacts against wider social, environmental and economic needs). More specific
evaluation questions for each ex-ant e e v al u a tintemal and exernal( agdherence
and the quality of implementation systems. Internal and external coherence relates to the
structure of the strategy and its financial allocations and the linkage of the strategy to other
regional, national and Community policies. Of particular importance in relation to external
coherence are the Lisbon Agenda and the Community Strategic Guidelines. The quality of
the proposed implementation system is important to understand how it may affect the
achievement of programme objectives. Finally, ex ante evaluation needs to examine the
potential risks for the programme, both in relation to the policy choices made and the
implementation system proposed.

In accordance with the EC Working Paper, the ex-ante evaluation should answer the
following questions:

- Does the programme represent an appropriate strategy to meet the challenges confronting
European regions?

- Is the strategy well defined with clear objectives and priorities and can those objectives be
realistically achieved with the financial resources allocated to the different priorities?

- Is the strategy coherent with policies at regional, national and Community level? How will
the strategy contribute to the achievement of the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies?

- Are appropriate indicators identified for the objectives and can these indicators and their
targets form the basis for future monitoring and evaluation of performance?

- What will be the impact of the strategy in quantified terms?

- Are implementation systems appropriate to deliver the objectives of the programme?

Based upon these general prescriptions, the Terms of Reference (ToR) have identified
five key elements that should be addressed by the ex-ante evaluation of the Interreg IVC
Programme of Interregional cooperation. In addition, the ToR have also prescribed that the
ex-ante evaluation should include a Strategic Environmental Assessment, based on the
criteria defined by the SEA Directive 2001/42/EC, Art. 3 (5) and Annex Il

In order to fully cover the above-outlined scope of the ex-ante evaluation, the consortium
TERSYN-EureConsult-ECOSYSTEMS has developed a comprehensive approach that
comprises the following modules and tasks:
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Module 1: Appraisal of the socio-economic analysis and assessment of the
relevance of the strategy to needs

Task 1.1: Appraisal of the socio-economic analysis / the resulting needs assessment
and a confirmation of the priority to be assigned to the various socio-economic needs.

Task 1.2: Assessment of the relevance of the strategy for addressing future
challenges in the cooperation area.

Module 2: Evaluation of the rationale of the strategy and its consistency
(internal coherence)

Task 2.1.: In-depth analysis of the objectives and priorities

Task 2.2: Assessment of the internal consistency of the strategy , including the
sufficiency of the allocated financial resources to the strategy proposed

Task 2.3: Assessment of policy risk in the choice of priorities

Module 3: Appraisal of the external coherence of the strategy with regional,
national and supra-national policies and the Community Strategic Guidelines

Task 3.1: Examination whether the proposed strategy complies with policies at
regional, national and Community level. Examination of the extent to which the
programme contributes to achieving the Lisbon and Gothenburg goals

Task 3.2: Assessment whether equality between men and women and non-
discrimination issues have been appropriately taken into account

Module 4: Evaluation of expected results and impacts

Task 4.1: Assessment of the appropriateness of the structure and hierarchy of the
objectives and the indicators identified as well as the proposed quantification of the
indicators, on the basis of past experience and appropriate benchmarks

Task 4.2: Evaluation on whether the proposed system of indicators is manageable
and usable

Module 5: Appraisal of the proposed implementation systems

Task 5.1: Assessment of the implementing provisions proposed for managing,
monitoring and evaluating the programme

Task 5.2.: Evaluation of the quality and extent of partnership arrangements
Module 6: Strategic Environmental Assessment (S.E.A.)
Task 6.1: Scoping of the Strategic Environmental Assessment

Task 6.2: Strategic Environmental Assessment of the proposed programme and the
preparation of a draft Environmental Report
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Task 6.3: Assist the management authority in consultation over the proposed
programme and environmental report with, inter alia, designated environmental
authorities

A number of spasksdoch@ddubeen identified for the:
and various fdevalswatwieare d wea antuil ;a ttask. THe gub-tagks ¢ h b
were mainly derived fromanin-dept h review of the Commission
Ex-ant e Evaluati ono, whi ch cont ains cdvauation e x pect
questions, in turn, aim at better taking into account the specific nature of interregional

cooperation activities and were elaborated by reviewing previous experiences with the

Interreg IIIC programme and the initial debate on a new Interreg IVC programme. These

guestions shall help focussing each step of the ex-ante evaluation process on specific key

issues that are of a particular relevance for the future ESPON 2013 programme. A summary

overview on the specific sub-tasks and the related evaluation questions can be found in

ANNEX 2 of this report. The most appropriate HAmeth
accomplishing the above-mentioned main evaluation tasks / sub-tasks.

s u
0s

2. Methods and techniques used in the present ex-ante
evaluation

2.1. Approach adopted for the ex-ante evaluation properly speaking

The ex-ante evaluation properly speaking covers all activities that have to be realised in
relation to Main Evaluation Tasks 1-5. In practice, the ex-ante evaluation has been carried
out in three steps:
1. An fAeval uabi | i neaglisedaat a gesysearly stage ,of the programming
process.

2. An in-depth evaluation of the Second Draft of the Operational Programme realised
alongside the generally recommended methods and techniques delivered by
November 15", 2006.

3. A revision of the in-depth evaluation on the basis of the Revised Third Draft of the
Operational Programme, in its version of December 20" 2006

Evaluability Assessment

According to the on-line guide for an evaluation of socio-economic development,'t hi s i s ( é)
an assessment prior to commencing an evaluation to establish whether a programme or

policy can be evaluated and what might be the barriers to its effective and useful evaluation.

It requires a review of the coherence and logic of a programme, clarification of data

availability, an assessment of the extent to which managers or stakeholders are likely to use

evaluation findings given their interests and the timing of any evaluation vis-a-vis future

programme or policy decisions. In addition to assisting evaluators, 'evaluability assessment’

has been acknowledged as useful for policy makers, programme managers and other
stakeholders or partners. The process of undertaking an assessment early on can help

clarify the logic of programmes and lead to fine-tuning or improvement before the programme

has progressed too far.

An fAevaluability assessment 0 (-dnteevaliatorainelatpnsi s ) wa
to the Outline Document (delivered on 19" June, 2006) and to parts of the First Draft

Operational programme (version 21% July 2006). The results of this assessment were

' The evaluation of socio-economic development i The Guide. December 2003. (Information on:

www.evalsed.info).


http://www.evalsed.info/
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presented in form of Agener al observationso,

tuning the 1% Draft Programming Document.
In-depth Evaluations

The -diieipnt h eval uatrn realisedin rélation ¢o tHe "¢ Draft of the Operational
Programme, (considering that the First Draft OP was in many respects not sufficiently
elaborated for carrying out such an evaluation) and to the Revised Third Draft of the
Operational Programme.

As agreed at the Brussels kick-off meeting in May 2006, anin-d ept h A Scr eeni
been elaborated reviewing the most important documents to used as reference for the
elaboration of the Operational Programme.

The appraisal of the socio-economic situation / the needs in the eligible area and the
analysis of the strategyb6s relevance to t

have been realised t-hefbeagédnai M WOXTe rcaioseo .

with a significant direct/indirect relevance for the new Operational Programme were
examined / reviewed alongside the evaluation questions formulated for sub-task 1.1 (see
al so ANNEX 2). This review all owed isol ati
the past/present situation (Strengths / Weaknesses) and describe future challenges or needs
(Opportunities / Threats), which are subsequently presented in a SWOT-list. The SWOT-list
of strategic references constitute the analytical baseline against which the socio-economic /
territorial analysis of the future Operational Programme are evaluated. During the cross-

referencing exercise, the SWOT-l i st of Aistrategic referenceso

with the SWOT statements in the 2" Draft and Revised Third Draft of the Operational
Programme. Based upon the result of the cross-referencing exercise, recommendations
were formulated for further improving the socio-economic / spatial context analysis of the
new Operational Programme. On ground of steps 1-3, a qualitative appraisal of the relevance
of the approach underlying the Operational Programme strategy was realised alongside the
evaluation questions defined for sub-task 1.2.

For an evaluation of the internal and external coherence of the Operational Programme
strategy (Main Evaluation Tasks 2 & 3), we have generally made use of empirical methods
and techniques suggested for analysing the synergy of programmes as well as their cross-
impacts.?

Our analysis of the internal synergy® applies most of the generally recommended
steps and related evaluation methods / techniques. For an identification of potential
synergies,a number of analytical tools such
the contribution of priority-level objectives to higher ranking programme strategy

ng

ng

as

pr

Rep

var

w

t h

objectves © and a fAtable showing t hleevient eahbajce dtoinv

have been used. The assessment of key synergies is mainly realised through an

interactive el aboratiimpmcdfs ca MBraasterdi xu pofn

explain synergies / potential negative synergies and elaborate recommendations for
improving / introducing synergy effects in the programme. Finally, also a simplified
benchmarking exercise has been used for appraising the innovativeness of new
programme priorities / actions and for identifying potential risks that could be

See also European Commission: frimpactd of prograimmes h an empiricaé r g y

met hodo HahdbAdK Bo. 7, 1996).

® The issue of internal synergy implies that at least three constituent elements are analysed: (1) The
interdependence of programme objectives, i.e. the way how objectives are related to one another. (2) The internal
coherence, i.e. the extent to which the priorities / the related actions are relevant as regards the programme
objectives. (3) The complementary of priorities / related actions and programme objectives, i.e. the extent to
which priorities / actions are mutually supportive in achieving the objectives.

d¢d rho s

and
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associated to them (i.e. by comparing the new programme to the previous Interreg
[1IC programme and its most recent state of experiences).

e Ourassessment of the future éxtetnal synergy’ witly C

respect to key Community policies and objectives (as reflected in the Community
Strategic Guidelines and in the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies) again makes use of
some of the generally recommended steps and most appropriate evaluation methods
/ technigues already mentioned above. An identification of potential synergies was
achieved by el aborat i-inmpaat signatbreit we eod
Programme objectives and the objectives reflected in the Community Strategic
Guidelines / the Lisbon-Gothenburg strategies. The analysis of key synergies was
realised by an interactive-iepabotsat aond
thecross-i mpacts matrix (i.e. calculation o

For verifying the proposed priority-level output / result indicators and their
quantification as well as for contributing to the identification of reliable impact
indicators at priority level / action-level (Main Evaluation Task 4), different
methodological approaches are adopted for ensuring an adequate response to each issue
addressed.

e For evaluating the appropriateness of already elaborated output / result

prog

indicators and of the quantification of objectives at priority level, a fAqual ity

assessment appr oa orysde araumberaotigoatity cerdrol eriteria that
are highlighted in the on-line evaluation guide of the European Commission>.

e To assist the elaboration of priority-specific impact indicators with (possibly)
quantified targets, a specific process combining desk-research and interactive
elements was applied that generally follows a method developed by MEANS for
creating generic impact indicators. Desk research: The evaluators examine the
programme document and identify all sentences describing objectives, the
performance and the expected or real impacts. From the quotations taken from the
documents, the evaluators select those statements concerning impacts and elaborate

a provisional |l i st of #Aspecific i mpactso.

e To assist the identification of action-level indicators, an interactive approach
similar to the one described above (for the impact indicators) has been applied that
also took into consideration the quality control criteria used for evaluating priority-level
outputs/results.

Our appraisal of the proposed implementation system (Main Evaluation Task 5) was
reali sed by a desk -mrefseraegrcdi rbga sperdo cfiecsr sods.s |
way the suggested provisions of the future Operational Programme with the formal
requirements as laid down in the new EU-Structural Funds regulations (2007-2013) and with
previous experiences made under the Interreg IIIC programme (while considering eventual
changes and new elements introduced into the new Interreg IVC programme management /
implementation system).

* The issue of external synergy generally consists of two sub-categories: (1) The contextual synergy, which
results from interactions of the programme with its surroundings. (2) The synergy with other policies, which results

t

COomg

from the programmeés effects of compl ementary or conflict

initiatives.

° Although there is no standard method for this quality control, an approach is proposed in the on-line guide that is
based on two groups of different criteria: (1) Quality criteria applicable to each indicator and (2) quality criteria
applicable to the entire system. More information on: www.evalsed.info.


http://www.evalsed.info/
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2.2. Approach adopted for the Strategic Environmental Assessment of the
Interreg IVC Operational Programme

The SEA Directive which entered into force in July 2004 requires that all plans and
programmes likely to have a significant environmental impact are assessed already at an
early planning stage to ensure that a high level of environmental protection is taken fully into
account whilst the plans are actually being developed and before they are adopted.

For the first time, plans and programmes co-financed by the European Community under the
new financial perspectives (2007-2013) are required to undergo a Strategic Environmental
Assessment as well. A SEA at the scale of Interreg IVC Programme needs to take into
consideration the very broad geographical area concerned, the type of activities funded
(information exchange and cooperation rather than investment projects) and the fact that
environmental issues are likely to already form part of the programme objectives in their own
right.

In undertaking this work we have followed the guidance provided in the working paper on ex-
ante evaluations of Community Structural interventions (2007-2013) and the extensive
guidance provided by DG Environment on undertaking SEAs °. This involves the following
activities:

- Identifying the environmental problems (they are already for the most part identified
so there is more a question of updating and consolidating the existing information and
focusing on the interregional nature of the programme)

- Cross referencing the programme with latest information regarding Community
environmental polices

- Setting SEA objectives

- Testing the proposed programme against the SEA objectives

- Identifying synergies and inconsistencies

- Proposing alternatives /improvements

- Proposing measures to monitor the environmental effects of the programme
implementation

As withtheex-ant e eval uati on, it has been proposed r e:
interactive processo, wor ki ng closely -anteth the
evaluation itself. Moreover, as the environmental report needed to be put out for public

consultation it was important that this be written clearly and in a relatively concise and

focused way. Once the consultation phase is over and the environmental report finalized, it

will be necessary to further develop the monitoring indicators for any significant
environmental effects identified and to make recommendations on how the SEA conclusions

can be further integrated into the proposed programme. Finally, in accordance with the SEA

Directive a statement needs to be prepared summarizing how the environmental report and

the opinions expressed during the consultation phase have been taken into account in the

proposed programme.

® Commission guidance on the implementation of Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the effects of
certain plans and programmes on the environment; Handbook on environmental assessment on Regional
Development plans and EU structural Funds programmes SEA and the integration of Environment into Strategic
decision making
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3. Work organisation for this ex-ante evaluation and summary
appraisal of the interactive and iterative evaluation process

A detailed time-schedule for the entire working process (elaboration of the Operational

Programme, ex-ante evaluation and S.E.A.) has been defined at an early stage of the
process. The introduction of the initiative Mf0Reg
programme has however caused significant delay and the time-schedule had to be revised.

The work-organisation of the ex-ante evaluation has been structured alongside 3

operational phases:

e Preparation Phase (June 2006): The ex-ante evaluation started in May 2006 with a
kick-off meeting organised in Brussels between the evaluators, representatives of the
Reference Group, of the Managing Authority and the consultants elaborating the

Operational programme. A fAiScreening Reporto
providing the authors of the Operational Programme with sufficient reference
information. A |l arge number of scientific anc

e Ex-ante Evaluation Phase (July-December 2006): At an early stage, the evaluators
assisted the Reference Group on a future Interreg IVC Programme and elaborated a
first analysis of the Outline document and 1% Draft of the Programme, presented in

Juyin form of an fAevaluability assessantnto an
Evaluati on Report. Subsequentl vy, t he eval
recommendat i of’sDiaft of the Opermtion2l Programme (serving the

elaboration of the Draft Final |l nt erreg | VC Progr amme) and al

November 2005, a Second Draft ex-ante evaluation report was delivered. During the
entire phase, a number of working meetings are organised between the evaluators
and the Reference Group.

e Synthesis phase (Januar-August 2007): After the delivery of the revised Third Draft
of the Operational Programme (3**" December 2006) and of the final version of the
O.P. (26 July 2007), the ex-ante evaluators have carried out a revised in-depth
evaluation and delivered the Draft and the Final ex-ante evaluation report.

The Commi ssionbés ADr afatntWo rEkvian gu aRa penro a«rexelBx | 'y s
ante evaluation should be an interactive process whereby judgement and recommendations

are provided by experts on the content of programmes drawn up by those responsible for

their composition. It should be also an iterative process whereby the recommendations of the

experts are taken into account by the planners in subsequent drafts of different parts of
programmes. In this regard, it is important to facilitate a constructive dialogue between the

people responsible for programme formulation and the experts. This general orientation has

also been taken over by the ToR, which prescribed that the evaluation process should

involve direct and regular contacts between the evaluators and the reference Group of the

programme.

Despite the relatively tight time planning set out for this evaluation and the revision made
necessary by the introduction oofi nitroegtitoens Of enm a
Programme, the above-mentioned recommendations of the Commission were observed as

much as possible during the entire work process.
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Main characteristics of the interactive process between programme elaboration
and ex-ante evaluation

The ex-ant e evaluator s del i ver ed a Ssubstanti al iSc

process of programme elaboration started. The purpose of this report was to screen a
number of strategic documents and to identify important information and messages likely to
facilitate the elaboration of the Operational programme. Main strategic items identified and
screened were:

- The context of regional development issues and disparities in Europe;

- The Lisbon Strategy;

- The local and regional dimension of the European employment strategy;
- The energy efficiency;

- Climate change and natural hazards;

- The environment.

The ex-ante evaluators formulated a number of observations and suggestions following each
version of the O.P., starting WwWldluhet BOOBPr afAn
Assessment document 0 wanse ewlaators inelulye2006, ta \Firstt Dnaét e X
ex-ante Evaluation Report in August 2006, a Second Draft ex-ante Evaluation Report in
November 2006 and a Draft Final ex-ante Evaluation Report in January 2007.

The meetings with the Programming Committee and with the Reference Group were also

used as a significant opportunity to contribute to the improvement of the Draft O.P.,
especially in Stockholm, Helsinki and Brussels. In parallelt o t he @Al I Zones
Stockholm, an intensive working meeting between the evaluators and the programme
drafting team has also taken place that aimed at further highlighting important aspects
relating to the logic / consistency of the future programme structure.

Further details on the interaction process between programme elaboration and ex-ante
evaluation are provided in Annex 1.

0
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PART II: EX-ANTE EVALUATION OF THE INTERREGIONAL
CO-OPERATION PROGRAMME 2007-2013

4. Appraisal of the analysis of the socio-economic and territorial
situation and relevance of the strategy

4.1. Evaluation issues on the analysis of the socio-economic and territorial
situation

Task 1.1.: Appraisal of the socio-economic analysis and of the resulting needs
for interregional cooperation

Relevance of the sources of information upon which the socio-economic analysis is
based

The socio-economic, territorial and environmental analysis is largely based on the Screening
Report elaborated by the ex-ante evaluators at the initial stage of programme elaboration.
This report has considered the most strategic documents published in recent years at EU
level and has provided a summary of the most relevant sections. More specifically, the
analysis (Second Draft Operational programme) has considered and quoted the following
documents:

gh | e\

2. . BB

- iFacing the Challenge. Report of the Hi

- iCohesion policy in support of Growth -and Jol
20130. EC July 2005;

- ARegional i sednalnicean ERELPrONorPr oj ect 2. 4.

- AThe growth and Jobs Strategy and the

ref orm

Progress Report on cohesiono. EC June 2006.

- ACreating an innovative Europeo. Report
innovation led by Mr. Aho. January 2006.

The analysis makes also reference, without quoting them explicitly, to a number of other
document s, among whi ch t heterla ScBnaris for the Ewropdan

of t |

3. 2. f

territori al devel op mata tegort elabatatet! io the corgext efrine SEA0 n me

preparation.

Need to consider in the appraisal of the socio-economic situation, other quantitative
baseline data / other research-based findings

The analysis carried out in the Second Draft Operational Programme is of cross-sectoral
nature and it considers the most relevant aspects of the socio-economic, territorial and
environmental situation in Europe. The preparation of a Screening report by the ex-ante
evaluators has made possible to cover a wide range of issues in the analysis. There is
therefore no need to consider additional information sources.
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Analysis of the current situation of European regions in terms of disparities, gaps and
development potentials

The Second Draft / revised Third Draft O.P. make reference to the ESPON Study regarding
Airegionalized Lisbon performanced which shows th
regard to their characteristics in relation with the Lisbon Strategy (performance and

potential), using a set of five indicators. In addition to the ESPON Study, the Fourth Progress

report on Cohesion is also mentioned with regard to regional R&D intensities. The analysis of

the environmental situation and of natural risks makes reference not to individual regions, but

rather to member countries or to European macro-spaces. This level appears sufficient at the

scale of the Operational Programme.

It can therefore be concluded that the analysis of the current situation of European regions
and of their disparities is sufficiently worked out for the needs of the Programme.

Existence of additional future territorial challenges for European regions which are
likely to result from an accentuation of some long-term trends or new exogenous
factors

The analysis of future territorial challenges to which European regions are likely to be
confronted in future appears adequate at the stage of the revised Third Draft O.P.. Significant
improvement have been made in this section in the context of the interaction with the ex-ante
evaluators. These have drawn the attention of the programme redactors on the major future
territorial challenges to be considered:

- The acceleration of globalization and the resulting need for stronger European
competitiveness;

- Population ageing and demographic decline in Europe with negative impacts on the
regional labour markets;

- The changes towards a new energy paradigm, implying the strengthening of energy
savings and the need to develop alternative energy sources;

- The acceleration of climate change, implying the application of the Kyoto Protocol and
the need to develop prevention and mitigation measures.

It does not seem necessary to refer to additional challenges for European regions in the
Operational Programme, as the above-mentioned challenges cover a wide range of future-
relevant issues.

Existence of significant changes in the needs for interregional cooperation

Changes in the global context and in the evolution perspectives imply necessarily changes in
the needs for interregional cooperation. The revised Third Draft O.P. takes these changes
adequately into account and draws the attention on two major areas where the intensity of
interregional cooperation should be strengthened: the activities in relation with the Lisbon
Strategy (innovation, entrepreneurship, information society) and the activities in relation with
the impacts of natural hazards related to climate change (prevention and mitigation
measures). The needs for interregional cooperation in relation with the new energy paradigm
are equally mentioned. In addition to this, cooperation needs with a more conventional
character (needs already considered in previous programmes of interregional cooperation)
are also mentioned.
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The programme contains therefore provisions for a continuation of cooperation needs, but
takes also into account new emerging cooperation needs.

Concluding observations:

The socio-economic, territorial and environmental analysis carried out in the programme
has reached in the revised Third Draft O.P. a mature character and reflects correctly the
existing and future-oriented issues of regional and territorial development. A number of
new cooperation needs have emerged and have been taken into consideration in the
programme objectives

4.2. Evaluation issues on the relevance of the strategy

Task 1.2.: Relevance of the strategy for addressing future challenges in the
cooperation area

Existence of a suitable strategy to meet the previously identified challenges and
needs

The programme strategy is based upon one overall objective and five specific objectives:

fnOverall objective:

To improve the effectiveness of regional development policies and to contribute to economic
modernisation and increased competitiveness in Europe in the areas of innovation,
knowledge economy, environment and risk prevention by means of interregional cooperation.

fSpecific objectives:

1. To improve regional and local policies in the field of innovation and the knowledge
economy, more specifically focussing on regional capacities for research and technology
development, support to entrepreneurship and SMEs, support to business development
and innovation initiatives, promotion of the use of ICTs and support to employment,
human capital and education

2. To improve regional and local policies in the field of environment and risk prevention,
more specifically focussing on prevention and management of natural and technological
risks water and coastal management, waste management, biodiversity and preservation
of natural heritage, energy efficiency and renewable energies, clean and sustainable
public transport, cultural heritage.

3. To enable actors at the regional and local level from different countries across the EU to
exchange their experiences and knowledge.

4. To match regions less experienced in a specific policy field with regions with more
experience in that field with the aim to jointly improve the capacities and knowledge of
regional and local stakeholders.

5. To ensure that the good practices identified within interregional cooperation projects are
made available to other regional and local actors and are transferred into Convergence
and Competitiveness programmes.
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The issues addressed in the overall objective and in the specific objective correspond largely
to the challenges and to the needs for interregional cooperation identified in the analysis.

Respect of the principle of solidarity

The principle of solidarity is addressed by two of the specific objectives:

- To match regions less experienced in a specific policy field with regions with more
experience in that field with the aim to jointly improve the capacities and knowledge of
regional and local stakeholders.

- To ensure that the good practices identified within interregional cooperation projects
are made available to other regional and local actors and are transferred into
Convergence and Competitiveness programmes.

It can be considered that there is no need to strengthen more the principle of solidarity at the
level of programme objectives.

Generation of activities improving the effectiveness of policies and instruments for
regional development and cohesion

The pr ogr ammeEoinpmve the effectivenéiss of regional development policies and

to contribute to economic modernisation and increased competitiveness in Europed ( over al |
objective). The objective of economic modernisation has been added in the Third Draft O.P.
relation with the initiative fARegions for econon

The programme is likely to favour access to the experience of others. This is explicitly
mentioned in the third specific object i vT® :enalfie actors at the regional and local level
from different countries across the EU to exchange their experiences and knowledgeo .

The programme takes account of the need of dissemination in order to generate learning
effects. The fifth specific o bj ect i v do ensuré ihatdahe good praétices identified
within interregional cooperation projects are made available to other regional and local
actors.o

The programme is expected to facilitate the delivery of existing regional development
programmes. The fit h t hemati ¢ objective sti pouehsaretha t hat
the good practices identified within interregional cooperation projects are made available and

are transferred into Convergence and Competitiveness programmes.o

A further aim of the programme is to improve regional and local policies in the field of
environment and risk prevention.

Role of the programme for facilitating a better exploitation of regional potentials

The programme is not meant to facilitate the identification of regional potentials. None of the
objectives refers to this. Under the condition that the regional potentials have been properly
identified by the regional authorities concerned, the programme can indirectly contribute to
facilitate a better exploitation of such potentials through the exchange of knowledge on the
ways similar potentials have been successfully exploited by other regions. In this way, the
programme can indirectly contribute to a better exploitation of potentials in a variety of fields,
such as the development of SMEs through technology and the improvement of professional
skills, the improvement of the environment and of the related attractiveness of regions for the
location of activities and tourism, the exploitation of renewable energy sources etc.
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The programme strategy is likely to address all types of areas through the fact that the whole
EU territory (+ Norway and Switzerland) is eligible. The programme generally does not
address, however, specific types of regions (such as border regions, rural areas etc.). An
exception is the case of coastal areas, as coastal management is explicitly mentioned in the
specific objective N°2. It would be beneficial if the programme would indicate more clearly
which types of disadvantaged areas would be the main beneficiaries of interregional
cooperation projects.

With regard to the various levels of cooperation intensity corresponding to various levels of
needs, the programme has opted, after testing different possibilities, for a flexible solution in
the Regional Initiatives. The programme stipulates (Section 4.4.1.), that: « there is no further
subdivision in different types of operations. Instead various grades of intensity will be
allowedo :

fiProjects can support a variety of activities related to sharing experiences and instruments of
regional policies. These may range from lower intensity activities like the exchange and
dissemination of information and experience, enhancing the knowledge and capacity of the
partners involved, without directly changing policy instruments or new projects, to higher
intensity activities including the transfer of instruments or project results or the development
of entirely new approaches or tools, including the implementation of new policy elements as
pilot schemes in one or more regions involved.

At the top end of this range of intensities, partnerships may develop a joint framework for
interregional cooperation that will be implemented through a limited number of sub-projects
that are developed via calls for proposals in the participating regions. »

This strategy aims at making possible the continuation under Interreg IVC of various R.F.O.s
which were carried out under Interreg IlIC, but within a less intricate procedural framework.

In Fast Track Actions, which by definition have to be carried out within a short time span, no
differentiation has been made in terms of levels of cooperation intensity. This seems
appropriate.

Concluding observations

The programme strategy, defined by an overall and five specific objectives, reflects
adequately the cooperation needs identified in the analysis. It respects the principle of
solidarity, indicating explicitly that the main beneficiaries should be in less experienced
regions. The programme explicitly aims at improving the efficiency of regional development
policies, provided the authorities responsible for the Convergence and Competitiveness
programmes accept the potential contributions of Interreg IVC. The programme is not meant
to facilitate the identification of regional potentials, but it can indirectly efficiently contribute to
their better exploitation. The programme has opted for a flexible solution, in the Regional
Initiatives, with regard to different grades of cooperation intensity.
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5. The rationale of programme strateqy, its internal coherence
and the deqgree of risk involved in the choice of priorities

According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are
required to provide an in-depth analysis of the objectives and priorities of the Interregional
Cooperation Programme (Task 2.1), to assess the internal consistency of the strategy,
including the sufficiency of the allocated financial resources to the strategy proposed (Task
2.2) and to assess the potential policy risk associated to the choice of programme priorities
(Task 2.3).

To address the above-mentioned tasks, the main elements of the Interregional Co-operation
Programmeb6 s st (Chapterg 4 & 5) are examined in order to appraise the rationale /
validity of the wider intervention logic and to analyse the interdependencies between the
various programme obijectives, the complementarity of priority-level actions as regards an
achievement of programme-level objectives, potential policy risks and the appropriateness of
financial allocations across the different programme priorities.

The following sub-sections 5.1-5.4 present an in-depth analysis of the Interregional
Cooperation Programme (26" July 2007) alongside the above-mentioned ex-ante evaluation
tasks.

5.1. The rationale of the Interregional Cooperation Programmed s
strateqy and the validity of its intervention logic

The rationale of the strategy is spelled out through an introductory statement specifying the
wider purpose of the Interregional Co-operation Programme and through the various
statements for the different objectives that altogether make up the objective system of the
programme.

The wider purpose of the Interregional Co-operation Programme is to ( € )enable
interregional co-operation by bringing together regional and local authorities from different
countries in projects to exchange and transfer their experiences in regional policy and jointly
improve and develop regional policy approaches and instruments ( é § .

The objective system of the Interregional Co-operation Programme covers 25 different
objectives that are allocated to two main hierarchical layers (see: figure 1):

1. A set of 6 higher-ranking objectives for the entire programme, which consists of
onef Overall Objadgfipveecd f(ixVAbj ecti vesd (SPOs).

2. A set of 19 priority-level i Oper ati onal Ob j ,emdithiane @istribputed OP Os )
as follows: Seven OPOs under Priority 1, six OPOs under Priority 2 and six OPOs
under Priority 3.

Compared to the 3™ Draft Operational Programme, various objectivei statements were

further finet uned ( SPOs, OPOs) . These changes have es|
objectiveso often r-fermand ahdedilect formulations, evhich tvareapartdyh t

inspired by suggestions elaborated by the evaluators. Below, a presentation of all

objective statements can be found (see: overview table 2).

! Objective 3 Territorial Cooperation: INTERREG IVC Interregional Cooperation. Revised 3" Draft Operational
Programme (20th December 2006), p. 4



Figure 1: Objective system of the Interregional Co-operation Programme
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Overall Objective (OVO)
5 Specific Objectives (SPOs)

Priority 1: Priority 2: Priority 3:
7 6 6
Operational Operational Operational
Objectives Objectives Objectives
(OPOs) (OPOs) (OPOs)

Overview Table 2:  Objective statements in the final Operational Programme

Higher-ranking programme objectives: Overall Objectives & Specific Objectives
To improve, by means of interregional co-operation, the effectiveness of regional development policies
in the areas of innovation, the knowledge economy, the environment and risk prevention as well as to
contribute to economic modernisation and increased competitiveness of Europe.

To improve regional and local policies in the field of innovation and the knowledge economy, more
specifically focussing on regional capacities for research and technology development, support to
entrepreneurship and SMEs, support to business development and innovation initiatives, promotion of
the use of ICTs and support to employment, human capital and education.

To improve regional and local policies in the field of environment and risk prevention, more specifically
focussing on prevention and management of natural and technological risks water and coastal
management, waste prevention and management, biodiversity and preservation of natural heritage,
energy efficiency and renewable energies, clean and sustainable public transport, cultural heritage.

To enable actors at the regional and local level from different countries across the EU to exchange
their experiences and knowledge.

To match regions less experienced in a specific policy field with regions with more experience in that
field with the aim to jointly improve the capacities and knowledge of regional and local stakeholders.

To ensure that the good practices identified within interregional cooperation projects are made
available to other regional and local actors and are transferred into and are transferred into regional
policies in particular into Structural Funds mainstream programmes.

Operational Objectives, Priority 1 (innovati on & Know)edge Economy

OPO 1 Improving the capacity of regions for strengthening research, technology and innovation.

OPO 2 Promoting and enabling entrepreneurship and the development of new business initiatives in all
sectors of relevance to regional economies, in particular those that are knowledge based and
innovative.

OPO 3 Facilitating businesses, and in particular SMEs, to develop and grow in a more sustainable and
innovative way through the transfer of specific services and the creation of shared facilities.

OPO 4 Helping to restructure regions most heavily dependent on traditional industries, including renewal of
industrial zones for new business.

OPO 5 Promoting the use of new information and communication technologies by businesses, public services
and the general public, especially in rural areas.

OPO 6 Improving regional policies for employment, skills development, training and education.

OPO 7 Creating the necessary framework conditions for regional economies to adapt to major socio-economic
changes, notably globalisation and demographic challenges.
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Operational ObjecEnviesonmenbdbr &t Ri)2k (Rreventi ono

OPO 8 Developing plans and measures to prevent and cope with natural and technological risks.

OPO 9 Promoting the enhancement of water management activities.

OPO 10 Promoting the development of sustainable waste prevention and management activities and the
movement to a recycling society.

OPO 11 Promoting the development of actions linked to biodiversity and the preservation of natural heritage,
especially in NATURA 2000 sites and promoting the development of integrated coastal management
activities.

OPO 12 Stimulating energy efficiency and the development of renewable energies as well as better coordinated
efficient energy management systems and promoting sustainable transport.

OPO 13 Enhancing the attractiveness of the territory in support of socio-economic development and

sustainable tourism by protecting the cultural heritage and landscape.

Operational ObjecTevhbrjc®ri Assit gt a8n¢ao

OPO 14 Supporting project generation and providing advice to project applicants.

OPO 15 Ensuring the evaluation of applications, preparing the approval decisions and contract approved
projects.

OPO 16 Ensure monitoring of and advice to running operations.

OPO 17 Ensuring capitalisation of operationsdé results

OPO 18 Organisation of meetings and events for applicants, partners, auditors, experts, Member States and
other bodies to inform about the programme, to discuss specific aspects of its implementation,
di sseminate and capitalise on operationsdé resu

OPO 19 Reporting to the Member States and the European Commission.

An in-depth appraisal of all the above-mentioned objective statements shows the
following key features:

e The overall rationale of the programme strategy is characterised by a
significant degree of internal consistency. The 25 programme objectives are
generally well-defined and structured alongside a clear hierarchy. It starts with a
rather gener al stat ement specifying the
number of Aspecific objectivesd defining

with a larg e r number of statements on flevg thatat i on al

specify what the programme interventions are expected to achieve in the future. As
such, the wider objective system of the programme is well-integrated and shows clear
logical links between the higher-ranking programme objectives and lower-level
operational objectives defined for the 3 priorities.

e The individual statements elaborated for the different objective-types are in
general sufficiently realistic and pragmatic, wherefore they will be able to
motivate stakeholders at the regional and local levels to become involved in
future interregional co-operation activities.

e This pragmatic rationale of the overall programme strategy allows in general that
the expected Community added value as defined under section 4.1 will
materialise over time.

Final Recommendation:

The Interregional Cooperation Programme (INTERREG IVC) of 26™ of July 2007 has
introducedanewsub-cl assi fication / denominationfié§p
t hemati c objectiveso and Aspeci fic 0 p'e draftt
programme. In case of a future updating of the O.P., the latter denomination could be
changed into Aspecific hor i z o rsibnawith tleelbign@mnationv
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Afoperational objectiveso that is used at
P2).

The intervention logic of the Interregional Co-operation Programme is made up of the
flobjective systemo and of the wider set of fiprogramme actionso that will be realised
across the three programme priorities (i.e. types of intervention for Priorities 1 & 2, activities
under Priority 5).

The set of envisaged programme actions has been further streamlined / simplified in
the final version of the Interregional Co-operation Programme. A summary overview on
the new set of envisaged programme actions can be found in the overview table below at the
end of this section (see: overview table 3).

e Incaseof Priorities 1 asrmoflint&ventiorned dinteg penvi saged b
programme (i.e. Regional Initiatives-Type 1; Capitalisation, including Fast Track
Projects-Type 2). Slight changes have been made in the final programme if
compared to the situation prevailing under the 3™ draft programme version. The
denomination of Type 2 has been changed and the capitalisation activities that were
to be carried out under HfARegional Il nitiati ves:s

e These changes have provided more clarity with respect to the overall purpose
of each type of intervention. Co-operation activities launched under the heading
ifRegi onal | ammi at eixchanging expdrience, knowledge and good practice
in order to develop new tools and approaches and at transferring instruments or
projectresults. (b) Undera Capi t al i sati on [/ Futueto-operabon K Pr o]
activities are targeted towards a collection, analysis and dissemination of already
identified good practices in the policy area in question and a transfer of results and
tools developed into Regional Competitiveness and Employment and European
Territorial Cooperation programmes. .

e In case of Priority 3, the number and content of actions envisaged have been
slightly changed (i.e. more straight-forward formulation of actions). They have a
clear and logic link with the respective higher-ranking programme objectives (SPOs 3-
5) and a consistent relation with the operational objectives defined for Priority 3.

By relating this revised set of envisaged actions to the above-described programme objective
system, one can elaborate the following final observations on the overall validity of the
programmeds intervention | ogic:

e The actions envisaged under the 3 priorities are generally well-linked to the
higher-ranking programme objectives (i.e. overall objective, specific objectives)
and are also strongly corresponding to the respective priority-level operational
objectives. If one considers the relatively clear prescriptions that were formulated for
interregional co-operation in the new ERDF-regulation, the proposed intervention
logic of the most recent Draft does therefore provide for sufficient flexibility and
openness as regards future interregional co-operation.

e The types of intervention envisaged under Priorities 1 and 2 continue to focus
on 10 particular sub-themes, i.e. 4 sub-themes for Priority 1 and 6 sub-themes for
Priority 2. These priority-level sub-themes are well related to the key issues
mentioned in the socio-economic analysis (Chapter 3 of the programme) and are
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also strongly corresponding to the aspects mentioned in the statements of the
related specific objectives (i.e. SPOs 1 & 2)

The actions envisaged under the 3 programme priorities were further specified /
adapted, which means that some previously existing weaknesses have now been
tackled.

Considering the above-said, one can clearly affirm that the Interregional Co-
operati on Primeverdiomeit as a whole is valid.
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Envisaged programme actions, specified by priory

Priorities and related sub- | Action Programme interventions / actions
themes / topics Reference
Priority 1: P1-Al Regional Initiatives (Type 1)
Innovation & Knowledge
Economy Focus on:
e Exchange of experience, knowledge and good
Related sub-themes are: practice in order to develop new tools and

1. Innovation, research and approaches.
technology development. e Transfer of instruments or project results.

2. gmgpreneursmp and P1-A2 Capitalisation, including Fast Track Projects (Type 2)

S.

3. The information society. Focus on:

4. Employment, human e Collection, analysis and dissemination of already
capital and education. identified good practices in the policy area in

question.

e Transfer of results and tools developed into

Regional Competitiveness and Employment and

European Territorial Cooperation programmes.
Priority 2: P2-Al Regional Initiatives (Type 1)
Environment & Risk Prevention

Focus on:

Related sub-themes are: e Exchange of experience, knowledge and good

1. Natural and practice in order to develop new tools and
technological risks. approaches.

2. Water management. e  Transfer of instruments or project results.

3. Waste prevention and Capitalisation, including Fast Track Projects (Type 2)

management. P2-A2

4. Biodiversity and Focus on:

preservation of natural e Collection, analysis and dissemination of already
heritage. identified good practices in the policy area in

5. Energy and sustainable question.
transport. e Transfer of results and tools developed into

6. Cultural heritage and Regional Competitiveness and Employment and

landscape. European Territorial Cooperation programmes.
Priority 3: P3-Al Activity covering basic tasks of project assistance,
Technical Assistance organising project assessment, monitoring of projects,
financial programme management and financial control
Related topics are: P3-A2 Activity covering external advice that is needed to assist in

o Effective and smooth the gathering and processing of data, in implementing a
management and computerised management system and on specific
implementation of the questions of managing a programme to assist international
programme through a cooperation (e.g. the development of projects, the drafting
competent and efficient of the legal documents that form the basis for the
day-to-day work. organisational framework of the cooperation projects).

e |dentification of actors P3-A3 Activity covering an expert pool for assessing applications
and partners who are and for specific issues concerning Lisbon and Gothenburg
suitable to work with and issues.
can decisively contribute P3-A4 Activity covering information & advice to potential
to a result-oriented applicants, a sound capitalisation on the results gained
programme (Fast Track under INTERREG IlIC / IVC and a broader dissemination of
approach). the achievements of this programme.

e Organise and facilitate P3-A5 Activity covering the evaluation of the INTERREG IVC

the capitalisation on the
main results of the
selected operations (Fast
Track approach).

e Ensure the dissemination
of project results and
activities in a systematic
and targeted way (Fast
Track approach).

programme
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5.2. The relations between the various programme objectives and
the contribution of priority-level actions to achieve these
programme-level objectives

The present section focuses, firstly, on an analysis of the relationships between the
different objective layers of the Interregional Co-operation Programme. This relationship-
analysis generally aims at revealing how programme objectives condition one another
(interdependencies) and to what extent programme objectives are supporting each other
(mutual reinforcement). On ground of this examination of interdependencies and of mutual
reinforcement effects between higher-ranking programme objectives and operational
objectives at priority-level, one can pin-point potential inconsistencies or objective-conflicts
within the wider programme objective system.

Secondly, this section realises an analysis of the complementarity of actions envisaged
at priority level. This complementarity-assessment generally intends revealing whether / to
what extent several actions contribute to achieve the same objective and thus are aimed at
solving the same problem. In our case, the complementarity-analysis will examine the
contribution of priority-level actions to an achievement of higher-ranking programme
objectives and to a realisation of operational objectives.

Interdependencies between the various programme objectives

The relationship-analysis makes use of an objective tree diagram to illustrate existing
interdependencies among the different types of programme objectives (OVO, SPOs, OPOs),
both in a downward and in an upward direction (see: figure 2).

The objective tree allows revealing the following main features that characterise the
relations between the various programme objectives:

e The AOverall Objectived is made furth
which themselves are either of a thematic or of a horizontal nature. The thematic
SPOs (SPO 1 & SPO 2) are directly connected through solid primary relations - in a
downward direction 7 to the operational objectives defined for the corresponding
thematic programme priorities (SPO 1 A Priority 1; SPO 2 A Priority 2). This allows
identifying2 iobj ect i v, ehich group tbgetkes \arious objectives at different
levels that are related to one another through clear and logic links (SPO 1 A OPOs 1-
7, SPO 2 A OPOs 8-13). The horizontal SPOs (SPO 3, SPO 4, SPO 5) can not be
directly related to one of the above-mentioned io bj ect i v, as thHeydavelog
effects (in a downward direction) that are somehow cross-cutting the various
operational objectives defined for the three programme priorities.

e The secondary relations (in an upward direction) indicate potential additional
contributions / reinforcement effects that the various operational objectives under the
three programme priorities make to an achievement of other higher-ranking
programme objectives. The operational objectives defined for Priority 1 (OPOs 1-7)
and for Priority 2 (OPOs 8-13) tend to make additional strong contributions that now
support an achievement of all horizontal SPOs. The contributing effects of the
operational objectives defined for Priority 5 (OPOs 14-19) are much more
generalised, as they tend to support the achievement of all SPOs. Therefore, OPOs
14-19 need also to be considered horizontal objectives at a lower level that are or a
vital importance for the success of the entire programme.

er

o
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Overall Objective Specific Objectives

Operational Objectives at priority-level

(OVO) (SPOs) (OPOs)
Priority 1 (Innovation & Knowledge Economy)

SPO 1

OPO 1 OPO 2 OPO 3 OPO 4 OPO 5 OPO 6 OPO 7
SPO 2

Priority 2 (Environment & Risk Prevention)
OoVvo

SPO 3

OPO 8 OPO 9 OPO 10 OPO 11 OPO 12 OPO 13
SPO 4

Priority 3 (Technical Assistance)

SPO 5

OPO 14 OPO 15 OPO 16 OPO 16 OPO 18 OPO 19

L

With:
|:||:| = primary relations (downwards) between thematic objectives
(objective families).

= horizontal objectives cutting-across thematic objectives.

|:> |:> = secondary relations (upwards), indicating a contribution towards other SPOs that
bel onging

=)

ar e not

to

t he same

fobject

= secondary relations (upwards), indicating cross-cutting effects towards SPOs.
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Based upon the above-made relationship analysis, one can elaborate the following
concluding remarks:

e The programme objective system is characterised by an absence of conflicts
between higher-ranking programme objectives (OVO, SPOs) and priority-level
operational objectives (OPOs). The objective system also shows a well-developed
level of overall consistency and a high degree of interdependence among the
various objective-levels. The large majority of programme objectives below the
OVO (15 out of 24) are linked to one another through solid logical links that allow
grouping them together into 2 t h e maobjéctive familieso (primary relations). The
theme-specific operational objectives at priority-level also tend to develop relatively
strong mutual reinforcement effects in relation to other higher-ranking programme
objectives (SPOs 3-5). The remainder horizontal objectives (9 out of 24) develop
cross-cutting effects either in a downward direction (SPOs 3-5) or in an upward
direction (secondary relations of OPOs 14-19).

o Despite the fact that the current thematic focus of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme is narrower if compared to the one adopted under INTERREG IIIC, one
can assume that especially the theme-specific objective-strings (SPO 1 A
OPOs 1-7; SPO 2 A OPOs 8-13) will be easily understandable by regional and
local-level actors and thus motivate their active participation in future project
activities.

Complementarity of priority-level actions as regards the achievement
of the various programme objectives

The complementarity-assessment intends to show how each priority (and its actions) as well
as the combination of priorities (and their actions) contribute(s) to achieve the wider strategic
objectives (SPOs) and the priority-level objectives (OPOs) of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme. For this purpose, a cross-referencing exercise has been realised that aimed at
determining a degree of contribution for each of the envisaged actions with respect to all of
the above-mentioned objectives.

The overall result is presented in a specific matrix (see: figure 3), in which only the highest
contribution levels were earmarked by colours in order to facilitate a quick visual appraisal of
the most significant complementarities.

This matrix-based mapping approach allows revealing the following main features that
characterise the complementarity-relations between the envisaged actions and the
various levels of programme objectives:

e As concerns the f i v gecifiSObjectiveso (SPOs), the most significant level of
complementarity can be observed in case of SPOs 3, 4 and 5. All of the envisaged
priority-level actions contribute either very strongly or strong to an achievement of
these horizontal objectives. i Re g ilotiata V e s 0 under both pr
make a very strong contribution to enable actors at the regional and local level from
different countries across the EU to exchange their experiences and knowledge (SPO
3), whereas the fFast Track Optiond  u n diaities IPand 2 contribute very strongly
to match regions less experienced in a specific policy field with regions with more
experience in that field with the aim to jointly improve the capacities and knowledge of
regional and local stakeholders (SPO 4). But also for the cross-cutting SPO 5, the
level of complementarity is relatively high. Very strong contributions can i on the one
hand-be expected to come from the AFast

i or it

Track
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to the specific operational provisions defined in this respect (i.e. direct transfer,
capitalisation and capacity building). On the other hand, also some of the Priority 5
actions will make an important supportive contribution to the achievement of SPO 5.
This effect can mainly be attributed to the important role of activities covering
analysis, studies, information and publicity for ensuring a sound capitalisation of the
results gained under IIIC and during IVC as well as a broader dissemination of the
achievements of this programme (P3-A4). Compared to this, the level of
complementarity is relatively lower in case of SPOs 1 and 2. Very strong contributions
to an achievement of these thematic objectives are in each case only developed by
the two types of intervention foreseen under the corresponding thematic priority of the
programme. This clear separation confirms the result of the relationship analysis (i.e.
the objective tree), where strong primary relations have been detected between
SPO1 and the operational objectives of Priority 1 as well as between SPO 2 and the
operational objectives of Priority 2. Priority 3 actions tend however to make a strong
supportive contribution to achieve SPOs 1 & 2 due to their facilitating nature.

e With respect to the thematic AOperational Objectiveso defined for Priorities 1
and 2 (OPOs 1-13), the overall level of complementarity is relatively low. In both
cases, only the entire set of actions envisaged under one thematic Priority makes a
very strong contribution to the achievement of the related thematic operational
objectives of this priority (i.e. strong A pr i mary rAedupparti of actiang .
envisaged under one thematic to achieve the operational objectives of the other
thematic priority does not exist (i.e. absence of isecondary relationso
strong supportive effect comes in both cases again from various Priority 3 actions,
which can be explained by their cross-cutting nature and their general facilitator role
within the programme.

e Also in case of the horizontal GrPpiarityeBt i on al
(OPOs 14-19), the level of complementarity is in general relatively low. Very strong
contributions to an achievement of these objectives are only developed by the actions
of the technical assistance priority. Very interesting is however the higher level of
complementarity that can be observed under OPO 17. In this case, it is very likely that
the various actions envisaged under Priorities 1 & 2 tend to make a strong supportive
contribution for actually achieving a sound capitalisation oftheoper at i onsé r esul

The above-realised analysis of complementarities allows elaborating the following
concluding remarks:

e One can observe that no negative contributions of actions to an achievement of
the wider programme objectives could be detected (absence of programme-
internal conflicts). As such, one can consider that the current combination of
priorities and related actions is generally
wider objectives.

e The entire programme strategy is generally characterised by a medium level of
overall complementarity. Onl y at t he | evel of sA-S)peachi fi ¢ O
priory (and its related actions) as well as the combination of all priorities (and of all
actions) make significant joint contributions to achieve the stated higher-ranking
objectives of the Interregional Cooperation Programme. At t he | ev el of i O
Objecti ves-09), & @Bty cldar A di vi si on prevdils in gebecal r 0
between the specific types of intervention under Priority 1 and 2, while all actions
envisaged under Priority 3 tend to develop a strong supportive effect. Only in case of
Priority 3, all programme actions tend to develop simultaneously very strong / strong
contributions to achieve a sound capitalisation of theoperat i onsdé res.wul ts (OP
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Figure 3: Contributions of the envisaged actions to various types of programme objectives
Contribut Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3
P1-Al P1-A3 P2-Al P2-A2 Actions
Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
To achieve é Initiatives Option Initiatives Option

Specific Objectives

SPO 1: To improve regional and local policies in the field of innovation and the knowledge
economy, more specifically focussing on regional capacities for research and technology
development, support to entrepreneurship and SMEs, support to business development and
innovation initiatives, promotion of the use of ICTs and support to employment, human capital and
education.

SPO 2: To improve regional and local policies in the field of environment and risk prevention, more
specifically focussing on prevention and management of natural and technological risks water and
coastal management, waste prevention and management, biodiversity and preservation of natural
heritage, energy efficiency and renewable energies, clean and sustainable public transport, cultural
heritage.

SPO 3: To enable actors at the regional and local level from different countries across the EU to
exchange their experiences and knowledge.

SPO 4: To match regions less experienced in a specific policy field with regions with more
experience in that field with the aim to jointly improve the capacities and knowledge of regional and
local stakeholders.

SPO 5: To ensure that the good practices identified within interregional cooperation projects are
made available to other regional and local actors and are transferred into regional policies in
particular into Structural Funds mainstream programmes.

Priority 1, Operational Objectives

OPO 1: Improving the capacity of regions for strengthening research, technology and innovation.

OPO 2: Promoting and enabling entrepreneurship and the development of new business initiatives
in all sectors of relevance to regional economies, in particular those that are knowledge based and
innovative.

OPO 3: Facilitating businesses, and in particular SMEs, to develop and grow in a more sustainable
and innovative way through the transfer of specific services and the creation of shared facilities.

OPO 4: Helping to restructure regions most heavily dependent on traditional industries, including
renewal of industrial zones for new business.

OPO 5: Promoting the use of new information and communication technologies by businesses,
public services and the general public, especially in rural areas.

OPO 6: Improving regional policies for employment, skills development, training and education.

OPO 7: Creating the necessary framework conditions for regional economies to adapt to major
socio-economic changes, notably globalisation and demographic challenges.

With:
+++ = very strong contribution (main impact) ++ = strong contribution (important support)  + = limited contribution 0 = no contribution / neutral - = negative contribution (conflict)
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Contribut Priority 1 Actions Priority 2 Actions Priority 3
P1-Al P1-A3 P2-A1 P2-A2 Actions
Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
To achieve é Initiatives Option Initiatives Option
Priority 2, Operational Objectives
OPO 8: Developing plans and measures to prevent and cope with natural and technological risks 0 0 ++
OPO 9: Promoting the enhancement of water management activities. 0 0 ++
OPO 10: Promoting the development of sustainable waste prevention and management activities 0 0 ++
and the movement to a recycling society.
OPO 11: Promoting the development of actions linked to biodiversity and the preservation of natural 0 0 ++
heritage, especially in NATURA 2000 sites and promoting the development of integrated coastal
management activities.
OPO 12: Stimulating energy efficiency and the development of renewable energies as well as better 0 0 ++
coordinated efficient energy management systems and promoting sustainable transport.
OPO 13: Enhancing the attractiveness of the territory in support of socio-economic development 0 0 ++
and sustainable tourism by protecting the cultural heritage and landscape.
Priority 3, Operational Objectives
OPO 14: Supporting project generation and providing advice to project applicants. 0 0 0 0
OPO 15: Ensuring the evaluation of applications, preparing the approval decisions and contract 0 0 0 0
approved projects.
OPO 16: Ensure monitoring of and advice to running operations. + + + +
OPO17:Ensuring capitalisation of operationsd re ++ ++ ++ ++
OPO 18: Organisation of meetings and events for applicants, partners, auditors, experts, Member + + + +
States and other bodies to inform about the programme, to discuss specific aspects of its
i mpl ementation, disseminate and capitalise on
OPO 19: Reporting to the Member States and the European Commission. + + + +

With:
+++ = very strong contribution (main impact)

++ = strong contribution (important support)  + = limited contribution

0 = no contribution / neutral

- = negative contribution (conflict)
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e Due to above-said, one can identify two constellations where clear synergy
potentials do exist within the Interregional Cooperation Programme: Firstly in
case of SPOs 3 and 4, where all programme activities make very strong/strong

contributions to achieve these objectives
Secondly, in case of the strong symmetrical complementarity® between Priority 3
actions and all Priority 1 & 2 actions. Technical assistance actions develop a strong
supportive effect that helps to achieve the thematic objectives under Priorities 1 and 2
(i . e. naturally intended function of TA),

Track Optiond under Priorities @aPO4dhuhder2

Priority 5.

5.3. An assessment of potential policy risks that are related to the
actual choice of programme priorities

The proposed objectives at various levels of the programme (i.e. higher ranking
objectives, priority-level objectives) and the selected priority-level actions do not reveal
an obvious risk that needs to be tackled before the final adoption of the programming
document. The same holds true for the different concepts used in the programme (i.e.
Amain theme a#hémersel aft eal mpruibor i tyo; fitypease
clearly defined and thus do not show any risk of confusion. Both judgements are also
clearly supported by the findings of our previous analysis. It has been shown that the overall
rationale of the programme strategy is characterised by a significant degree of internal

of
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consistency and that t he p alspogeneraiywvalid. Sheiobjettieer ve nt i ¢

system is characterised by an absence of conflicts between objectives, a well developed
level of overall consistency and a high degree of interdependence among the various
objective-levels. In addition, no negative contributions of actions to an achievement of the
wider programme objectives could be detected and the entire programme strategy is
generally characterised by a medium level of overall complementarity.

As regards the complementarity wi t h Amai nstr eamedo0-opératibner r egi o

activities, the Interregional Cooperation Programme now contains a clear text reference that
allows establishing a link towards future interregional co-operation activities carried out under
the A ma i n s progeranmesa The paragraph under section 8.1.1 (see: box below) closely
follows the formulation suggested in our previous ex-ante assessment and helps avoiding the
risk of double work that might occur in case of co-operation projects being realised in both
contexts on very similar topics.

Section 8.1.1.

ACompl ementarity with theopdmatnidomo ndevelegp ®

Convergence/Competiti veness and Empl oyment

B

This complementarity will be ensured through a focus on the involvement of those responsible for the
Convergence and Competitiveness programmes, making them aware of good practice developed
within the interregional cooperation programme. Such a link will, firstly, allow the exchange of basic
information about activities implemented in both contexts (e.g. via a joint project-database) and will,
secondly, support a transfer of project-related contents for commonly shared co-operation themes (i.e.
dissemination of know-how, good practice, innovative approaches). This will create an additional
source of inspiration that could help orientate the Fast Track approach of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme and - at the same time - avoid a duplication of projects that might be realised in both
contexts on very similar topics.

& When actions of the same priority generate positive / supportive effects on objectives of another priority, with the
opposite also being true.
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5.4. An appraisal of the adequacy of financial allocations to the
different programme priorities

In the context of Chapter 7, the most recent version of the programming document now
contains three detailed budgetary tables that specify the allocation of financial resources
across the different programme priorities. The first one (Table 5) specifies the annual
breakdown of the ERDF-contribution across the various programme priorities. The second
one (Table 6) shows the financial plan of the INTERREG IVC programme for the whole
programming period. The third one (Table 7) shows the distribution of the total eligible
budget between the three priorities of the programme. In addition, also a more simplified
breakdown of financial allocations per priority axes can be found in Chapter 4 of the
programming document.

Based upon the more detailed information contained in budget tables 5 & 6, one can
summarise the current situation as follows:

e Considering the total ERDF-contribution to the programme, the respective budget
shares of the individual programme priorities are the following: Priority 1 obtains
55% and Priority 2 accounts for 39%, whereas Priority 3 is allocated a share of
6%. These figures fully correspond with the share-indications as presented in the
short table included in Chapter 4.

e Considering the total eligible funding for the programme (i.e. without
contribution from Norway & Switzerland), the respective budget-shares of the
individual programme priorities are the following: Priority 1 obtains 54.53% and
Priority 2 accounts for 38.67%, whereas Priority 3 is allocated a share of 6.8%.
These shares do not substantially change if one takes into consideration the
contribution of Norway and Switzerland to the future Interregional Co-operation
Programme.

Based upon the above-said, we will now briefly appraise the adequacy of the financial
allocations across the different programme priorities:

e Considering only the Interregional Co-operation Programmed s  h i rgnkiag
objectives and its operational objectives defined at priority level, the envisaged
total programme budgetofar ound 0 4 Iy taking Oto 6o@sideration the
Norwegian and Swiss contribution) seems to be sufficient for meeting the stated
ambitions. This judgement is also supported by the clear definition in the programme
document, which type of project activities will be undertaken especially in the context
of Priorities 1 and 2 (i.e. no huge material investments, but rather light co-operation
activities such as study visits, staff exchanges, studies & reports, meetings & events,
development of conceptual/methodological frameworks, pilot activities etc). Further
expectations beyond this level such as a generation of substantial territorial
effects in the context of the envisaged thematic co-operation foci are not at all
realistic, due to the very limited programme budget that is considerably below
the financi al resources of a typical Amai nstr

e The current distribution of the total programme budget across the 2 thematic
priorities clearly favours those issues that are closely related to the renewed
Lisbon-Strategy (Priority 1, Innovation & Knowledge Economy: 54.5%), whereas
topics that are related more or less to the Gothenburg-Strategy appear to be in
solid second position (Priority 2, Environment & Risk Prevention: 38.7%). This
clear ranking seems to be a deliberate (political) choice made by the Member States
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and the Commission, as the previous INTERREG IlIC experience would have
supported a more equal balance between the two priorities. The analytical chapter of
the programme (Chapter 3) highlights in fact that among the 75% of all INTERREG
IIIC projects addressing themes directly related to the future thematic priorities, 38%
addressed topics that will be covered by Priority 1 (i.e. R&D, innovation, information
society, SMEs, employment and education) and 37% focussed on aspects now
included under Priority 2 (i.e. environment and risk prevention, energy and natural
resources as well as heritage and culture). Due to the fact that a simple extrapolation
of previous co-operation experience does not generate a sufficiently solid argument to
put into question this political choice, one can say that the current financial
distribution across the thematic programme priorities is largely appropriate.

e The share of t he pr oERDRcomrédton thad isaallocated to
Priority 3 Tec hni c al ABY iis get fally comgistent with the regulatory
requirements of Article 46 (1) in the General Regulation of the Structural Funds
(EC No 1083/2006).° Due to the new and ambitious approach adopted by the
INTERREG IVC Programme, it is absolutely necessary to earmark as much financial
resources possible (and legally justifiable) for technical assistance activities (i.e.
staffing of a single Joint Technical Secre
Information Points in Rostock, Valencia, Katowice; realisation of a wide range of
usual day-to-day programme implementation activities such as financial &
administrative management, monitoring, evaluation, information & communication;
realisation of a larger number of new actions that are crucial for making the
programme a real success such as a sound capitalisation on interregional co-
operation results and a support to realise |
Track Projectso). Mo r dhesd ssuesiwlill bd elabovatetheaant s on
Chapter 8 of this ex-ante evaluation.

Concluding observations

All modifications and improvements proposed in the Draft Final ex-ante Evaluation Report
(p. 41) have been taken into consideration by the authors of the Operational Programme

® Technical assistance at the initiative of the Member States shall be within the limits of 6% of the total amount
all ocated to an operational popecatpon @bjernce i wredder t he ATerritori e
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6. The external coherence of the strateqy with the
ACommunity Strategic Guidel

According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators are
required to examine whether the proposed strategy complies with policies at regional,
national and Community level and whether the programme contributes to achieving the
Lisbon and Gothenburg goals (Task 3.1) and to appraise whether equality between men and
women and non-discrimination issues have been appropriately taken into account (Task
3.2).

I nes

To address these tasks, the main elements of the Interregional Co-oper ati on Pr ogr am

strategy are assessed against the Community Strategic Guidelines (CSG) for Cohesion
Policy 2007-2013 and the most important over-arching EU-policy objectives that can be
found in various documents relating to the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies.

The following sub-sections 6.1-6.3 present an in-depth analysis of the Interregional
Cooperation Programme (26" July 2007) alongside the above-mentioned ex-ante evaluation
tasks and elaborate a number of related recommendations that might be considered before
finalising the programme elaboration process.

6. 1. The fexternal coherenceo o f
respect to the Community Strateqgic Guidelines (CSG)

In July 2006, the Commission has presented a proposal for a Council Decision on
ACommunity Strategic Guidelineso (CSG) fo+
2013.1° According to this document, these Guidelines represe nt & gingle framework
which Member States and regions are invited to use when developing national, regional, and
local programmes, in particular with a view to assessing their contribution to the objectives of
the Union in terms of cohesion, growth and jobs. The Guidelines are a necessary condition,
but not the only condition for achieving the right level of concentration on key priorities for
each Member State and region in accordance with the renewed Lisbon Agenda.

The CSG-document draws the attention to four over-arching principles™ that should be
observed during the programming process and sets out three key priorities, on which
national, regional, and local programmes co-f i nanced through the
policy should seek to target their resources:

1. Improving the attractiveness of Member States, regions and cities by improving
accessibility, ensuring adequate quality and level of services, and preserving the
environment.

2. Encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the knowledge
economy by research and innovation capacities, including new information and
communication technologies.

% coM(2006)386 final

™ These are: (1) Cohesion policy should focus to a greater extent on knowledge, research and innovation, and
human capital in the light of the renewed Lisbon strategy for growth and jobs. (2) The objective of sustainable
development shall be pursued and synergies between the economic, social and environmental dimensions shall
be boosted. (3) The objective of equality between men and women shall be pursued. (4) Appropriate steps to
prevent any discrimination on the basis of gender, race or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual
orientation shall be taken.

t he

t he <
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3. Creating more and better jobs by attracting more people into employment or
entrepreneurial activity, improving adaptability of workers and enterprises and
increasing investment in human capital.

Alongside these key priorities, the CSG-document subsequently elaborates 3 A St r
Gui d el and a&larger number of related guidelines for action (see: Annex 3).

In addition, the CSG-document also formulates a nu mb er of AnAddiI ti
that aim at promoting territorial cohesion and at making European territorial co-
operation objective a success (see: Annex 3). Due to the fact that cohesion policy is
capable of adapting to the particular needs and characteristics of specific geographical
challenges and opportunities, the territorial dimension will strongly matter in the future. An
active promotion of territorial cohesion'® under the next generation of programmes (2007-
2013) will therefore be part of the effort to ensure that all areas of the Community territory
have the opportunity to contribute to the growth and jobs agenda. The European territorial
co-operation objective will complement the wider effort to promote territorial cohesion, as it
has an important role to play for ensuring a balanced and sustainable development of the
Community territory.*®

While taking into consideration the above-said, one can observe that the Interregional

ategic

onal G

Cooperation Programme is firmly anchored in the wider context of the Communit

cohesions policy for the years 2007-2013. This statement is confirmed when reviewing the
various chapters of the revised 3™ Draft Programme. The introduction (Chapter 2, section
2.3) briefly describes t h®nRolewor0H2A0E ad outinéd
in the Community Strategic Guidelines and the socio-economic analysis (Chapter 3, sections
3.3. & 3.4) focuses i beyond an enumeration of a number of general trends and
developments - on an in-depth assessment of key issues that are at the heart of the
sustainable growth and employment development strategy (Lisbon & Gothenburg
Objectives). This thematic focus is subsequently taken up in a coherent manner throughout
the core chapters describing the wider intervention strategy of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme (Chapter 4 & 5). Seen as a whole, one can say already at this stage of the
assessment that the programme is able to develop a wide range of complementary
relations with respect to the Community Strategic Guidelines.

In order to assess further these complementarity relations between the priorities / actions
of the Interregional Cooperation Programme and the wider set of guidelines as stated in the
CSG-document, a cross-referencing exercise is realised. It aims a't mappin

and Aindirecto support effects t hat mi ght

Cooperation Programme. Thi s mapping is realised for
(including the related 0

focussing on a promotion of territorial cohesion and the European territorial co-operation
objective. The results of this cross-referencing exercise are summarised in a matrix showing

the magnitude of pot e oppdrtaflectsfisea figuneé)ct 6 or fAdi

From this matrix showing potential indirect / direct support effects of the Interregional

t

g

he EI
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gui del i ndeist i foomral a gtuii dred

rect

Cooperation Programme in relation to the AStrate

2 When developing their programmes and concentrating resources on the three key priorities, Member States
and regions should pay particular attention to these specific geographical circumstances. Taking on board the
territorial dimension will help them to develop sustainable communities and to prevent uneven regional
development from reducing overall growth potential. This means however also that a different meaning should be
?3iven to territorial cohesi on, l inked to each Membe

Closer cross-border and transnational co-operation across EU regions (including maritime co-operation where
appropriate) that follows shared development strategies for the different territories concerned and interregional
networking, especially to ensure a transfer of ideas to mainstream national / regional cohesion programmes, can
help speeding up economic development and the achievement of higher growth.

r

St at e



42

2007-2013 andt he WA Addi ti onal Ging ahdHeitenrigosial difhensian sof
cohesion policy, the following key features can be derived:

e The priorities and actions of the Interregional Co-operation Programme show no
evident conflict with one of the AStrsadegic
stated in the CSG-document. They either develop positive relations of
complementarity at different degrees, or generate no effect at all. With the exception
of Priority 3 actions having a specific programme-related operational purpose that
somehow limits their capacity for establishing external links to the stated guidelines,
all other programme actions (Priority 1 & 2) develop limited and also strong
support effects that are partly of an indirect and partly of a direct nature.

e Potential indirect support effectist end t o emerge in the cont ex
Optiono that wildl be r ea-A2 B2eAQ). ThenditextrtranBferi or i t i
of best practice to all regions, capacity building and a capitalisation of interregional
experiences / knowledge resulting in regional action plans can help improving the
effectiveness of regional-level (and / or national) policies that are implemented in the
context of the future Convergence, Competitiveness and Employment programmes.

The policy actors benefiting from these actions might in turn be able to act better and

more effectively alongside the stated Community Guidelines. Strong and

widespread indirect support effects tend to emerge from the Interregional Co-
operation Programme acabegi @al Guiodeltihree s30 fAnsetnr
the CSG-document. All themes of Guideline2 (il mpr ovi ng knowl edge an
for g ) avewcoviréd by P1-A2. Nearby all themes of Guideline 3 (i Mor e and
bett el)argcoveraddy P1-A2 and most themes of Guideline L (A Ma ki ng Eur ope
and its regions more attr aarejointlg coeledhby s t o i n
A2/P2-A2.For a number of HAAdditional Guidelineso
of Cohesion policy, one can also observe sometimes strong and widespread

indirect support effects. The most widespread effects tend to emerge under the

additional guideline 2 (i s u p th@acdanomic diversification of rural areas, fisheries

areas and areas wi f),lwheredl-A2r & P2-A jaimtlyl cocen gl s 0

topics that should be addressed. In addition, strong indirect support effects can also

be expected in the context of additional guidelines 3 & 4 (A c r -bosder co-
operationo, o6 pamnammbarenPd-A2a&l P2-ADjointly cover a larger

share of the topics that should be addressed. This represents a noteworthy
improvement compared to the previous Draft, as the programme now explicitly

encour ag ecsoperatdr) among cross-border and transnational programme

areas in order to enable an exchange of experience / a transfer of best practices on
specific topics related to fAinnovation & the
ri sk pr éeeehapter@® of the programme, sub-section 8.1.2).

e Potential direct support effects tend to emerge mostly in case of iRegi ona
Il nitiativeso that wi | | b e -AleR2lAl)sas tuture cod e r Pri
operation projects certainly involve concrete realisations that will generate material /
immaterial improvements in the regional and local context. Due to the relatively
limited budgetary envelope dedicated to the Interregional Cooperation Programme,
the expected tangible effects tend however to be relatively limited if compared to
those of mainstream interventions realised under the Convergence and
Competitiveness programmes.** Under the Strategic Guidelines 1-3, one can
observe strong and widespread direct support effects potentially generated by
future ARegi onal -Al, P2-Al) &ot ineacby @ll i§sBes to be

1 Baring in mind these financial restrictions, our matrix classification still distinguishes between strong and limited
direct effects. Strong direct effects are considered to be those effects, which are most likely to emerge and tend to
produce some kind of a visible or noticeable output/result.
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addressed. The coverage is complete under Guideline2 (i | mpr ovi ng knowl ed
i nnovat i on)afdmnearbycoroplete im dase of Guideline3 (i Mor e and bet't
j oband Guideline 1 fMaki ng Europe and its regions m
i nvest @.nTde contibbution to this overall result is much stronger in case of
Priority 1-Regional Initiatives (P1-Al) than in case of Regional Initiatives to be
realised under Priority 2 (P2-Al). Strong and widespread direct support effects
can again be observed for alnumwmisér oof tfmAddiet i
dimension of Cohesion policy. The most extensive effects tend to emerge in the
context of additional guideline 2 (A s u p phe redonomic diversification of rural

areas, fisheries areas and) whereRlsA2 & P2-A2 nat ur
jointly cover in a balanced way all topics that should be addressed. But also in the
context of additional guidelines 3 & 4 (A cr-bosdsrco-oper ati ono, Atrans

co-0 p e r a)tPl-Ah&P2-A2 will generate strong direct effects and jointly cover a

larger share of the topics that should be addressed. This positive development is

again a direct outcome of the improved programme provisions specifying the
complementarity with other EU-programmes and policies (Chapter 8 of the Draft). A

specific case is the additional guideline 5 (i nt er r e@p & matlwhemoo
widespread and strong direct support effectst end t o emerge across
Il ni ti aditwees OA Fast Track Optiono. Thi s i s ma i
programme in question belongs to the range of activities that will be realised under

this particular heading of the CSG.

e The weakest indirect and direct support effects that tend to emerge from the
different types of interventions can be observed in case of the additional guideline
l1A©ntribution of <citi eThisissomahowumderstandailelasj o b s 0
the Interregional Co-oper at i on Programme adopts a rela
respect to urban themes in order to establish a clear division of labour with respect to
the future URBACT Il programme.

To conclude on this first part of the external coherence-assessment, the following final
comments can be elaborated:

e The Interregional Co-operation Programme shows a very high level of external
coherence with respect to t he ACommunity Strat €hipi c Gui
judgement is underpinned by an absence of any constellation of conflict and the
existence of widespread complementarity-relationships with most of the stated
strategic guidelines / additional guidelines. Particularly solid complementarity-
relations, which are characterised by the existence of strong direct & indirect support
effects, can be found under all Strategic Guidelines (f Ma ki ng Eur ope and it
more attractive pl achdsmptr® wwialgeeaddimnavatiah fowo r k 0 ;
gr owfi Mor e and )Rutalseincage ofbmesd of the Additional Guidelines
that address the territorial dimension of cohesion policy (i s u p ghe re¢onomic
diversification of rural areas, fisheries areas and areas wit h nat ur al handi
icr-bmsderco-oper ati ono; fro p @amafiiad i @ n a eopacatiom)a | co
solid and more or less widespread complementarity-relationships do exist.

e In relation to all the topics / sub-themes grouped under the above-mentioned
strategic guidelines / additional guidelines of the CSG-document, the
programme strategy shows clear potentials for generating an important
Community added value. Due to this, no evident need can be identified that would
require a further strengthening of the Interregional Co-operation Pr ogr a mme 0 s
external coherence with respect to the CSG-document.
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Figure 4. Potenti al indirect | direct effects suppo
guidelineso for Cofé@di3omnkoldiacdykil2i ntefs al g
focussing on the territorial dimension of cohesion policy

Contribut Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3

P1-Al P1-A2 P2-Al P2-A2 Actions
To achieve ¢é Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
Initiatives *) Option **) Initiatives *) Option **)

GUIDELINE 1: Making Europe and its regions more attractive places to invest and work

1.1. Expand and improve transport 0 0 D+ I+ 0
infrastructures

1.2. Strengthen the synergies
between environmental protection
and growth

1.3. Address Eur op¢
of traditional energy sources

GUIDELINE 2: Improving knowledge and innovation for growth

2.1. Increase and better target D+ I+ 0
investment in RTD

2.2. Facilitate innovation and D+ I+ 0
promote entrepreneurship

2.3. Promote the information society ‘ 0 0 0
for all

2.4. Improve access to finance 0 0 0
GUIDELINE 3: More and better jobs

3.1. Attract and retain more people 0 0 0
in employment and modernise

social protection systems

3.2. Improve adaptability of workers 0 0 0
and enterprises and the flexibility of

the labour market

3.3. Increase investment in human 0 0 0
capital through better education and

skills

3.4. Administrative Capacity 0 0 0
3.5. Help maintain a healthy labour ‘ 0 0 0
force

1. The contribution of cities to growth and jobs (Promoting territorial cohesion)

1.1. Promote entrepreneurship, 0 0 0
innovation and the development of

services, including producer

services.

1.2. Promote internal cohesion 0 0 0

inside the urban areas that seek to
improve the situation of crisis
districts (including a rehabilitation of
the physical environment and a re-
development of brownfield sites).

1.3. More balanced, polycentric 0 0 0 0 0
development by developing the
urban network at national and
Community level.

1.4. Preparation of medium- to long- 0 0 0
term  development plans for
sustainable urban development.

With: ++ = potentially strong effect
| = Indirect effect + = potentially limited effect
D = Direct effect 0 = no effect / neutral

- = relation of conflict

*) By taking into consideration also the suggested co- **) By taking into consideration also the possible themes for Fast
operation activities for Regional Initiatives (see: sections Track Networks (see: Annex 3 of the programme).
5.2.4 & 5.3.4 of the programme).
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Contribut Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3

P1-Al P1-A2 P2-Al P2-A2 Actions
To achieve ¢é Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
Initiatives *) Option **) Initiatives *) Option **)

2. Support the economic diversification of rural areas, fisheries areas and areas with natural handicaps (Promoting
territorial cohesion)

2.1. Investing in development poles
in rural areas (for example in small
and medium-sized towns).

2.2. Developing economic clusters
based on local assets combined
with the use of new information
technologies.

2.3. Integrated tourism development
approaches.

3. Cross-border co-operation

3.1. Strengthening the
competitiveness of border regions.

3.2. Contribute to economic and
social integration, especially where
there are wide economic disparities
on either side of a border.

3.3. Existing basic conditions:
assistance should focus on actions
that bring added value to cross-
border activities

3.4. Particular attention to be paid to
the changing external borders of the
Union following enlargement.

4. Transnational co-operation

4.1. Improvement of the physical
interconnection of territories

4.2. Improvement of intangible
connections.

4.3. The prevention of natural
hazards and water management at
river basin level.

5. Interregional co-operation

5.1. Focus on the Growth and Jobs
Agenda.

5.2. Exchanges of experiences and
best practices (urban development,
modernisation of public sector
services, implementation of co-
operation programmes) and studies
and data.

5.3. Exchanges of experiences and
best practices (urban development,
social inclusion, relationship
between cities and rural areas,
implementation of co-operation
programmes).

With:
| = Indirect effect
D = Direct effect

++ = potentially strong effect
+ = potentially limited effect
0 = no effect / neutral

- = relation of conflict

*) By taking into consideration also the suggested co-
operation activities for Regional Initiatives (see: sections
5.2.4 & 5.3.4 of the programme).

**) By taking into consideration also the possible themes for Fast
Track Networks (see: Annex 3 of the programme).
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6.2. The potentials of the Interregional Cooperation Programme to
deliver aspects of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies

At the Lisbon European Council of March 2000, the European Union has set itself a new
strategic goal for the next decade: to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better
jobs and greater social cohesion. Around this strategic goal, the Lisbon Strategy was
designed to enable the EU regaining the conditions for full employment and to strengthen
cohesion by 2010.

Shortly afterwards, the Gothenburg European Council of 200lagr eed on a fASust a
Devel opment Strategyodo (SDS) t hat sets out t he
Union action should operate in order to fulfil the long-term vision of sustainability, where

economic growth, social cohesion and environmental protection should go hand in hand in a

mutually supporting way. In this respect, the SDS underpins the whole of the Lisbon Strategy

and adds to it an environmental strand.

Following the mid-term review of the Lisbon Strategy conducted by an independent High
Level Group™, the Commission presented a Communication on growth and jobs (February
2005)'° that argued towards a new start for the Lisbon strategy refocusing efforts on two
goals: delivering a stronger, lasting growth and more and better jobs.

The overall ambition of these wider policy strategies is to direct EU-Member State activities

towards creating high-p er f or mance soci et i es aknbvdedgeamtersivebased u
high-growth and at the same time environmentally sustainable economy with employment for

the great majority of the population in the working age and with financially sustainable social

systems to care efficiently for the needy non-employed.*’

In relation to this wider ambition, a set of global objectives is defined that forms the core of
the Lisbon Strategy and which the Union seeks realising by the year 2010:®
e agrowing European economy,
e an internationally competitive European business sector,
e aknowledge-intensive European economy,
e an economy with a high level of employment for both sexes and all age groups (70%
for all by 2010, 67% by 2005, 60% for women by 2010, 50% for 55-64 year olds by
2010),
e an economy with a low level of social exclusion and poverty,
e asocial system which is financially sustainable in the medium and long term,
e an economy which does not degrade health or the environment and which promotes
safety.
Below these global objectives, a large number of more specific objectives are formulated
(often involving quantitative targets) and the various Lisbon Strategy documents also define
objectives for creating a fully operational internal market, including measures for the
restructuring and increasing liberalisation of product and capital markets, for adequate and
sustainable pensions, and for reform of the formal education systems of the Member States.

“fHFacing the Challenge. The Lisbon Strategy for growth anoct

Eehaired by Wim Kok. November 2004.

iWorking together for sdraowt hf oand hjeob,si:sbAnne&Swr ategyo. Con
European Council. COM(2005)24.
17European Commi ssi on: Thematic Evaluation of the Structur

Synthesis Report, February 2005.
% These global objectives were isolated by reviewing the various Presidency Conclusions.
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The Interregional Cooperation Programme makes explicitly reference to the Lisbon /
Gothenburg strategies in its introductory description of the wider policy context (Chapter 2,
sub-section 2.3.1) and identifies a number of fields where interregional cooperation can
clearly contribute to the achievement of the Lisbon and Gothenburg strategy in its socio-
economic analysis (Chapter 3, sections 3.3. & 3.4). These are also coherently taken up
throughout the entire core chapters making up the wider programme strategy (Chapter 4 &
5).

Any attempt to assess the actual contribution of the Structural Funds and of the
related programmes to an achievement of the Lisbon and Gothenburg objectives
should however take into consideration a number of general features that have been
revealed by a recent thematic evaluation realised on this topic:*® There is a considerable
congruence between the overall Lisbon-objectives and the Structural Funds objectives®, but
also the various specific objectives of the Lisbon Agenda and the Structural Funds reveal a
number of complementarities and congruencies. In addition, it has become evident that the
Structur al Fundds cont r i e oftthoseroveralléspediiio ebjectivese | ev ant
whose realisation involves or requires the allocation of funds for investment or may be
facilitated by such investment.?* This is because the Structural Funds by definition operate
through the allocation of funds.

Against this wider background, it becomes quickly evident that the future interventions
under the Interregional Cooperation Programme will not be able to deliver substantial
parts of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies. As already stated before, this is mainly a
consequence of the very limited budgetary resources allocated to this programme.
Therefore, programme interventions will not significantly influence upon the wider economic
growth, social cohesion or sustainability of the European Union as a whole.

What can indeed be expected from the Interregional Cooperation Programme are
potenti al fiindirecto and fidirecto ef fect s, whi
elements mentioned in the Lisbon / Gothenburg strategies at a narrow geographical

scale. This is likely to be the case when an exchange of experience and good practice or the
development of new policy tools between regions / local authorities as well as a wider
dissemination and a transfer of best practice / knowledge towards the Convergence and
Competitiveness programmes enables the concerned actors to better deliver specific

elements of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies.

Inordertol ocal i se such Aindirectd and fAdirectodo supp
result from the envisaged interventions of the Interregional Cooperation Programme, a
cross-referencing exercise is carried out. It relates the priorities and related actions of the
programme in a very general way to a list of congruent themes and objectives® that

YEuropean Commission: Thematic Evaluation of the Structur
Synthesis Report, February 2005.
Economic growth is a shared objective, as are the objectives of high employment and low unemployment. The
Structural Funds and the Lisbon Agenda also share the premise that growth and development should not be
achieved at the cost of environmental degradation. Economic development should be environmentally
sustainable.
2 Examples for a number of issues addressed by these objectives are the following: The overall economic policy
mix, IT infrastructure investment, investment in R&D, investment in human capital, lifelong learning, skills for the
information society, enlarging the workforce, increasing employability through active labour market policies,
investment in business development, social inclusion and sustainable environmental development.
ZThis |ist was el aborated in thet dWiMTdlem&Gunds&v &€buonati bot iodr
Strategyo on ground of a detailed analysis of the specific
Funds. The starting points have been the relevant Lisbon Strategy objectives and the parenthesis indicates in
which of the Structural Funds the overlapping / complementary objectives can be found. Whereas the exact
formulation of the objectives may differ between the formulations of the Lisbon Strategy and those of the Funds,
the fundamental content of most objectives is identical.
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integrates the core of the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategy objectives and the EU-Structural
Funds objectives. The result of this cross-referencing exercise is resumed in a matrix that
shows the magnitude of potenti al Aindirecto
different programme interventions (see: figure 5).

From this matrix showing potential indirect / direct support effects of the Interregional
Co-operation Programme in relation to the Lisbon / Gothenburg Objectives, the
following key features can be derived:

e The priorities and actions of the Interregional Co-operation Programme show no
evident conflict with one of the congruent themes / objectives jointly pursued
under the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies and the EU-Structural Funds. They
either develop positive relations of complementarity at different degrees, or generate
no effect at all. The programme actions under Priorities 1 & 2 develop limited and

and

al so strong support effects, which are part.|

nature. The Priority 3 actions are an exception to this, as they have a specific
programme-related operational purpose that limits their capacity for establishing
external links to the stated guidelines.

e Indirect support effects generally tend to emerge from t

which will be implemented under Priorities 1 and 2 (P1-A2, P2-A2). We assume that
Fast Track activities will help improving the effectiveness of regional-level (and / or
national) policies that are implemented in the context of the future Convergence,
Competitiveness and Employment programmes and thus enable policy actors to
deliver more efficiently issues related to the Lisbon/Gothenburg Strategies. The
strongest and most wi despr eaabncéntratedntheset o
objectives that are most closely related to the main thematic priorities of the
Interregional Co-operation Programme and to the possible future actions
mentioned in sections 5.2.4, 5.3.4 and Annex 3 of the programme. In case of the
objectives grouped under the general headings fifmastructure [
Ainvest ment i n r esefirmcwe s& nkeenvte lionp mewnman
i nc | utkdseostraing effects tend to be generated by Fast Track Actions that will be
implemented under Priority 1 (P1-A2). In case of the objectives grouped under the
general heading Aisustai nabl e theses stlory peffects tted to be
generated by Fast Track Actions that will be implemented under Priority 2 (P2-A2).

S uUp

nve:
capi

e Direct support effectsonl y tend to emerge in itthetdowretsenx

(P1-Al, P2-Al), as they are most likely to include realisations that will generate
concrete material / immaterial improvements in the regional and local context. The

strongest and most wi despr e againtahcenteateto® suppo

those objectives that are most closely related to the main thematic priorities of
the Interregional Co-operation Programme and to the possible future actions
mentioned in sections 5.2.4, 5.3.4 and Annex 3 of the programme. In case of the
objectives grouped under the general headings fii nfrastructure
fiinvest ment in r es efairrmcvhe s& nteenvt e lionp mewnman
i ncl uthése strong effects tend to be generated predominantly by Regional
Initiatives that will be implemented under Priority 1 (with one exception, where P2-Al
tends also to generate an additional strong effect). In case of the objectives grouped
under the general headingfisust ai nabl e stloagveldcts tent entyttoobe
generated by Regional Initiatives that will be implemented under Priority 2 (P2-Al).
And also here, all of the above-mentioned direct effects resulting from future
interregional actions tend to be rather marginal (localised) if compared to those
mainstream interventions that will be realised under the Convergence and
Competitiveness programmes.

i n\

capi
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Rel atively | imited Ai ndicaneonly le olaserded imadtdase ect 0 e

of the objectives grouped under the general heading A Emp | oy m&e doo

however not consider this a fundamental weakness of the future Interregional
Cooperation Programme, as its limited financial envelope will not allow substantially
increasing the overall employment level or the levels of employment for women and
for older workers.

To conclude on this second step of the external coherence assessment, the following
final comments and general recommendations can be elaborated:

The Interregional Co-operation Programme shows a very high level of external
coherence with respect to a list of congruent themes / objectives that are jointly
pursued under the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies and the EU-Structural
Funds. This judgement is underpinned by an absence of any constellation of conflict
and the existence of widespread and solid complementarity-relationships (i.e.
existence of strong direct & indirect support effects), which cover nearby all objectives

grouped under the general headings Ai nfrastruct ufienviensvtensetnne ni
research & dédavelvepmernd, in human capdi t al o0,

Aisustainameatadevel op

Due to the limited financial resources of the future Interregional Cooperation
Programme, the above-mentioned direct & indirect effects supporting a delivery of
policy objectives jointly pursued by the Lisbon / Gothenburg Strategies and the
Communit yd6s Cohesion policy wil!/ however
geographical scale. This realistic view is sufficiently well reflected in a short section
of the programming document that specifies the expected results and impacts (see:
section 4.5 of the revised 3" Draft).

Aonl yc
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Figure 5: Potential indirect / direct effects supporting the realisation of strategic
policy objectives jointly pursued under the Lisbon /Gothenburg
Strategies and the Structural Funds
Contribut Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3
P1-Al P1-A2 P2-Al P2-A2 Actions
Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
To achieve & Initiatives *) Option **) Initiatives *) Option **)
Employment (ERDF, EAGGF-Guidance, FIFG, ESF, EQUAL)
Increasing overall employment D+ I+ 0 0 0
levels
Increasing levels of employment for D+ I+ 0 0 0
women
Increasing levels of employment for D+ lits 0 0 0
the 55-64 year olds
Infrastructure Investment (ERDF)
Widening access to 0 0 0
communications infrastructure
(broadband, etc.) for businesses,
public administrations and citizens
Investment in Research and Development (ERDF)
Increasing spending on research 0 0
and technological development and
innovation
Strengthened  co-ordination and 0 0
transfer of technology between
public and private-funded research
Promote development and I+ 0
application of new environmental
technologies
Investment in Human Capital/HRD
Increase investment in human 0 0 0
capital
Reduction of the share of 18 to 24 0 0 0
years olds with only secondary level
education
Promotion of training, education and 0 0 0
counselling to improve / maintain
lifelong learning
Integration into the labour market, 0 0 0
employability and job mobility
Innovation and adaptability in work 0 0 0
organization
Skills for the information society 0 0 0
Adaptation of education and training 0 0 0
systems to the demands of the
knowledge society
Schools and training centres 0 0 0
developed to multi-purpose local
learning centres facilitating learning
partnerships
Promote entrepreneurship 0 0 0
Enhance competitiveness of 0 0 0
enterprises
Support activities of SMEs via 0 0 0
training, consultancy, investment
aid technology dissemination
Furthering the capacity of SMEs to 0 0 0
adapt technologies

With:
| = Indirect effect
D = Direct effect

++ = potentially strong

0 = no effect / neutral
- = relation of conflict

effect

+ = potentially limited effect

*) By taking into consideration also the suggested co-
operation activities for Regional Initiatives (see: sections
5.2.4 & 5.3.4 of the programme).

**) By taking into consideration also the possible themes for Fast
Track Networks (see: Annex 3 of the programme).
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Contribut Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 3
P1-Al P1-A2 P2-Al P2-A2 Actions
Regional Fast Track Regional Fast Track
To achieve & Initiatives *) Option **) Initiatives *) Option **)
Social inclusion (ERDF, ESF, EQUAL)
Promoting equal opportunities for 0 0 0
being active in the labour market
Reducing gender gaps in 0 0 0
employment
Reducing occupational segregation 0 0 0
Reducing the number of people at 0 0 0
risk of poverty and social exclusion
Address  regional employment 0 0 0
disparities
Sustainable development (ERDF, ESF, FIFG, EAGGF, INTERREG,COHESION FUND)
Environmental degradation and 0 0 0
resource consumption should be
de-coupled from economic growth
and social requirements.
Protecting human health D+ I+ 0
Furthering investments in new D+ Iits 0
environmentally-friendly
technologies
Managing natural resources 0 0 0
Prudent and rational utilisation of 0 0 0
natural resources
Protection and restoration of 0 0 0
habitats and natural systems
Sustainable fisheries to reverse the 0 0 0
decline in stocks and to ensure
healthy marine ecosystems
Reducing road transport while 0 0 0
furthering rail, water and public
passenger transport
With: ++ = potentially strong effect

| = Indirect effect
D = Direct effect

+ = potentially limited effect
0 = no effect / neutral
- = relation of conflict

*) By taking into consideration also the suggested co-
operation activities for Regional Initiatives (see: sections

5.2.4 & 5.3.4 of the programme).

**) By taking into consideration also the possible themes for Fast

Track Networks (see: Annex 3 of the programme).
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6.3. The consideration of issues related to Aequality between men
and womeno and Anon-discriminationo

The issues of Aequal ity bet wkiencrmem nand owo manm @
considered in the revised 3™ Draft of the Interregional Cooperation Programme as potential
co-operation for both Regional Initiatives (P1-A1) and the Fast Track Option (P1-A2).

Beyond the above-mentioned aspects, the revised 3™ Draft also contains an improved

Chapter 8 in which at leastthei ssue of ffequal ity between men ar
well taken into consideration (section 8.3). It clearly states that projects supported under this

programme Aishoul d contribute to equal ognp hatthe ni t i es
AMonitoring Committee is responsible.for ensurin

Final observation

A short text reference has been introduced, as recommended in the Draft Final ex-ante Evaluation
report, inthe context of Chapter8/secti on 8. 3 that speci fdiiessc rtihng
will be respected.
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7. The expected outputs and results

The quantification of objectives is a cruc

supposed to achievebo. I ndicators and the
reflect the outputs and results of a programme, but also provide insight into the expected
impact of the programme.

Since the start of the programme elaboration process in May/June 2006, none of the Draft
versions presented did contain sufficiently precise information on the expected outputs /
results / impacts and on the associated indicators / the related quantitative target values that
would have permitted the evaluators to analyse their appropriateness or to elaborate
recommendations in this respect.

Only in the 3" revised Draft of the Interregional Cooperation Programme (20" December
2006), a short section briefly introducing the result and impact indicators (section 4.5 of the
programme) as well as a complete set of indicators with the related quantitative target values
(Annex 2 of the programme) was elaborated.

Before finalising the above-mentioned elements in the 3" revised Draft, a brief discussion on
whether or not the programme should also contain precise information on the expected
impacts has taken place in December 2006. Jointly with DG REGIO of the Commission, it
was agreed that the future Interregional Cooperation Programme should only focus on output
/ result indicators and should to omit a quantification of the expected impacts.

Based upon this common position, a major input has subsequently been made by the current
INTERREG IlIC JTS in Lille for elaborating feasible output / result indicators and related
target values. This contribution departed from the assumption that potential programme
indicators should be formulated in a way to allow for an easy generation of the relevant
data/information and that the related quantification (i.e. definition of target values) are mainly
to be elaborated by using the experience gained with a monitoring of the current INTERREG

i al
r el

11 C ProdNmammes ffWest o, fiSout hdo and AEast 0.

According to the overall approach adopted for this ex-ante evaluation, the evaluators have
been required to provide an assessment of the appropriateness of the structure and
hierarchy of the objectives and the indicators identified as well as the proposed quantification
of the indicators on the basis of past experience and appropriate benchmarks (Task 4.1) and
to evaluate whether the proposed system of indicators is manageable and usable (Task 4.2).

To address the above-mentioned tasks, the ex-ante evaluation first of all examined the
overall consistency of the short explanatory text reference on the proposed set of
output/result indicators, which was included into the Interregional Co-operation Programme
(Section 4.5). Subsequently, a comprehensive quality assessment has been carried out on
the proposed set of programme indicators and their respective quantification (Annex 2),
which - among other aspects i also appraised the manageability / usability of the proposed
programme indicator system.

The following sub-sections 7.1-7.3 present the findings of an in-depth analysis carried out on
the final Interregional Cooperation Programme (INTERREG IVC) of 26" of July 2007
alongside the above-mentioned ex-ante evaluation tasks and also a number of concluding
remarks that might be considered before finalising the programme elaboration process.

[
at e
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7.1. The overall consistency of the explanatory statement on the
proposed set of output / result indicators

The explanatory statement of the final Interregional Cooperation Programme (section 4.5

entitted nExpected programme eff ect s) elaborates a kindpobit / r e s u
irealistic positioningo with respect to the eff
future programme interventions.

Seen as such, but also by considering our remarks on this issue elaborated during previous
steps of this ex-ante evaluation, the explanatory statement can be considered appropriate
and consistent.

Concluding observation

All recommendations formulated in the Draft final ex-ante Evaluation Report regarding the overall
consistency of the explanatory statement on the proposed set of output/ results indicators were
considered by the authors of the Operational programme.
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7.2. The quality of the proposed set of output / result indicators and
of the related quantification

Although there is no general standard evaluation method for verifying the appropriateness of
output / result indicators and their quantification, we will apply - as a benchmark - the quality
assessment approach that is proposed in the on-line evaluation guide of the European
Commission.

Before starting this quality assessment, two aspects have to be mentioned that should be
born in mind when examining the proposed programme indicator system.

The first aspect has i despite a significantly developed experience in practically monitoring
the various INTERREG IIIC Programmes - still some kind of wider validity. As already
highlighted in the mid-term evaluation of the INTERREG IIIC Programme,?® past experience
shows that a quantification of programme objectives is much more difficult to achieve under
co-operation programmes than for any other category of Structural Funds programmes. With
reference to INTERREG IIIC and interregional co-operation, various explanations for this had
been given:

e There are certain programme objectives and :
promote inter-regionalco-o per at i on o, Adi sseminating exper.i

e Many of the effects (results/impacts) are of indirect nature and can only be seen in
the mediumtolong-t er m ( e. g. -ofipteor actrieoant en ectowor ks 0, ficha
and institutional structureso).

e Given the emphasis on building on previous experience (e.g. from Objective 1 and 2,
INTERREG, etc), it is difficult to distinguish the effects of INTERREG IIIC from effects
caused by other programmes.

e Heterogeneity of regions and proposed actions (topics of co-operation) and dispersal
of projects makes it more difficult to aggregate outputs/results/impacts through the
use of a small number of quantitative indicat

The second aspect is certainly influenced by the afore-mentioned one and has already been
highlighted in our brief introduction to this chapter: It relates to the jointly agreed position not
to define impact indicators for the future INTERREG IVC Programme.

The following quality assessment of the stated programme-level output and result indicators
will make use of a larger number of quality-assessment criteria, which can be allocated to
two main groups: (1) Quality-assessment criteria applicable to each indicator type and (2)
guality-assessment criteria applicable to the entire indicator system.

% MID-TERM EVALUATION OF THE INTERREG IlIIC PROGRAMME. Final Report submitted to the INTERREG
I1IC North Managing Authority by LRDP LTD (8 December 2003), pp. 21-25
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Quality assessment for each indicator type

The usefulness and quality of the stated output- and result-indicators normally depend upon
the availability of data, the sensitivity of indicators to the intervention, their reliability &
credibility, their comparability, their normativity & validity and their meaning. Our in-depth
evaluation realised alongside these quality assessment criteria reveals the following key
features that characterise the different types of indicators making up the current indicator
system of the Interregional Cooperation Programme.

Availability of data: The first quality criterion for an indicator is the capacity for it to be
guantified at regular intervals, wherefore the availability of data to allow quantification is the
primary factor to be considered here. The set of output / result indicators defined in
Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme are all of a quantitative nature
and are capable of measuringt he oper at i ons Gndpherpfogrammzed s e
management performance. Their definition clearly prescribes what should be quantified
and what kind of information should be produced, wherefore they can easily be quantified at
regular intervals.

Sensitivity: When programme effects are evaluated, the indicators chosen must be such
that the programme is capable of bringing about a change in the indicator value. The
capacity of the different interventions envisaged under the Interregional Cooperation
Programme to impact on all of the output and result indicators as mentioned in Annex
2 can be considered very high. All output / result indicators chosen are conceived in a way
that the programme interventions are capable of bringing about changes in the respective
indicator values during the respective phases of the programme implementation process.

Reliability & Credibility: The results produced by applying the indicators need to be reliable
and credible. Reliability tends to apply to facts and figures, and can be defined as the fact
that the same measurement, taken by two different people under identical conditions, will
produce the same value for the indicator. Credibility tends to depend on the soundness of the
method, although the independence and reputation of the evaluation team may also be
important. The information that will be produced by applying the stated set of output /
result indicators as defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme
tends to be highly reliable and credible. This means that the same measurement, taken
by two different evaluator teams under identical conditions, will produce the same value for
the respective indicators.

Comparability: The usefulness of an indicator depends largely on whether it allows for
internal comparisons between different priorities of a programme or inter-regional external
comparisons. The set of output / result indicators intended to measure the management
performance of the Interregional Cooperation Programme are closely related to the
operational objectives / actions defined for Priority 3. Their main purpose is less oriented
towards ensuring a programme-internal comparison between the different priorities (or even
an inter-programme comparison), wherefore an application of the quality assessment
criterion is not considered relevant in this particular context. Different to the afore-
mentioned case, the set of output / result indicators intended to measure the
operations?®d pvas élaboratednic @ way that it jointly covers the two
thematic priorities of the Interregional Cooperation Programme (Priority 1 & 2). Due to
this, it is generally relevant to check whether and how they will allow realising programme-
internal comparisons between these two priorities. Seen as such, the indicators elaborated
for measuring the operationés contribution to t
5) and to horizontal EU-policies (equal opportunities, environment) are in general all
appropriate for establishing comparisons between Priorities 1 and 2. In case of an existing
thematic differentiation (i.e. indicators measuring the contribution to SPOs 1 & 2), this
outcome is nearby automatic at the first stage of the information gathering process. In case
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of indicators that are not specified according to a specific thematic priority (i.e. indicators
measuring the contribution to the horizontal SPOs 3-5 and to horizontal EU-policies), a
comparison between Priorities 1 and 2 operations can only be established in a second step
after the gathering of primary data. To achieve this, the primary data collected need to be
further differentiated according to their priority-specific origin, i.e. data coming from Priority 1
operations should be aggregated separately from those relating to Priority 2 operations.

Normativity & Validity: A good indicator should relate to achievements that can be judged
to be satisfactory (or not) and avoid ambiguity in this respect. Any indicator must therefore be
developed in relation to a specific normative concept such as a programme objective that
should be met (normativity), accurately reflect this normative concept and specify a realistic
target value that can possibly be attained in this respect (validity). The set of output / result
indicators as defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme are in
general all related to a specific normative concept (i.e. the 5 specific objectives of the
programme; principles defined by horizontal EU-policies; operational objectives of
Priority 3) and are all accompanied by a clear target value to be attained. However, as
some of the output/result indicators do not yet accurately reflect the related normative
concept to be measured and sometimes are also not very realistically specified in terms of
guantitative targets that should be attained, some improvements could be made in case of a
future updating of the O.P. :

e Some of the -current indicators measuring the fipr ogr a mme managem
per f or nisee seetibn 2 of the Annex 2 table in the O.P.) do not accurately
reflect the related normative concept to be measured. This is the case under 2.4,
where the output-indicator in u mb e r of approved oppeeaquati ons
| NTERREG | | | C arel Xhe eesllténdicawrofi n u mb e r of good pr
identified under previous INTERREG IlIC operations that are transferred to new
regi are sai very helpful for measuring the success of technical assistance
activities that aim at ensuring a capitalisation of operations. They better fit into the set
of indicators that measure the performance of operations, wherefore we recommend
including both indicators under sub-section 1.1.3 (i.e. within the corresponding
indicator categories).

e Some of the -current indicators measuring t he Aprogr amme manag
per f or risee seeion 2 of the Annex 2 table) are somewhat misleading in their
formulation / not realistic with respect to their quantitative target value or do actually
belong to another indicator type. Under sub-section 2.3, the output indicatorii av er a g e
number of days needeatd it celatad hgeaantikicatione(PO0p ard s 0
misleading. If one relates this indicator to the previous output indicatorino of pr oj e«
repor t s andties quargifitaiion (1,200), this would mean that during one day a
total of 40 reports will be checked. It is therefore recommended to make the indicator
formulation more precise or to adapt the quantitative target value. Under sub-section
2.4, the output-indicator i est i mated no. of participants i |
actually a results indicator and should therefore be transferred to this heading (i.e. a
similar indicator is already included here).

Final observations

In case of a future updating of the O.P., the above-mentioned improvements could be
made in order to streamline the coherence of the system of indicators.
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Meaning: A good indicator must be understood by everyone who has to use it, i.e. the
meaning of the indicator must be the same for both decision-makers and the public as for the
programme managers. Across the entire set of output / result indicators as defined in
Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme, we could not identify an
indicator definition for which potentially different meanings could emerge. This means
that the current indicator definitions are all likely to be understood in the same way by the
different user-groups mentioned above.

Quality assessment for the entire programme indicator system

The entire programme indicator system should ideally provide for coverage, balance,
selectivity and relevance. Our in-depth evaluation realised alongside these quality
assessment criteria reveals the following key features that characterise the current indicator
system of the Interregional Cooperation Programme.

Coverage: The selected indicators should normally cover a sufficiently large proportion of

the programmeds priorities and this coverage s
guarters of the planned expenditure. With respect to the entire output / result indicator

system as defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme, one can

state that it covers all of the 3 programme priorities and that this level of coverage

concerns 100% of the planned programme expenditure.

Balance: The system should normally consist of a good balance between indicators in the
different categories (outputs, results impacts), but in particular the result and impact
indicators should be the most numerous. Despite the fact that it was jointly agreed not to
elaborate impact-indicators for the Interregional Cooperation Programme, one can
observe a relatively fair balance between output- and result-indicators. The indicator
system in the final programme version consists of 36 output-indicators and 31 result-
indicators. This means that the considerable imbalance still existing under the 3™ Draft has
been eliminated (i.e. 36 output-indicators and 16 result-indicators).

Selectivity: The system of indicators should normally be simple, which means that the
programme managers' capacity to absorb information is respected (i.e. it is generally
recommended that information is retrieved on a maximum of a few dozen indicators). ). Even
if one considers the above-mentioned increase of result-indicators in the final
programme version, one can state that the entire indicator system is still sufficiently
simple and will not overpass the future programme managers' capacity to absorb the
related information.

Relevance: The relevance criterion implies that indicators are developed primarily for those
priorities with a very high budget, but also for themes and innovative measures that have
significant implications in terms of strategic decision-making. The whole indicator system
of the Interregional Cooperation Programme is highly relevant, as output- and result-
indicators were developed for all of the 3 priorities, thus covering the entire
programme budget. Nearby half of the existing output- and result-indicators (32 out of
67) are related to the two strategic themes of the programme, for which operations will
be implemented in the future (Priorities 1 & 2).
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7.3. Concluding remarks on the expected outputs and results of the
Interregional Cooperation Programme

If one considers the previous steps of our in-depth analysis on the indicator system as
defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional Cooperation Programme, the following concluding
remarks can be formulated:

e The current set of indicators as defined in Annex 2 of the Interregional
Cooperation Programme are all of a quantitative nature and make a clear
di fference between indicators measur{iemg the
thematic focus of projects, achievements of co-operation activities realised, project
management, communication/information and dissemination) and indicators
measuring t he Aiprogr amme ma n(aeg éendoators forper f or r
financial management, initial support to operations and selection/approval of
operations, communication/information and publicity measures etc.).

e By applying a number of quality control criteria for assessing the currently
defined output- and result indicators (i.e. availability of data, sensitivity of
indicators, reliability & credibility, comparability, normativity & validity, meaning), one
can observe that the individual indicator types are in general very useful and
show a high level of quality. Onl 'y wi th respect to Anormatiyv
some final improvements for several output- and result-indicators should be
made.

e Seen as a whole, the indicator system of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme also displays a high level of quality. It is characterised by an
extensive coverage (i.e. indicators are defined the 3 programme priorities and cover
100% of the planned expenditure), a well-developed selectivity (i.e. the indicator
system respects the future programme managers' capacity to absorb the related
information), a good balance between output and result indicators and a high level of
relevance (i.e. indicators focus on those priorities with a very high budget and on the
themes that have significant implications in terms of strategic decision-making).

e The current system of indicators is sufficiently specific for adequately
addressing the particular features of interregional cooperation. Provided that the
above-suggested final modifications are realised, one can state that the identified
indicators (and their targets) are able to form a sound basis for future
programme monitoring and programme evaluation activities.
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8. Appraisal of the proposed implementation system

Task 5.1. Assessment of the implementation provisions proposed for
managing, monitoring and evaluating the programme

a) Management

Consideration of lessons learned from previous experience gained with the
implementation systems of the Interreg IlIC programmes

I'n the template AMain | essons | e &nmalnversioh of then
0.P.), a specific section is devoted to the programme management and evaluation. It states
that the management system organized in four zones had the advantage of clear geographic
closeness as well as institutional and cultural proximity, facilitating regular contacts with
project promoters. It also stresses that there is a need for more efficient and harmonized
auditing at the MS level, for simplified application provisions (forms, procedures), simplified
reporting, greater budget flexibility at the programme level.

As the management system of the Interreg IVC Programme will not be divided in four zones,
the new programme has to develop mechanisms compensating for the lack of geographical
proximity. In the final version of the O.P., provisions have been included for the
establishment of four Information Points located in Katowice (Poland), Lille (France), Rostock
(Germany) and Valencia (Spain). Their task will be to assist the Joint Technical Secretariat in
many respects, including the information of applicants and the communication about the
programme. The programme indicates also the possible establishment of National Contact
Points (to be decided by each member state), which will also benefit from the support of the
four Information Points. The combination of the four Information Points and of the National
Contact Points should ensure sufficient capillarity and geographical proximity to enable a
successful generation of valuable projects and implementation of the programme, especially
for the Regional Initiatives, as was the case under Interreg IlIC. In the case of Fast Track
Actions, however, the involvement of external specialized experts appears necessary, both
for the identification of transferable experiences and for the elaboration and implementation
of the action programmes.

With regard to the simplification of procedures (application, reporting), the final version of the
O.P. complies with the new regulations, but contains only general principles. Further details
will be provided by the Rules of Procedures and the Programme Manuals which will be
elaborated and adopted by the Monitoring Committee only after the approval of the O.P.

It must also be considered that the introduction of new types of operations (Fast Track
Actions) into the programme will generate new procedures which will differ from those
previously applied under Interreg IlIC. The implementation system of the Interreg IVC
programme must therefore go beyond the lessons learnt from Interreg 111C.

Appropriateness of the proposed implementation provisions for managing /
monitoring and evaluating the future programme to deliver its objectives

With regard to the management system, the management provisions at programme level
reflect quite precisely the new regulations (especially the general regulation Art. 58-65).

With regard to the procedures for project selection (Section 6.2. of the O.P.), the provisions
as laid own in the Revised Third Draft are less concreteindes cr i bi ng t he
of the implementation process than they were in the Second Draft O.P.. The programming

t he I

fimodus
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authorities have preferred to include the necessary detailed provisions into the Programme
Manual to be elaborated later on. The ex-ante evaluators do not consider this as a major
problem likely to weaken the programme implementation.

Clarity in the roles and responsibilities of the respective management
structures

The description of the roles and responsibilities of the respective management structures is
closely respecting the provisions of the regulations (especially the General Regulation).
Unclear aspects or competing roles and responsibilities among the various management
structures could not be identified.

Existence of provisions for maintaining proximity and contacts with project
developers

Provisions for maintaining proximity and contacts with project developers are described in
the organisation of the JTS (Section 6.1.6.) and of National Contact Points (Section 6.1.7.).
This issue has already been mentioned above in the section related to the lessons learnt
from Interreg IIC. The evaluators consider that the combination of the four Information
Points and National Contact Points makes possible to maintain sufficient proximity and
contacts with project developers. It must however be considered that physical proximity, with
only four Info-Points in the European programme area, is not really guaranteed, considering
the long distances existing within the areas of influence of the Info-Points (for instance
between Greece and Spain ). Cultural proximity appears more important in this respect, but it
can also be ensured through telecommunication systems, irrespectively of the location of
persons providing information. In addition, the introduction of Fast Track Actions calls for new
types of contacts with information providers at the service of project developers, which are of
a very different nature from those required by projects under the Regional Initiatives. In terms

of contact needs, it s eemshatehoadevelap, afitiepxpenseafl i st 0

a more traditional figeneralistd approach.
Existence of provisions for an efficient technical assistance

According to the financial tables of Section 7.2., the total budget for technical assistance for

the period 2007-2 013 wi | | amount, twi tuth 2a7n, SERDB6 & ontri

19,279,306. With regard to the debate about the financing of the JTS and of the Information
Points which has taken place during the programme elaboration, it is clear that the budget for
technical assistance is likely to cover the needs of the JTS only under the condition that a
very strict management takes place. There is no room for any type of flexibility. If additional
demands emerge, the question can be raised, how appropriate answers and support can be
delivered.

Because of the introduction of theme-r el at ed operations (fAiReg
under the Fast Track Actions, technical assistance resources in terms of theme-related
expertise should be strengthened, compared with the Interreg 1lIC programme. The reduction
of the budget for external expertise during the negotiations on the budget for the JTS (which
does not appear as such in the financial tables of Section 7.2.) may however raise some
concern about the availability of sufficient resources for external expertise, and therefore for
the success of the Fast Track Actions.

It must be taken into account that the European Commission is prepared to allocate
resources from its own technical assistance budget (ERDF) to support a number of activities
under the Fast Track Actions, especially the organization of seminars and thematic

ons
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conferences. It is not clear, however, if the involvement of external expertise will also be
supported.

Existence of potential risks and bottlenecks that might impede an overall management
of the programme or of its project-based implementation process

Various types of risks may impede a successful implementation of the programme:

- The budget of technical assistance available (see above). The introduction of new
dimensions into the programme (new themes, new types of operations) will generate
a stronger demand for technical assistance. In case no sufficient resources are
available, delays will be unavoidable, with the risk of loss of resources through
decommissioning (N+2 rule). The experiences made with the introduction of RFOs
under Interreg IlIC should be considered in this respect.

- The success of operations related to the mainstream programmes (Fast Track
Actions) depend upon exogenous factors (willingness of the mainstream programme
authorities to be involved in Interreg IVC cooperations), which the implementation
system of the Interreg IVC programme itself can hardly influence.

- The introduction of new themes under fregi ons:s

do not belong to the traditional fields of regional development policies and of
interregional cooperation, although they are forward looking and relevant for territorial
development, may generate delays or competition with other EU programmes which
will generate challenges for and put pressure on the implementation system of
Interreg IVC.

Appropriateness of the proposed project selection procedures and criteria to
implement the programme strategy

In the context of Interreg IVC, the procedures used for project selection vary according to the
types of operations carried out. The Operational Programme does not contain, however, the
selection criteria. These will be elaborated at a later stage and approved by the Monitoring
Committee.

For the Regional Initiatives, the procedures will not significantly differ from the ones applied
under Interreg IlIC. The possibility of applying a two-step procedure for project generation
and selection is also foreseen.

In the case of Fa st Track actions underm ahf Rta kEuopean
Commission will play a specific part at the initial stage of actions, in inviting regions to make
applications for networks. As such, the procedure as described in the O.P. is rather vague.
Because of the innovative character of such actions, learning by doing will certainly be
necessary and it is highly probable that procedures will have to be adapted or modified over
time. This is why the details of procedures and criteria are left to the Monitoring Committee
and are not included in the O.P. itself. In addition, the success depends also upon the
willingness of # dtcipeenwhichriseag éxagansus fadctoo. p ar

b) Monitoring, evaluation and control procedures

The provisions of the Operational Programme with regard to monitoring, evaluation and
control procedures comply with the new regulations, especially with the regulations (EC)
1080/2006 and (EC) 1083/2006. In the Revised Third Draft O.P., the provisions are
sufficiently detailed, especially in the case of monitoring, and no obvious contradiction can be
observed.

or
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Existence of a specific methodology with detailed provisions for data collection at
programme and project level for monitoring and evaluation purposes

The monitoring system complies with EU regulations, especially with the Structural Fund

Regulation Art. 23. It is foreseen that a computerized data base will be prepared for the input

and processing of a series of data at project level as well as at project partner level, and for

the input and processing of information receiyve:d
reports. The proposed database will contain information also at project partner level. It

appears to be sufficiently detailed and comprehensive for an efficient monitoring and

reporting of the programme implementation.

Level of clarity of reporting procedures

The cornerstone of the reporting system will be the preparation of Annual and Final
Implementation Reports which will be submitted to the European Commission. The Revised
Third Draft O.P. describes the procedure of reporting, which appears adequate.

Level of clarity of prescriptions for evaluation at programme and at project/operation
level

The provisions for the programme evaluation comply with Art. 47 and 48 of the Regulation
(EC) 1083/2006.

Efficiency of the proposed financial control procedures

The financial control procedures proposed comply with the Regulation (EC) 1080/2006
(Article 16). The multi-country nature of operations supported by the programme raises
however the issue of the geographical competence of financial controllers. The experience of
past years in some multi-country programmes has shown that financial control in an
international context may generate difficulties. The programme contains a provision in this
respect whi c h MemberBiatesartayedecide to designdie a single controller for

the whole programme areao . Whi |l e t he pfinabwersieni ob thes Operdtional h e
Programme appear sufficient, the ex-ante evaluators encourage the Member States to
ensure the practicability of multi-country financial control, for instance through the
designation of experienced controllers.

Task 5.2. Evaluation of the quality and extent of partnership arrangements

Nature and quality of interaction and cooperation mechanisms between the various
structures of the implementation system

The cooperation mechanisms between the various structures of the implementation system
are mainly those foreseen in the regulations:

The Managing Authority:

- Ensures that the Certifying authority shall receive all necessary information on the
procedures and verifications carried out in relation to expenditure for the purpose of
certification;

- Guides the work of the Monitoring Committee and provides it with the documents
required to permit the quality of the implementation of the O.P. to be monitored in the
light of its specific goals;
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- Draws up and, after approval by the Monitoring Committee, submits to the
Commission the annual and final reports on implementation;

- Provides the Commission with information to allow it to appraise major projects;

- Ensures all new tasks of animation of the programme, including the coordination of
experts and National Contact Points.

The Certifying Authority:

- Draws up and submits to the Commission certified statements of expenditure and
applications for payment;

- Ensures for the purpose of certification that it has received adequate information from
the Managing Authority;

- Takes account for the purpose of certification of the results of all audits carried out by
or under the responsibility of the Audit Authority;

- Maintains accounting records in computerized form of expenditure declared to the
Commission;

- Receives the payments made by the Commission and makes payments to the
beneficiaries.

The Audit Authority:

- Presents to the Commission within nine months of the approval of the Operational
Programme an audit strategy;

- By 31 December each year from 2008 to 2015 submits to the Commission an annual
control report and issues on opinion as to whether the management and control
system functions effectively;

- Submits to the Commission at the latest by 31 March 2017 a closure declaration.

The Monitoring Committee:

- Considers and approves the annual and final reports prepared by the Managing
Authority before they are sent tot the Commission;

- May propose to the Managing Authority adjustments or reviews of the assistance and
of its management;

- Liaises with other relevant Community programmes;

- Adopts an information and publicity plan to be implemented by the Managing
Authority/JTS;

- Approves the work plan of the JTS.
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The Task Force:

- Can make proposals to the Monitoring Committee on issues related to programme
implementation

The Joint Technical Secretariat;

- Assists the Managing Authority, the Certifying authority, the Audit Authority, the
Monitoring Committee and the Task Force in carrying out their duties;

- Liaises with the implementing authorities and the European Commission;

- Cooperates with organizations, institutions and networks relevant for the objectives of
the programme;

- Ensures the coordination of the pools of experts and of National Contact Points.
The Information Points:
- Provide support to the JTS and to the National Contact Points;

- Provide support to the Lead Applicants

The rationale of interactions between the various structures of the implementation system in
terms of cooperation and partnership appears satisfactory. The reciprocal relationships are
adequately described and do not reveal inconsistencies or possible conflicts.

In Section 6.4., the final version of the O.P. indicates in addition that a close partnership will
be maintained wi t h t he competent regional and I
economic and social partners and other appropriate bodies, especially environmental
partners and bodies responsible for promoting equality between men and women.
Furthermore, the participating countries will ensure at national level that all competent
partners will be involved, as far as the implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the
programme are concerned, in accordance with national rules and practices.

The various provisions of the programme appear sufficient to ensure that adequate
partnership takes place within the programme implementation system itself, with external
bodies (local and regional authorities etc.) and also at national level for the implementation of
specific tasks.

Existence of national support structures

In Section 6.1.7., the final version of the O.P. indicates that the participating countries may
decide to set up a National contact Point. Such a decision is voluntary and the related
expenses will not be covered by the Technical Assistance budget of the programme. The
programme stresses however that the National Contact Points may have an important role in
promoting the programme among potential project applicants and in supporting them in
generating projects. It can be expected that most participating countries will establish a
National Contact Point and the ex-ante evaluators encourage them to do so.

oc al
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Participation of representatives of regional authorities, NGOs, economic and social
partners in the management structure

With regard to the composition of the Monitoring Committee, the O.P. (final version)
stipulates fAup to two representatives per

approval by the Monitoring Committee, a third representative canbe admi tt edo.

that, in a limited number of cases (Federal States), country representatives can be
representatives of regional authorities. Except this particular case, the participation of
regional authorities, NGOs and economic and social partners is not formally foreseen in the
management structures. The final version of the O.P. mentions however that the JTS
cooperates with organizations, institutions and networks relevant for the objective of the
programme. Under Section 6.4. (see above), close partnership has to be pursued with
regional and local authorities, economic and social partners and other appropriate bodies.
This makes various forms of informal cooperation with external bodies possible.

Concluding observations

The implementation system proposed complies largely with the new regulations. The
formulation of Point b of the tasks of the Managing Authority has been put into conformity with
Art 60, Point b of the General Regulation on Structural Funds;

With regard to the procedures for project selection, the provisions as laid own in the current
version of the programming document are in general satisfactory, but only succinctly
described. Further details have to be worked out in the respective Programme Manuals;

Main risks and bottlenecks in implementing the programme are primarily the level of resources
for the technical assistance with regard to the new tasks and operations. In the present
budget, there is no flexibility to answer to possible new demands for support and assistance.
Uncertainties exist in relation to exogenous factors, such as the willingness of mainstream
programme authorities to participate in interregional cooperation;

The monitoring, evaluation and control procedures proposed comply with the new regulations
and do not show inconsistencies. A mandatory mid-term evaluation of the implementation of
the O.P., as recommended by the ex-ante evaluators, has been introduced into the final
version of the Programme.

The provisions related to partnership are satisfactory. They are likely to enable substantial and
coherent interactions between the bodies belonging to the implementation system, as well as
with a number of authorities and bodies directly or indirectly concerned by the programme.

As the concepitndefpemdeolt ekpertsod has di saeé
supported activities under Priority 3, the recommendations of the ex-ante evaluators regarding
the role of the Task Force and of the JTS in relation with this pool of experts are not topical
anymore and were not taken into consideration.

Provisions for evaluation at project/operation level, as recommended by the ex-ante
evaluators, are not included as such in the O.P., but can be carried out in the context of further
evaluations carried out by Member States (Section 6.3.4. of the O.P.)

uni
t
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PART lll: THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PROGRAMME ON
INTERREGIONAL CO-OPERATION 2006-2013

Strategic Environmental assessment (S.E.A.)

After delivery of the Scoping Document related to the SEA, an in-depth Environmental
Report and various revised versions of this report were delivered by Ecosystems Ltd
(Brussels), respectively in September, October, November and December 2006. Assistance
was provided to the Programme Managing Authorities for the preparation of the public
consultation in the member states which presently takes place. The final version of the
Environmental Report of December 2006 has been transmitted separately to the
programming Committee. The key conclusions drawn in this report are:

- none of the operational objectives are incompatible with the 6™ EAP priorities of thematic
strategies;

- the assessment concludes that there are unlikely to be any significantly or moderately
negative effects of the INTERREG IVC Operational programme. On the contrary, many

aspects under the second priority axis o6éenvi

positive effects on the environment;

- there is lack of any indications that there may be potentially negative environmental
effects. Therefore, it is extremely difficult to propose monitoring measures that might pick
up unforeseen adverse effects.

The Environmental Report was put out to consultation on December 20" 2006, together with
the Operational Programme. Public consultation was done via the INTERREG website
http://www.interreg3c.net whilst consultation with the Environmental Authorities and national
public of the Member States was done via the National Contact Points responsible for the
Operational Programme within the different Member States. A deadline of 14™ February was
set for comments from the general public and the majority of Member States. For the
Netherlands, Slovenia, Germany and the UK, the deadline was set at 14" March and for
Greece at 20" April 2007. More than 300 comments were received from 46 authorities of 15
countries. About 100 of these contained opinions on environmental issues with the
Operational Programme and on the strategic environment assessment as well as the
Environmental Report and its recommendations.
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ANNEX 1 : RESULTS OF THE INTERACTIVE PROCESS BETWEEN
PROGRAMME ELABORATION AND EX-ANTE EVALUATION

1. Chapters 2 and 3 of the Operational Programme (Introduction and
Analysis)

a) Introductory section of the O.P.
Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

The @i ntr odud the Qrait OutlinehDogumentr(pp.3-4) only contained some basic
text elements that aimed at sketching the

Cohesion Policy during the years 2007-2013. In order to make the current introduction more
Arobust o (ext ednpages), it twas reegmmende® that the following i g e n
observationso should be taken i wraded versionofithd
programming document:

Additional information on important aspects characterising the current situation, the changing
EU-wide policy context and emerging major macro-challenges / related territorial
development trends should be included in the introduction. The following issues should at
least be briefly mentioned:

- A brief text block generally referring to the current inter-regional co-operation
experience (INTERREG IIIC).

- Basic orientations of the Lisbon & Gothenburg Agendas (and their recent update).

- Future-oriented key findings of recent ESPON research should briefly be highlighted
(see also our AiScreening Reporto). At
perspectives challenging regional development policy in the coming decade should
be sketched out. This pattern is likely to include (1) a continuation of the catching up
process in central and eastern Europe, (2) a stronger development of metropolitan
areas both in the East and the West, (3) growing negative impacts of the
demographic evolution (population ageing) on regional labour markets and finally (4)
growing pressures on a number of rural areas (production of energy crops,
intensification of agriculture in fertile rural areas, migration of retirees towards rural
areas etc.).

- With regard to the strong increase of disparities resulting from the recent EU-
enlargement of 2004 and its continuation in 2007, some illustrative examples for
regional imbalances that characterise the present situation and the near future
(trends) should be briefly be mentioned. If existing, also examples for significant
catching up process in the territorial development of the new member countries
should be mentioned.

- It would also be wise highlighting that the overall situation described significantly

new CO

er al
erati ol

| east

chall enges the EUOs t @aallsfotnwre in@rsivednteegisnalon and

cooperation to improve the quality of EU regional policy interventions.
- Basic orientations of the Rotterdam Agenda on territorial cohesion (and follow up).

- A slightly more extensive pfesanégtco
(CSG).
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Observations of the evaluators on the First Draft Operational Programme:

In the First Draft Operational Programme (version 21-7-2006), the Introduction had not yet
been worked out, but a certain amount of additional information requested by the evaluators
was introduced into the AAnalysiso chapter.

Observations of the evaluators on the revised First Draft Operational Programme:

In the revised version of the first Draft O.P. delivered on September 8", 2006, a substantial
introductory chapter had been added. As it was not totally coherent in its structure, an
adaptation seemed necessary along the following lines:

Section 2.1. Interregional cooperation

The title could be Al nterregional cooperati
Two first paragraphs: O.K.
Last paragraph should be more developed and mention:

- The need for continuity of interregional cooperation considering the positive
results achieved up to now;

- The need to take into account new global and territorial challenges in Europe;
- The need to take into account new major orientations in the EU policy context

Section 2.2. (new): Changes in the global and territorial context

- EU enlargements (2004, Romania and Bulgaria, possible other enlargements
up to 2013);

- Increased globalization;

- Acceleration of climate change and related territorial impacts;

- Population ageing and impacts on labour markets;

- Trends in regional and territorial development (catching up process in central
and eastern Europe, stronger development of metropolitan areas)

Section 2.3. Changes in the policy context

2.3.1. Updated Lisbon and Gothenburg Strategy
(existing text until Asome of the highest

2.3.2. Cohesion policy 2007-2013
(existing text unti.l Afenvironment and ri sl

- 2.3.3. (new) The Territorial Agenda
(a few sentences on the Territorial Agenda to be adopted under German
presidency in 2007)

Section 2.4. (restructured) General orientations and area of application
of the Interreg IVC O.P. fAlnterregional

- Articulation of the programme strategy and priorities along the two main
themes, but consideration of all important existing and emerging challenges in
relation to these two main themes;
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- Adaptation of the programme with the introduction of a top-down dimension

- Description of the Programme area

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The observations and suggestions of the ex-ante evaluators about the improvement of the
introduction aiming at indicating the most strategic changes in the global and territorial
context and not only in the policy context have been adequately taken into account.

b) Analysis of the socio-economic and territorial situation

Structure of the chapter:

Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

The fAanal ysiso chapter of t-19eonlyDeaksédta rathartbdsic n e

assessment for the main themes that are relevant for future inter-regional co-operation

(Ainnovation & knowl edge economy gistingfee elemiemtso n me nt
were not very |l ogically I|linked among weach

analytical reasoning. Especially the secti
weak. Before dealing with the preliminary socio-economic analysis that was realised in
relation to these two strategic themes, it was recommended by the evaluators that the
following fAgener al observationso relating

taken into consideration:

(a) In order to increase the logic of analysis and subsequent reasoning, the entire chapter
should be presented according to a revised structure (see box below). The chapter should
start with a short stock-taking of the current situation of inter-regional co-operation (i) and
continue with a brief strategic positioning that refers to major macro-challenges of the future
and to related territorial imbalances in Europe (ii). Then, a more extensive assessment of the
two key themes for future inter-regional co-operation should be provided (iii & vi). Finally, a
comprehensive summary SWOT analysis should be realised that takes up major elements of
the previous assessments (V).

STRUCTURE FOR PRESENTING CHAPTER II:

(i) The current situation of inter-regional co-operation

(i) Strategic positioning

(iif)y Assessment for theme 1: Innovation & the knowledge economy
(iv) Assessment for theme 2: Environment & risk prevention

(v) Summary SWOT analysis, including the most important aspects from sections (i), (iii) and
(iv) that are relevant for future inter-regional co-operation (2007-2013).
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Observations of the evaluators on the First (and revised) Draft Operational
Programme:

The new structure of the O.P. reflects the suggestions of the ex-ante evaluators.
Strategic positioning:
Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

The strategic positioning should i in a medium / long-term perspective - briefly sketch out the
major macro-challenges that will have significant territorial impacts in the European Union
and beyond. The main purpose of this section is:
e to highlight that territorial development policies at all levels (EU, national,
regional/local levels) will have to cope with these challenges and are required to find
innovative solutions for responding to the related problems / needs;

e to create a wider and somehow cross-c utti ng reference framewor

sceneo f or a-depth bssesseneaf the tworkey themes on which future
inter-regional co-operation should focus on.

In order to elaborate this new section, the evaluators recommended that the following
Nfgener al observationso should be t ak egraded
version of the programming document:

- The text should highlight some of the most important examples for future macro-
challenges as well as their related territorial impacts, which will challenge territorial
development policies at all levels (EU, national, regional/local levels). General
information can be derived from the preliminary results of the ESPON Study Project
3.2 on long-term scenarios, showing different territorial development trends up to
2015 and 2030 (an overview of text examples was presented by the evaluators).

- The performances of Europe with regard
e ¢ o n oghauld be placed in a broader international context (USA, Japan). General

i nformation can be obtained e. g. by wusi

i nnovat kpointing,the gtiategic challenges to which Europe is and will be
confronted in future, and by referring back to various Commission documents (an
overview of text examples was presented by the evaluators).

- With regard to the theme fienvironment
current environmental situation and pin-point future challenges e.g. by making
reference to some of the most important EU-documents that. (an overview of
reference documents was presented by the evaluators).

Observations of the evaluators on the First (and revised) Draft Operational
Programme:

With regard to the section fiGeneral trends
been made in this section, taking into account extensively the future territorial challenges
resulting from Espon Project 3.2. The evaluators recommend however that before describing
the future challenges of the European territory, a section should be added summarising the
recent trends of regional development in Europe (3™ Cohesion Report etc.) as suggested in
our previous document (last bullet p.4 and top of p. 5), showing the evolution of regional
disparities in Europe, also in relation with the last EU enlargement and in the perspective of
the future enlargement to Romania and Bulgaria.
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The concluding paragraph of section 3.2 should be somewhat expanded, indicating more in
detail the potential role of interregional cooperation in contributing to answers to the regional
issues and challenges identified. This concluding paragraph should also create a link with the

two following sections flnnyoovaamadnifamwdi rkonnome netd ¢
preventiono.

Thematic analysis of main issues:
- Theme 1: #Alnnovation & the knowledge economy(
Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

In order to further sharpen the analytical profile of the current section in the Draft Outline
Document (pp. 6-8), the evaluators recommended that the followingfige ner al observat
should be taken into consideration when drafting an up-graded version of the programming
document:
- The new section focusing on theme 1 should organise its analysis alongside the
following sub-headings:

Assessment of the present situation (strengths/weaknesses).

Assessment of future trends (opportunities / threats).

Brief review of thematic co-operation experience made under INTERREG IIIC.
Orientations for future inter-regional co-operation (2007-2013).

- In the context of the SWOT-like assessment (1% and 2" bullet points), the sub-
themes mentioned in the ERDF-regulation should be used as a structuring reference
framework for presenting the in-depth analysis.

- Due to the fact that the new programme is valid until 2013, not only the present
situation should be taken into consideration in the socio-economic analysis (strengths
| weaknesses). Also future trends and long-term evolutionary perspectives for the
next decade (e.g. by using forecasts and foresight research studies) should be
mentioned for the sub-themes mentioned in the ERDF-regulation, where possible.

- A brief summary review of the thematic co-operation experience made under
INTERREG IIIC should be elaborated, i.e. by using and further developing existing
text and maps presentedon pp.12-14 of t he current fADraft Outl

- An important aspect at the end of the thematic assessment would be to give a brief
outlook on potential co-operation issues that could be addressed in the years to
come.

Observations of the evaluators on the First Draft Operational Programme:

The issues are correctly described.

It seems appropriate to have a simil amndsiskr uct ur
preventiono, -swelcedrieont MieTheubst ate of playo is itse
and AFuture ttreernmd sevamldutliommary perspectives for

The content of pages 8, 9 and first half of P.10 correspond mainlytot he #fAPr esent si t u
Anewsub-section on AFututermrenwnd$utandndroyngper spect
written (it does not need to be long), insisting on the risks of territorial polarisation and of
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increasing disparities in the field of innovation and knowledge economy. A final paragraph

should create a |ink with the AStrategyo and s

interregional cooperation to addressing the issues identified.

A brief outlook on potential co-operation issues in the field of innovation and knowledge
economy has not yet been introduced.

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The extension of section 3.3.2. (State of Play) and the inclusion of considerations on the
evolution of employment and on the need to invest in human capital and education are
welcome and correspond both to the observations of the ex-ante evaluators and to the
debates of Helsinki and Brussels (Reference group).

- Theme 2: AEnvironment & risk preventiono
Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

In order to upgrade the analytical profile of the yet very weak section in the Draft Outline
Document (pp. 9-1 1) , t he evaluators recommended that
should be taken into consideration when drafting an up-graded version of the programming
document:
- The new section focusing on theme 2 should organise its analysis alongside the
following sub-headings:

Assessment of the present situation (strengths/weaknesses).

Assessment of future trends (opportunities / threats).

Brief review of thematic co-operation experience made under INTERREG IIIC.
Orientations for future inter-regional co-operation (2007-2013).

- In the context of the SWOT-like assessment (1% and 2" bullet points), the sub-
themes mentioned in the ERDF-regulation should be used as a structuring reference
framework for presenting the in-depth analysis.

- Due to the fact that the new programme is valid until 2013, not only the present
situation should be taken into consideration in the socio-economic analysis (strengths
| weaknesses). Also future trends and long-term evolutionary perspectives for the
next decade (e.g. by using forecasts and foresight research studies) should be
mentioned for the sub-themes mentioned in the ERDF-regulation, where possible.

- A brief summary review of the thematic co-operation experience made under
INTERREG IIIC should be elaborated, i.e. by using and further developing existing
text and maps presentedonpp.12-14 of t he cur r eonctu nfieDrtaof.t

- An important aspect at the end of the thematic assessment would be to give a brief
outlook on potential co-operation issues that could be addressed in the years to
come. For starting this selection / identification process, especially the following
aspects should be seriously considered (see comments in the text box below). When
it comes to a more in-depth screening of potential co-operation issues that might also

t he

Out |

link up to the elaboration of a futur& progr
ri sk preventiono, we suggest taking into <co

(annexed to the Evaluability report).
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Observations of the evaluators on the First Draft Operational Programme:

In the sub-secti on n3. 4.1 Str at e gwise to mresent éhingsoin a i t WO L

chronological order: So after the first paragraph on p.10, the paragraph on the Cardiff
European Council (on p.12) should be inserted and subsequently the paragraph referring to
the EUG6s sustainabl e dey. dheoipsheuld be centinuea twighghe
Gothenburg Council of 2001.

The paragraph on 6édsustainable devel opment
not be relevant in this context and could be deleted (end of p.10)

The descriptions of the key EU priorities for environment are correctly described.
Neverthel ess, under t he Oprotecting nat u
expanding and generalising the text to not just concentrate on desertification and
pharmaceutical products (latter is more relevant for tropical countries). For instance: a
healthy natural environment plays an important role in our economy and helps improve the
quality of our lives. It provides a number of ecological services: these can include providing
a quality water resource and maintaining the water balance , supporting soils via nutrition
retention and erosion control, flood protection and storage, shoreline protection, nutrient
cycling/storage and pollution abatement or retention, carbon storage, the provision of a rich
variety of valued species (e.g; nurseries for fish stocks) for food, timber and other products.
Safeguarding these ecological functions has important environment and economic benefits
(e.g. allowing space for wetlands along river flood zones to absorb excess water is more
cost-effective than building expensive hard engineering flood barriers. Protecting fish nursery
grounds increases substantially the yield in fish resources.)

Under waste it could be worth mentioning the concept of waste hierarchy: ideally, prevent
waste, and what cannot be prevented such be re-used, recycled and recovered as much as
is feasible, with landfill being only the last option. This is the cornerstone of EU waste policy
but so far poorly implemented.

Section 3.4.2 Biodiversity: 2" paragraph ithe last sentence referring to species declines
should be moved to first paragraph and the text on major delays in implementation of the
Directive should be adjusted: this was true a few years ago but the network is now almost
complete and the key challenges are now in managing the sites within the network and
integrating Natura2000 into other land use activities and policies to achieve sustainable
development i this is where the real challenge lies

Bullet under natural and technological risks: future trends could be expanded a bit to cover
not just desertification, but also fires, flooding and coastal erosion, basically climate change
is likely to be a problem across EU.

The section should be concluded by a paragraph creating a link with the Strategy,
highlighting the potential contribution of interregional cooperation to addressing the issues
identified.

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The restructuring of sections 3.4.2. and 3.4.3., emphasizing more natural and technological
risks and hazards (floods, forest fires etc.) brings a clear added value to the O.P. and puts it
more in line with general priorities prevailing at EU and Member State level.

Similarly, the extension of the section on waste management draws the attention on a
serious issue, especially for the New Member States, in which horizontal cooperation
between regional and local authorities should prove very fruitful.

(on p
requi
e and
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Current situation of inter-regional co-operation (Section 3.5. of the O.P.):
Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

In the Draft Outline Document, one could already find some text segments (pp. 12-17) useful

for describing the current situation. In order to further improve this section, it was
recommended by the evaluators that the followingfige ner al observationodo sho
consideration when drafting an up-graded version of the programming document. The new

section analysing the current inter-regional co-operation experience should further streamline

the entire analysis (compared to the Draft Outline Document) and focus on a number of

general key aspects. The following sub-headings are suggested:

e Experiences made in relation to the co-operation themes addressed under
INTERREG lIIC.

e Experiences made in relation to the types of action supported under INTERREG lIIC.

o Experiences made in relation to strategic level co-operation (at the level of the
programmes) and project level co-operation.

e Experiences made in relation to the wider management context.

Observations of the evaluators on the First (and revised) Draft Operational
Programme:

On p. 16, there should be a short text providing
figureso presEnted on pp. 16

Templ at desséndllaarnhfrom the Interreg IlIC experiences:

The terminology of the column titles should be modified, in order to avoid redundancy with

the SWOT templ ate. AStrengthsd should be replac
AWeaknesseso asepeicmpsr otvedod should be replaced by
be i mprovedo.

Thetwosub-secti ons Al nnovation and the knowledge ec
preventiond contain quite extensive statnistical
evaluative terms. A final paragraph in each sub-section could indicate which cooperation

activities are the most likely to contribute to territorial development and to sustainability and

could, for instance, be of support to mainstream programmes (in the perspective of the new

priorities set to interregional cooperation).

In the revised First Draft O.P., the modification of the terminology has been carried out.

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

No further observation

Summary SWOT analysis:

Observations of the evaluators on the Outline Document:

Concerning the current SWOT-anal ysi s as presented in the AaDraf

19), one could observe that there was still a lot of confusion regarding its exact objectives in
the context of a new programme.
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I n order to improve this situation, the evaluat
observationso should be taken into consideration

- The SWOT should refer to both the socio-economic situation of the European territory
and to the experience gained with inter-regional co-operation under the previous
Interreg 1IIIC programme. It has to be elaborated as a prolongation of the related
sections of the socio-economic analysis and should summarise its most important
aspects. By pin-pointing these important key issues that influence on / challenge
inter-regional regional for territorial development in Europe, the summary SWOT
analysis is able to pave the way for designing the strategic orientations of the future
Interreg IVC programme.

- The above-mentioned SWOT-assessments need to observe the generally known
minimum-standards that are defined for this method. While formulating the respective
SWOT statements, a number of general rules should be observed that were
summarised in schemes provided by the evaluators.

Observations of the evaluators on the First Draft Operational Programme:

After the introductory paragraph on p.23, a kind of brief summary should be elaborated that
isolates the most important strategic key messages that can be derived from a cross-cutting
assessment / analysis of the SWOT-table on the following pages.

SWOT template:

- The introduction of the first column (socio-economic analysis) has filled an important
gap when compared with the SWOT template of the Outline Document.

- The titles of the columronddérci wendh |l ysomot e
from the Il nterreg I'1'1 C experienceodo <could b e
economic situation and evol ut inadn fA®Rfe | a&thed Ett
interregional cooperation activitieso.

- Under opportunities it may be worth adding a sentence about the benefits of
ecosystems functions and environment services

Observations of the evaluators on the revised First Draft Operational Programme:

Theex-ant e evaluators welcome the introduction of
preventiono in the -&whoOniic sttuatiorpandaevotutiof df e Euiomean

territory p. 26/27) which creates a balance between the two priorities of the programme and

an efficient bridge between the global analysis of the European territory and of its evolution
perspectives and the strategy and priorities chosen.

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

No further observation



7

2. Chapter 4 of the Operational Programme (Programme Strategy)

Section 4.1. of the O.P.: Overall Objective

Observations of the evaluators on the revised First Draft Operational Programme:

The evaluators recommend to include a text-component in the programming document that
highlights very clearly what the expected Community added value of interregional co-
operation will be. In our opinion, such a paragraph could best be elaborated in the context of
the section specifying the overall objective

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The addition of the paragraph after the presentation of the overall objective makes more
explicit the potential role and contribution of the Interreg IV programme with reference to both
the Lisbon Agenda and the cohesion Policy.

Section 4.2. of the O.P.:Specific Objectives
Observations of the evaluators on the revised First Draft Operational Programme:

- the future Interregional Programme should i in the context of its thematic focus i provide

for co-operation options on local employment development (LED) in order to better address

Guideline 3 of the CSG-document.

- the future Interregional Programme should more explicitly provide for co-operation among

cross-border and transnational programme areas in order to enable an exchange of
experience [/ a transfer of best practices on s
knowl edge economyo and Aenvironment & risk preve

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

- The reformulation of the second specific ob]
empl oyment , human capital and educationodo in
with the improvement of Chapter 3 and with the debates of Helsinki and Brussels
(Reference group).

- The restructuring and improvement of the various sub-themes for priorities 1 and 2 is
coherent with the reformulation of the specific objectives. The indication that
operations can address simultaneously various sub-themes is important for carrying
out comprehensive cooperation projects of territorial development.

Section 4.4.1. of the O.P.:Regional and Local Initiatives

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The integration of Option 1 and Option 2 into a single formulation corresponds to the priority
of having more simple procedures for project implementation but leaves also the door open
for a follow-up of some R.F.Os.

Section 4.4.2. of the O.P.:Strategic Interregional Actions

Observations of the evaluators on the revised First Draft Operational Programme:
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The formulation of the sentence AAII operations
Regional Initiatives type of intervention and the Fast Track Actions will be obliged to provide

input on their result to the thematic Interregional Networks related to their respective
subjectsd is too strong and could prove wilo be cc¢
be encouragedd  will be fivarmly invitedd s e ems mpriatee appr o

Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

- The observation of the ex-ante evaluators (Brussels 11 October) on the need to
emphasize the role of interregional cooperation in strengthening the links and
synergies between the cohesion policy and other EU policies (thematic approach) has
been adequately taken into consideration in the formulation chosen.

- The suggestion of the ex-ante evaluators related to a less rigid formulation of the links
between the outputs of Regional and Local I nitiatives and t
be stronglyencouraged 6 i nst ead oof) fhwaisl |b ebeen otbalkiegne d nt o
consideration.

Section 4.8. of the O.P.: Integration of the SEA results into the Programme Strategy
Observations of the evaluators on the Second Draft Operational Programme:

The section summarizes adequately the provisional findings of the SEA. Most
recommendations of the SEA concerning the reformulation, addition or suppression of text
segments have been integrated into the Second Draft O.P.

3. Chapters 4 and 5 of the O.P. (Internal coherence)

Although the Draft Outline Document (June 2006) has presented in Part lllthe A St r at egy
Or i e nt anlyiatamliscassion stage, one could already observe a clear hierarchy among

the envisaged programme 0 b | e c tsirategicsobjéctived0A foverall objectivesdoA fspecific
objectives0.)A brief review of the objective statements revealed however that most of them

were not yet elaborated / allocated in an appropriate way.** With respectto Part IV ( A Pr i or i ty
A x e s 0 Putling Doaument did not yet contain text segments that describe / further specify

the precise contents of the individual programme priorities.

Due to these weaknesses, a n pnoMidieg oveoafl guidameet e r a | o]
support had been formulated by the evaluators that should be taken into consideration during
the next stage of the programme-elaboration process (see box below).

Observations on the Draft Outline Document

OnPart 111, AStonastoe:gy Orientat.i
e The current statements elaborated for the specific objective-types at all levels should be
reviewed / further improved with respect to their adequate position and their clarity /

consistency.
e Once the statements for the different objective-types are el abor at ed (fAst
foverall objectiveso, fAspecific objectivesd

objective system clearly presents the overall rationale of the programme strategy / its wider

i . e. statement for Astrabdegiovebpbttbbpeodotmesdlystafbmens

mostly reflect fistrategic objectiveso.
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intervention logic.

OnPartl V, APriority Axeso:

e Each sub-section referring to one of the future programme priorities should be elaborated
alongside a homogenous and well-differentiated formal structure (introduction, objectives at
priority level, target groups & beneficiaries, main types of action, operational provisions,
expected outputs/results/impacts).

e The operational objectives at priority-level should 7 at the same time 7 establish a coherent /
l ogic Iink in relation to some of t Is&relatiogth
the objectives pursued at the level of the envisaged main types of action.

e The profile of the respective target group addressed by each priority should be very well
described and 1 if necessary or appropriate - be further differentiated / sharpened at the level
of the envisaged main types of actions.

e While formulating adequate statements on expected outputs / results / impacts at the level of
each programme priority, the following basic recommendations should be observed.

e In addition, an effort should be made for elaborating an adequate statement on the overall
expected programme impact.

The 1° Draft Operational Programme (21 of July 2006) had only slightly improved Part IV

oni Strat egy OHspeealyjtlae i DasDatievgeiscO oabnde ctthe fAspeci fi
still needed to be further elaborated, as a clear set of well-defined objectives were essential

for further continuing the ex-ante evaluation (i.e. they determine the overall rationale of the

interregional co-operation approach to be adopted during the years 2007-2013 and 1

together with the priorities - the intervention logic of the programme). Compared to that, the

entire Part V. A Pr i o r hag bgen Aignécanily elaborated further, but there is still scope

for substantial improvements (i.e. more logical presentation, over-ambitious/optimistic

objectives for future projects etc.).

Due to this, a nhumbaedi toifo nia l 0 b sheen Yoanulated rbys the evalatoes
that should be taken into consideration during the next stage of the programme-elaboration
process (see box below).

Observations on the 1° Draft Operational Programme

OnPart 111, AStrategy Orientationso:

e Thesub-section entitled Al dentification &dmehow
confusing, as a coherent logic among the paragraphs written is still missing. Various
modifications regarding the presentation had been suggested.

e The 3 different Afapproachesd should be 1|in
yet no clear correspondence can be derived from the existing text.

On Part |V, APriority Axeso:

e Under both thematic priorities, the sub-s ect i on on fAgener al purpo
the Astrategic objectivesd and tehsare dlsgE enernd
link).

e With respect to the fHfAoperational 0 b j -lzoxes),i we €
strongly doubt in several cases whether the expected contribution of future projects is very
realistic.

e As regards Priority 2, there is no mention of waste even though it is one of the 4 EU
environmental priorities.

e Under both thematic priorities, asub-s ecti on presenting again t
that will be realised in this context is still missing.

e Under both thematic priorities, the tables in the sub-sections indicating the activities supported
should be presented in a similar manner.
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e Under examples of activities for rehabilitation of the physical environment, the wish to bring in
cooperation on waste management methods is to be welcomed but is not coherent with
rehabilitation of the physical environment.

e The examples for activities on biodiversity are not yet really appropriate. Management plans
are site specific and very much linked to the specific local conditions (not important for
interregional cooperation). What would be more relevant are species or habitat action plans
that set management priorities for Natura2000 species across their entire natural range in EU
(no money has been earmarked so far for this vital exercise under RDP, LIFE+ etc.). Also the
foverall coherence of the networko, which
loss, is forgotten.

The updated 1% Draft Operational Programme (8" of September 2006) presented a
considerably improved Chapter 4 (Programme Strategy) and a profoundly reviewed
operational part under Chapter 5 (Priority Axes). As such, one can say that the previously
made observations of the ex-ante evaluators on the 1% Draft were carefully taken into
consideration.

e A hierarchical system of 23 objectives has been elaborated that are generally well-
defined and structured in a logic manner (Chapter 2). Only the envisaged Community
added value was not yet explicitly stated in this version of the programming
document. Due to this, it was recommended to include a text-component in the
context of the section specifying the overall objective (programme section 4.1) that
highlights very clearly what the expected Community added value of future
interregional co-operation will be.

e With respect to the priority-level actions (Chapter 5), some uncertainties regarding
the exact number of actions to be implemented by the programme did persist. This
was partly because different Aopti onand
partly because under Priority 3 the description of actions was still rather vague (see
overview table below).

Due to the fact that the financial provisions (Chapter 7) were not yet completed in this Draft
of the Interregional Co-operation Programme, a comprehensive appraisal of the adequacy of
financial allocations to the different programme priorities had to be realised at a later stage of
the ex-ante evaluation process.

Overview Table: Actions envisaged under the different programme priorities (1%
Draft of 8" September 2006)

Priority Reference | Types of action
Priority 1 (Option 1): P1-Al Regional & Local Initiatives
P1-A2 Thematic Interregional Networks
P1-A3 Fast Track Actions
Priority 2 (Option 1): P2-Al Regional & Local Initiatives
P2-A2 Thematic Interregional Networks
P2-A3 Fast Track Actions
Priority 1 (Option 2): P1-Al Regional & Local Initiatives T Interregional Projects
P1-A2 Regional & Local Initiatives T Regional Framework Operations
P1-A3 Regional & Local Initiatives
P1-A4 Thematic Interregional Networks
Priority 2 (Option 2): P2-Al Regional & Local Initiatives T Interregional Projects

had
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P2-A2 Regional & Local Initiatives T Regional Framework Operations
P2-A3 Regional & Local Initiatives
P2-A4 Thematic Interregional Networks
Priority 3: P3-Al Basic tasks of project selection, monitoring of projects, financial
programme management and financial control
P3-A2 External advice may be needed (i.e. for a gathering and

processing of data and implementing a computerised management
system; for specific questions of managing a programme to assist
international cooperation concerning the development of projects
and drafting of the legal documents that form the basis for the
organisational framework of the cooperation projects).

P3-A3 An expert pool for specific issues concerning Lisbon and
Gothenburg issues may be needed
P3-A4 Activities relating to analysis, studies, information and publicity for

ensuring a sound capitalisation of the results gained under IIIC
and during IVC as well as a broader dissemination of the
achievements of this programme.

P3-A5 Evaluation of the INTERREG IVC programme

A preliminary in-depth analysis was realised for the 2" Draft Interregional Cooperation
Programme (20™ of October 2006) alongside the prescribed ex-ante evaluation tasks. It
examined the Interregional Co-operation Programme strategyd sationale, the validity of its
wider intervention logic, the various relationships between the programme objectives and the
envisaged priority-level actions (i.e. in terms of interdependencies and complementarities) as
well as the potential policy risks. The appropriateness of financial allocations could not yet be
appraised, as a sufficient degree of completeness of the programming document was not
reached at this stage.

In the following, the main findings and the related observations / recommendations (see box
at the end of this section) are briefly summarised for the different dimensions of the
provisional internal coherence assessment:

e The programme strategy continued to consist of 23 objectives (i.e. 6 higher-ranking
objectives for the entire programme, 17 priority-l e v e | iOperational Ol
Compared to the 1% Draft Operational Programme, however, the various objectivei
statements were further fine-tuned and also the number of Operational Objectives
has been changed under some priorities. As such, the overall rationale of the
programme strategy was already characterised by a significant degree of internal
consistency. The individual objective-statements were in general sufficiently realistic
and will therefore be able to motivate stakeholders at the regional and local levels to
become involved in interregional co-operation. Due to this pragmatic rationale of the
strategy, it is also very likely that the programme will generate most of the expected
Community added value that was now elaborated more explicitly in the current
programming document (i.e. under section 4.1). Yet, the description of the
Community added value should be slightly more realistic and highlight only those

A

i ssues to which the programmedés actions it ¢

oL}

e The intervention logic of the Interregional Co-operation Programme (i.e. made up of
the fAobjectitVetbgstwéemer &set of canf [amgeybea mme a
considered valid, provided however that some further changes are realised. The
envisaged actions under the 3 priorities are generally well-linked to the higher-ranking
programme objectives (i.e. overall objective, specific objectives) and are also strongly
corresponding to the rest of the wider objective system (i.e. priority-level operational
objectives). Three types of intervention (i.e. Thematic Interregional Networks, Fast
Track Actions) shall be realised in the context of Priorities 1 and 2, which are grouped
under the wi®Regi braldi &gdoial I nitiativeso ar
Actionso. Compared to the pr e'VYSepamber20@6),si on o



sufficient clarity is now provided on the precise number actions to be realised in the
future (see overview table below). The programme also envisages a fair balance
between bottom-up and top-down interventions, as it defines indicative financial
shoul & Ilgmc atlo

shares t hat

I nterregi onal

25
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BN

defined for Priority 3, the formulation of the actions should be more straight-forward.

Overview Table: Envisaged programme actions, specified by priory (2"¢ Draft

IfNRetgiadn avle s 0
The teferentes baselihedfOr Agtermining these shares
should however not be the overall programme budget (i.e. covering Priorities 1-3), but
the aggregated budget allocated to Priorities 1 and 2 (i.e. 95% of the programme
budget). The 10 priority-level sub-themes that were defined for interventions /
actions under Priorities 1 and 2 (i.e. 4 sub-themes for P1; 6 sub-themes for P2) are
well linked to the key issues mentioned in the socio-economic analysis (Chapter 3 of
the programme) and are also strongly corresponding to the aspects mentioned in the
statements of the related specific objectives (i.e. SPOs 1 & 2). The implementation
provisions defined for interventions / actions under Priorities 1 and 2 are in
most cases realistic and do normally provide valuable information for those wishing to
become involved into future interregional co-operation. Some of the general
provisions defined for i Re gi on al & Local | nbett df patrtriens
involved in a project; overall budget per project; duration of the project) should
however be reviewed.” Under Priority 3, at least five different activities shall be
realised (P3-Al to P3-A5) to support the overall implementation of the programme.
Despite their clear and logic link with the respective higher-ranking programme
objectives (SPOs 3-5) and their consistent relation towards the operational objectives

Interregional Cooperation Programme of 20™ of October 2006)

Priorities and sub-themes Reference | Programme interventions / actions
Priority 1: P1-Al Regional & Local Initiatives
Innovation & Knowledge Economy
P1-A2 Thematic Interregional Networks
Sub-themes are:
5. Innovation, research and P1-A3 Fast Track Actions
technology development.
6. Entrepreneurship and SMEs.
7. The information society.
8. Employment, human capital
and education.
Priority 2: P2-Al Regional & Local Initiatives
Environment & Risk Prevention
P2-A2 Thematic Interregional Networks
Sub-themes are:
7. Natural and technological P2-A3 Fast Track Actions
risks.
8. Water management.
9. Waste management.
10. Biodiversity and preservation
of natural heritage.
11. Energy and sustainable public
transport.
12. Cultural heritage.
Priority 3: P3-Al Activity covering basic tasks of project assistance,
Technical Assistance project selection, monitoring of projects, financial
programme management and financial control
P3-A2 Activity covering external advice that may be needed

for a gathering and processing of data and

% See text specification on p. 34 of the 2" Draft INTERREG IVC Programme.
% See text specification on p. 35 of the 2" Draft INTERREG IVC Programme.

( 60 %)

eso
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implementing a computerised management system
as well as for specific questions of managing a
programme to assist international cooperation
concerning the development of projects and drafting
of the legal documents that form the basis for the
organisational framework of the cooperation
projects.

P3-A3 Activity covering the expert pool for specific issues
concerning Lisbon and Gothenburg issues, which
may be needed.

P3-A4 Activity covering analysis, studies, information and
publicity for ensuring a sound capitalisation of the
results gained under IlIC and during IVC as well as a
broader dissemination of the achievements of this
programme.

P3-A5 Activity covering the evaluation of the INTERREG
IVC programme

The programme objective system is characterised by an absence of conflicts
between higher-ranking programme objectives and priority-level operational
objectives. It also shows an already well developed level of overall consistency as
well as a high degree of interdependence among the various objective-levels. The
definition of co-operation themes at the level of Priorities 1 and 2 can therefore be
considered relevant to meet the objectives of the programme.

Already at this stage, no negative contributions of the envisaged actions to an
achievement of the wider programme objectives could be detected (absence of
programme-internal conflicts). The entire programme strategy is generally
characterised by a medium level of overall complementarity and shows several
constellations where clear programme-internal synergy potentials do exist.

The proposed objectives at various levels of the programme and the selected
priority-level actions do not reveal an obvious risk that needs to be tackled
before the final adoption of the programming document. The same holds true for

the different concepts used in the programme ( i . e . Amain t heme

themes of a prior i t y 0 ; fitypes of i nareectearly ddfined arm
thus do not show any risk of confusion. The 2™ Draft of the Interregional
Cooperation Programme did however not yet contain explicit provisions on how a
potential interaction between INTERREG IVC-based co-operation activities and
future Amai nstr eame-odperation acévitiese(igei tbosaihcluded
in the Objective 1 & 2 Programmes) could be organised. In principle, we
considered that some kind of link or exchange between both interregional co-
operation dimensions has to be established. Such a link should at least allow
exchanging basic information about activities realised in both contexts (e.g. via a joint
project-database) and supporting a transfer of project-related contents for commonly
shared co-operation themes (i.e. dissemination of know-how / good practice /
innovative approaches). By this, one can create an additional source of inspiration
that could help orientating the top-down approach of the Interregional Cooperation
Programme and - at the same time - avoid the risk of duplication among projects that
are realised on very similar topics in both contexts.

and

et c.

)
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Observations on the 2™ Draft Interregional Co-operation Programme

e Elaborate a slightly more realistic statement specifying the expected Community added value
generated by the Interregional Co-operation Programme.

e Elaborate a more precise text formulation that specifies the indicative budgetary shares to be

all ocated to fiRegi onad TfMStLroatadgiloiltn tagrirveegid
e Consider revising some of the general i mp
Local I nitiativeso essgegpmjectsl(elgyby iaising mmisien thoeshold

of ERDF co-financing per project).

e Elaborate clear and affirmative mission-statements for the individual actions to be realised
under Priority 5 (i.e. avoid expressions s

e Elaborate a text provision for the document that allows establishing a link between the
Inter r egi onal Cooperation Progr amme a n-dperatiom
activities.

Observations of the evaluators on the revised Third Draft Operational Programme:

Incase of Pri orities 1 and 2, onl y (tewRegiofid Wipatves-
Type 1; The Fast Track Option-Type 2) are now envisaged by the revised 3™ Draft of the
programme. This represents a major change compared to the situation prevailing under the
previous programme version (2" Draft, 20" September 2006).?” Beyond this, the new

of i nt

programme version has also deleted the indicati
Local I nitiativesd (60%) and AStrategic | nterrec

in the 2" Draft. This modification eliminates somehow our previous recommendation for
changes, but it also has the disadvantage
the AFast Track Optiondo can not be apprais

Under Priorities 1 and 2, the above-mentioned restructuring effort has provided more
clarity with respect to the overall purpose of each type of intervention. Although
Afcapitalisation on previous interregional
intervention, their differences are now clearly pin-pointed: (a) Co-operation activities
launched under the heading A Re gi onal | aimi dt igemdradting egsod practice on
approaches and tools within the network and at transferring these approaches and tools to
partners of the network. (b) Underthe iFast Tr ac Kutu@ pd-opevatioh activities
are targeted towards a direct transfer of best practice and capacity building to actively
stimulate the adoption of innovative regional development strategies (and best practice) in
the Competitiveness and Convergence programmes.

In case of Priority 3, the number and content of actions envisaged have remained
unchanged. Despite their clear and logic link with the respective higher-ranking programme
objectives (SPOs 3-5) and their consistent relation towards the operational objectives defined
for Priority 3, the formulation of actions is still not sufficiently straight-forward. In order to

t hat t
ed.

exper.

achieve this, we again r econmmglmedeedetioata reex prreepslsa e

by a clear and affirmative statement (ie.iar e n)eeded?o

" The 2" Draft defined three types of intervention, which should be realised in the context of Priorities 1 and 2:

f
AiThematic | nter raengli dinFaals t NeTtrvaccrkk sAcct i ons 0.

T
Regi onal & Local I nitiativesd and #AStrategic upmtoerregi on
T






