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Executive summary - lessons to be learned

The 2007-2013 regulatory framework introduced the use of joint eval uations, which offer the possibility to cross -
check several aspects of a programme during its lifecycle. INTERACT Point Vienna conducted two pilot studies
aimed at testing joint eval uations of cross-border cooperation programmes in Central and South -Eastern Europe.
The studies differ in terms of f ocouddressesdpemtpmmlaadatechnical
aspects involved in implement i ng programmes and the oOthematic st
added value of cross-border cooperation. The outcomes of the operational evaluation are summarised in the
report 01 NTERACT St ud yprogramme evdlsation. Operatonal aspects of cross -programme coopera-
tion in Central and South -Eastern Europe dsupport mutuallearni ng . 6

The overview of the whole pilot cross -programme evaluation fi including main common findi ngs of both
studies, the description of evaluation process, limitations and lessons learned from the exercise fi can be
found in joint executive summary. 2

Of the 28 cross-border programmes in the INTERACT Point Vienna Zoné invited to join this pilot exerci se, 12
programmes decided to participate in the the matic study, including nine European Territorial Cooperation (ETC)
programmes and three Instrument for Pre -accession Assistance crossborder cooperation (IPA CBC) programmes.

Programme participation in the cross-programme evaluation pilot on Thematic Aspects *

EU 12: Poland-Slovakia (PL-SK), PolandCzech Republic (Pl-CZ), RomaniaBulgaria (RO-BG), SloveniaHungary (St
HU)

EU 15: Italy -Austria (IT-AT)

EU 12-15: Slovenia-Austria (SI-AT), Austria-Hungary (AT-HU), Austria-Czech Republic (AT-CZ), Austria-Slovakia
(AT-SK)

IPA CBC Hungary-Croatia (HU-HR), RomaniaSerbia (RORS), SloveniaCroatia (SI-HR)

Both pilot studies started with a joint kick -off meeting in Brussels on January 2010, at which time represent a-
tives of participating programmes and experts agreed on the objectives, scope and timeframe of the an alyses.
The results of both pilots were presented and discussed with participating programmes at a joint closing meeting

in June 2010.

This thematic study highlights the added value of territorial cooperation, with a specific focus on a selected
number of themes. These themes are: regional knowledge base (human resources development and support to
SMESs) and natural heritage exploitation (tourism, national pa rks, natural sites and heritage, environmental pr o-
tection risks and cultural heritage). 5 The major findings are summarised below.

This study examines the added value of cooperation from the point of view of projects in 12 cross -border coop-
eration programm es. The added value of cooperation has often been illustrated by showcasing single pr ojects.
This study shows that there is also an added value of cooperation on a more general level. Indeed, cross -border
cooperation not only makes a difference for the peo ple participating in the projects, but also benefits the pr  o-
gramme areas as a whole. Crossborder cooperation also has the potential to contribute significantly to Eur  opean
macro-regions, eg Strategy for the Danube Regional and to the development of the Eu ropean Union.

L http://www.interact  -eu.net/interact_publications/316

Zhttp://www.interact  -eu.net/interact_publications/316

3There are 4 INTERACT Points in Europe (ValenciaES, ViborgDK, Turku-FI and Vienna-AT) each of which serves a geographic Zone in Europe.
I NTERACT Point Vi enn a-Bosderzoopemtiorcpoogrammes frand Centnal ared South -Eastern Europe.

4 Programme names according to Inforegio website:

http://ec.eur opa.eu/regional_policy/country/prordn/search.cfm?gv_pay=ALL&gv_reg=ALL&gv_obj=11&gv_the=ALL&lan=EN&gv_per=2.
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Ever since crosshborder cooperation programmes started operating in 1991, attempts have been made to d e-
scribe and quantify their specific added value. Most stakeholders agree that the work of the programmes ine  s-
tablishing and reinforcing co operation activities across national borders constitutes a specific and indispensable
value for the European Union and its citizens. However, evaluating the added value of terr itorial cooperation as
a whole is a very challenging task, and defining it quant itatively is even more difficult. On the one hand, territ  o-
rial cooperation pr ogrammes often support soft measures, such as networking, training and joint studies, which
are intangible in their nature. Intangible added values are per se more difficult to ch aracterise than other pr o-
jects, such as infrastructure investments. On the other hand, territorial cooper  ation programmes also cover a
much wider range of topics compared to most regional and n ational programmes, and their budgets are also very
limited com pared to other initiatives, like Objective 1 and 2 programmes. It is therefore extremely difficult to
quantify the contribution of territorial cooperation to specific sectors of the economy, as efforts tend to be ma r-
ginalised when seen only in the co ntext of much larger investments. For these reasons, we focused our study on
defining and analysing the types of added value that are specific to cooper ation programmes rather than using
commonly accepted added values of structural and sectoral pr ogrammes.

Among the particularly prominent types of added value achieved by cross -border cooperation are (a)
new/improved networks and partne rships, and (b) various types of achievements. Each of them can be important
for the development of an area and targeted questions are required to reveal where exactly the added value
lies. For most types of cooperation, the main added value is linked to the integration of project activities or

results affecting peopleds everyday working |ives.
The key lessons learned are summarisedbelow.
New/improved networks and partnerships

Partnership is THE distinguishing key characteristic of cross -border cooperation programmes: Multi-national par t-
nerships are of key importance to cross -border cooperation programmes and the most important fact or disti n-
guishing cooperation programmes from national or regional programmes. Our analysis illustrates the strong e m-
phasis project partners put on partnership and networking. A good partnership is usually the key factor for su  c-
cess, and extending networks and deepening cooperation are very important benefits of cross -border coopera-
tion. Indeed, the use of contacts established through the cooperation is considered as one of the leading later
uses resulting from the projects. Overall, the strong emphasis on the partnership and networking dimension u n-
derlines the contribution of cross -border cooperation to European integration in Central and South -Eastern Ei-
rope.

Good partnership is the key to success: Mutual understanding and trust among the programme partner s, and also
among the project partners, are preconditions for fruitful cooperation. Young partnerships, where par  tners have
not cooperated with each other before simply need more time to learn how to cooperate. This lear  ning process
is an added value in it self, and it is therefore important to keep attracting new partners to cooperation pr o-
grammes. More mature partnerships that have already cooperated before often can proceed immediately to f  o-
cus on the project tasks, as they do not need to establish ¢ ooperation routines first. This is another i mportant
added value of cooperation as it reaps the fruits of pr evious cooperation activities.

Joint versus common challenges: Whether a partnership works on a joint challenge (e.g. all partners together
approach fresh water poll ution in a single water basin of relevance to them all) or a common challenge (e.g.
each partner approaches fresh water pollution in a separate water body) makes a decisive difference to the i n-
tensity of cooperation and expected benefits. Worki ng on a joint challenge r equires much more communication
among partners and is thus often perceived as more difficult compared to working on a common challenge. Ho  w-
ever, working on a joint challenge often yields more explicit added value, which can be easi er to co mmunicate
and demonstrate. The work on joint challenges and the work on common challenges pr ovide distinctive types of
added value, both of which should be pursued by cooperation pr ogrammes.
-4 -
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Achievements of territorial cooperation

For the purpose of this study, achievements are understood as the most significant effects achieved by the par t-
ners at the end of the pr oject. Project partners were asked to select their expected achievements from a list of
possible achievements, including comparative stud ies, exchange of good practice, cross -border clustering, joint
strategies, grant systems, capacity building, information systems, innovative sol utions, joint investments and
joint marketing. The analysis shows that the expected achievements differ between  programmes and coopera-
tion themes but general tendencies can be observed:

Joint strategies are the type of achievement mentioned most frequently by the respondents of the online su  rvey,
when combining results for all themes and programme types. Joint achie vements in general (i.e. joint strategies,
joint investments and joint marketing) constitute a very important group of achievements represen  ting more
than 30% of all expected achievements.

Capacity building is ranked second as an expected achievement for all themes and programme types combined.
Looking at individual themes or programme types, when it comes to cooperation in the field of regional
knowledge base (in particular with regard to research and development) and for IPA CBC cooperation, capacity
building is even ranked first among the types of achievement. Capacity building fe atures much more prominently
in the field of regional knowledge base than in the field of natural heritage utilisation.

Comparative studies and exchange of good practice: Although this type of achievement is more trad itional and
frequently cited in the cross -border context, it has a relatively low representation in our study and a  ccounts for

less than 15% of the expected achievements. This type of achievement tends to be stronger in the field of r e-

gional knowledge base (in particular with regard to social integration and employment measures) and in IPA CBC
programmes. Cooperation focusing on comparisons and exchange of good practice are offenregar ded -as 0c
dat edo, a s f work has bedénidond fora long time. However, the a nalysis shows that this type of coo p-

eration is still needed, though it is done less frequently than it was in the earlier days. Indeed, comparative

studies and exchange of good practice remain important f eatures for strengthening cross -border understanding

and integration and also for disseminating innovative sol utions.

Expected benefits

Another set of questions was dedicated to more concrete benefits expected to be derived from cooperation
(e.g., confiden ce and trust, cost savings, better image, better routines). A major challenge with regard to the
benefits is not only their often intangible nature, but also their enormous diversity. For this study, project par t-
ners were asked to identify and rank the fiv e main benefits of their cooperation from a list of 13 possible ben e-
fits. The results illustrate the diversity of benefits and also show some correlation with the thematic and ge o-
graphical type of cross -border cooperation.

Awareness raisingwas cited as the largest single benefit expected by project partners . It is particularly strong in
the field of natural heritage utilisation. Projects working on risk management or protection of nat ural resources
put particular emphasis on awareness raising. Projects in the field of SMEs and entrepreneurship also rank
awareness raising high as expected benefit of cooperation.

Cooperation was identified as a major benefit. Two cooperation -oriented benefits were ranked second and third,
namely oOextweomdesd merd cooboeptetreat i ond. Taken t og@rehtdddypes ofhe t v
benefits constitute almost 30% of the weighted responses. The benefits related to cooperation are valued parti  c-

ularly high in cooperation between EU 12 and EU 15 partners, i.e. crossing t he former East-West divide. They are

less pronounceddi n particul ar t he oitharespanskefidm A CBE projéctspartners.
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Access to new solutions ranks only fourth as expected benefit when all types of projects are combined analysed

i.e., ranked after 6awareness raisingd, Owexet projedteidthen et wo |
field of regional knowledge base consider access to new solutions as number one expected benefit and it was

especially emphasised by projects im plemented in the fields of knowledge and technology transfer and also r e-

search and development.

Closely related to the discussion of benefits is the question, how the results of the cross -border cooperation a c-

tually will be used. In line with the above -mentioned discussion, contacts established through the cooperation

are indicated as main use. Not only the type of use but also the expected user groups were indicated by the r e-
spondents, who were asked to choose betweén opabiiiciaadms
citizensd, O0NGOs b, 6educational sector d, and the ©6proje
differences in the expected user groups with regard to cooperation themes and programmes.

The public sector is the main user group of the project results, expecting to make good use of the kno wledge and
investments deriving from cross -border projects despecially in the field of natural heritage utilis ation.

The project partners are the second largest user group, making use in particular of the contacts established
through the cooperation.

Citizens are seen as third largest user group benefiting of the investments carried out or prepared.

The educational sector das the fourth largest user group dis expected to use new knowledge and contacts devel-
oped by the projects. Projects in the field of regional knowledge base 9 especially knowledge and tec hnology
transfer and research and development &consider the education sector as largest user group.

The private sector is seen as the fifth user group but it is ranked higher by projects in the field of regional
knowledge base. Private sector is expected to use the knowledge generated and to develop new working ro utines
as a result of the cross-border projects.

Crossborder projects target mainly the regional level.  Most crossborder projects focus on the regional level,
followed by the local level. Projects in the field of natural heritage utilisation focus more often on the local le V-
el. There are only few cases where p rojects target higher geographical levels.

Crossborder projects are only one phase in a longer process. The added value of cross-border cooperation i n-
creases over time, as contin uity is needed for things to develop. Therefore, cross -border projects shoul d always

be only one stepping-stone facilitating cross -border cooperation at a particular moment in time. Indeed, through

the project, the partnership must become viable and the achievements must be mai ntained without recurrent

support from cross-borderprogr ammes. Thatdés why it is reassuringnthat
tinuation of activities as an important benefit of their cooper  ation. This shows that the projects are embedded

in a larger context rather than being one -off activities develo ped because there was funding available.

With regards to future macro-regional strategies (eg the European Union Strategy for the Danube Region -
EUSDR) it can be said that crossborder cooperation already contributes to achieving the aims of the Strategy.
Programmes contribute specifically to the people -to-people integration and make available important tacit
knowledge needed for bottom -up solutions to the challenges identified at the macro -regional level. This involves
also the necessary capacity building at local and regional level. While the EU Strategy for the Da nube Region is
still being di scussed, many projects already work on related themes.
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Acronyms and glossary

CBC Crossborder Cooperation

Conv. Convergence Obijective

EC European Commission

ERDF European Regional Development Funds

ETC European Territorial Cooperation

EU European Union

EU 12 EU Member States that joined in 2004 or later
EU 15 EU Member States that joined before 2004
EUSDR EU Strategy for the Danube Region

Fol Fields of Intervention (as defined by DG Regio)
IPA Instrument for Pre -Accession Assistance

JTS Joint Technical Secretariat

RCE Regional Competitiveness and Employment Objective
SME Small- and medium-sized enterprises

TA Technical Assistance

Cross-border cooperation programme types

EU 15 programme: Italy-Austria

EU 12 programmes: PolandCzech Republic, PolandSlovakia, RomaniaBulgaria and SloveniaHungary
EU 1215 programmes: Austria-Czech Republic, Austria-Hungary, Austria-Slovakia and SloveniaAustria
IPA CBC programmes: HunganCroatia, Romania-Serbia and SloveniaCroatia

ETC programmesd programmes financed by ERDF
IPA CBC programmesd programmes financed by IPA

Cross-border cooperation themes

Natural heritage utilisation:

Protection of natural resources and biodiversity, natural and technological risk or hazard prevention, pr  o-
motion of cultural heritage, promotion of leisure activities, promotion of susta  inable tourism and water,
waste, soil, brownfields, air.

Regional knowledge base:
Knowledge and technology transfer, research and development, SMEs & entrepreneurship and social integr a-
tion and employment measures.
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1. Introduction

Every primary school teacher knows that it is not enough to teach
the alphabet and basic arithmetic once: Each year there are new
pupils who must start from scratch. Simila rly, territorial cooper a-
tion programmes must continue to facilitate coo peration across
national borders in every pr ogramme period. The new people and
organisations partic ipating in these projects must start from the
beginning, learning the basics of coo peration. Some of the pe ople
and organisations who have learned about cooperation move on
and use these lessons outside the programme structures, while
others develop new terr itorial coo peration pr ojects, where they
can benefit from, and build upon, their past experience.

As an instrument within European Cohesion and Regional Policies,
the European Territorial Cooperation objective and its pr o-
grammes make a substantial contribution to Eur opean integration
and territorial d evelopment on the ground. Al though there is
already strong tacit knowledge about the importance of territorial
cooperation projects involving par tners from different European
countries, it can be difficult to demonstrate the added value of
this work, beyond the results of speci fic projects. And yet, policy
makers need to remember just how important these partnership
programmes are. They can indeed make substantial contributions
to the goals of overarching European initiatives, such as the E u-
rope 2020 Strategy, various macro-regional strategies and EU
integration policy in general.

The INTERACT Point Vienna has commissioned two studies that
look at several Territorial Coo peration Programmes in Central and
South-Eastern Europe in a crossprogramme perspective. It is
expected that these studies will stimulate debate about the
achievements and lessons learned thus far in the 2007-13 period.
The studies are also intended to encourage dialogue and mut ual
learning between programmes, by demonstrating how the pr o-
grammes and their projects can contribute to wider European
developments and policy pro cesses. These are meant to be pilot
studies, which could lead to on -going evaluations of specific as-
pects in different pr ogrammes.

One of the studies focuses on the operational dimension of coo p-
eration programmes. This study f ocuses on the thematic dime n-
sion of those programmes. It was carried out by Spatial Foresight
GmbH, under the responsibility of Kai Béhme and Isabelle Manz,
and coordinated by the INTERACT Point Vienna and the Advisory
Group, made of representatives of the programmes partic ipating
in this exercise.

This study analysed 12 crossborder cooperation pr ogrammes in
Central and South-Eastern Europe with regard to the expected

added value of the projects. The added value is assessed from the

point of view of project partners, as they were the o nes suveyed
to collect data for analysis. The results illustrate the mult ifaceted
importance of cross-border cooperation.

Part A starts with a brief description of the partic ipating cross-
border cooperation programmes (Chapter 2), followed by a discu s-
sion of the unde rstanding of added value that is at the heart of
the present study (Chapter 3). This chapter also presents the
overall conclusions on the added value of cooper ation, bringing
together di fferent aspects of Chapters 4 and 5. Given the major
importance partnership has for added value, it can be concluded
that it doestake two to tango.

Chapter 4 provides insight into the characteristics and complexity
of the partnership dimension. Chapter 5 analyses the geographical
level, expected achiev ements, benefits, uses and user groups of
ongoing projects. Chapter 6 focuses on the EU Strategy for the
Danube Region, which is to be a dopted in the first semester of
2011, as well as the decisive difference the cross -border coopera-
tion can make for that strategy.

Part B presents the programmes in greater detail. Chapter 7 co n-
tains factsheets about each ETC and IPA CBC programme, to aid in
understanding the conclusions presented previously.

The study is based on (a) an analysis of programme data provided
by the programme bodies, (b) an online survey sent to pr oject
partners, (c) additional phone interviews with some project par t-
ners, and (d) programme stakeholder inte rviews, which were
carried out in cooperation with the pa rallel study on operational
aspects. The main source of information was an online survey
addressed to partners of ongoing cross-border cooperation pr o-
jects of programmes partic ipating in the study °. All project par t-
ners for whom email addresses were available were invited to
answer the online questionnaire. The overall r esponse rate of the
online questionnaires was rather good. Depending on the pr o-
grammes, 43% to 98% of the approved projects responded to at
least one question in the online survey. In total the survey resul t-
ed in 626 responses, 377 of which were completed for all que s-
tions. (For further information on the methodo logy see annex
8.1.) The graphs used in the Chapters 2, 4, 5 and 7 summarise the
answers of project partners to a specific survey question. The
illustr ations and percentage analysis therefore solely refer to the
number of responses to the question concerned, and not to the
total number of survey a nswers.

In many cases progranmes are grouped into three categories:

EU 12: This category covers programmes where the programme
area is entirely located in Member States that joined the EU in
2004 or later.

EU 12-15: This category covers programmes where the pro-
gramme area includes both regions in Member States that joined
the EU in 2004 or later and regions in Member States of the for mer
EU 15.

IPA CBC: This category covers the IPA crossborder cooperation
programmes.

The analysis does not set up a separate category for EU 15, cover-
ing programmes where the programme area is entirely situated in
the Member States that joined the EU be fore 2004. This is because
only one programme falls into this cat egory.

It has to be noted that this analysis was pe rformed early within

the 2007-13 period, and that the programmes analysed were at

different stages of implementation f ranging from no proj ects
approved, in the IPA CBC RGRS programme, to 105 projects in the
PL-CZ programme. This is why caution is used in highlighting
common findings and tende ncies. The reader should also bear this
fact in mind when looking at the tables and the anal ysis.

Heisdorf, July 2010

Programmes covered by this study are (according to | nforegio
website terminology):

EU 12: Poland-Slovakia (PL-SK), Poland Czech Republic (PL-CZ),
RomaniaBulgaria (RO-BG), Slowenia-Hungary (SFHU);

EU 15: Italy -Austria (IT-AT);

EU 12-15: Slovenia-Austria (SFAT), Austria-Hungary (AT-HU),
Ausgria -Czech Republic (AT-CZ), Austria-Slovakia (AT-SK);

IPA CBC Hungary-Croatia (HU-HR), Romania Serbia (RORS),
SloveniaCroatia (SFHR).

® Since there had been no approved project at the time of study
implementation, the programme Romania -Serbia published an
open link to the survey on the programme website; the link was
directed at potential future project partners (see annex 8.1).

" Only one programme (IT-AT) addresses an area including regions
exclusively in Member States of the former EU 15.

- Q---
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2. Brief description of the
cross-border cooperation
programmes

Crosshborder cooperation in fact addresses a wide range of
different topics. The following chapt er therefore provides only a
rough overview of the different programme priorities. These
priorities are exa mined more closely for the approved projects
and their themes in the online survey. Combining these inputs
provides a rich picture of the thematic or ientation of the 12
cross-border cooperation pr ogrammes.

The survey answers show that more than 50% of the projects
approved fall into the overall theme nat ural heritage utilisation.
Analysis of the survey answers and the approved projects also
reveals the relatively greater importance given to tourism,
culture and leisure activities within the theme natural heritage
utilis ation.

Although all programmes include the objectives of the Lisbon
Agenda, only a few projects approved set the focus on economic
growth, innovation or social integration.

The 12 crossborder cooperation pr ogrammes that were analysed
are the ETC programmes (SloveniaHungary, Slowenia-Austria,
Poland-Slovakia, Austria-Slovakia, Austria-Hungary, Romania
Bulgaria, Italy -Austria, Austria-Czech Republic and Poland-Czech
Republic) and the IPA CBC programmes (RomanigSerbia, Slovenia
Croatia and Hungary-Croatia).

2.1 Programme priorities

Each of these crossborder cooperation programmes is unique in
its geographical scope, socio-economic situation, natural and
cultural resources, longevity of cooperation and of course popul a-
tion served. The programmes are also unigue because they re-
spond to the needs and potential of their specific area. The cross
border cooperation pr ogrammes are expected to cover the most
relevant aspects within their pr ogramme area and plan their
budgets accordingly. Table 1 summarizes the EU contribution,
giving a rough idea of the budgetary fram ework in which the
cross-border cooperation pr ogrammes act.

Taken as a whole, the programmes focus on a number of similar
priorities:

Reducing disparities

All programmes address disparities within their pr ogramme area,
whether the disparities are cultura |, economic, pertai ning to
social and transport infr astructure or involve management of
natural resources. The description of the Slovenia -Hungary pro-
gr amme st at leusl diffdreades irbteucooperation area

ar e
tion programme we read: 0The
ences in the area covered, as indicators show a north -south devel-
opment gap in certain areas as well as east-west differences
across the region. 6 A
grammes envisage reducing these internal discrepancies while
capitalising
cooper adtas then G Regio pogramme sheet for Slovenia-
Hungary puts it.

Competitiveness and attractiven ess

All programmes also aim at improving the attra ctiveness of the
region by strengthening socio-economic development and foste r-
ing sustainable environmental interaction. In other words all
programmes, including ETC and IPA CBC prgrammes, have at
least two programme priorities referring to the Li sbon and

consi der abl e-Hunhgardf crasshortieecooparas t r i
rr-f ocus is

id io that allgpt o- ¢ o n sfethg thighercbadgeo dllocdtidns for pr oj ect s

onng hasaetktadsoealisrm

Gothenburg Strategies. An example of a refe rence to the Lisbon
Strategy is the progr a mme pr i o ritivengss, &krowledgee
and economic coope r at i GAT) Ong PBriority that comes from
the Gothenburg St r at e gy able deve®pnsetnat i GHUJ. S |

Support of local communities

Sometimes programmes also set up quite different priorities,
putting a greater focus on the cooperation among local commun i-
ties. The cross-border cooperation programme Poland-Czech
Republic has, for instance, st
port for cooperation among | o-c
Serbia programme
exchanges, 6 a nSibvakiahpeog rPaonh naentds
piroi ty is Osupporting |l ocal i
a look at the projected EU contribution and total contribution
budget for the eligibility per iod 2007-13 (for ETC CBC) or 200709
(for IPA CBC) shows that each of these priorities had the lo west
budget allocations of any priority dwith the exception of technical
assistance.

Table 1 provides a more detailed overvi ew of t he
priorities and the corr esponding budgets.

Not counting technical assistance and inn ovative actions, a total

of 518 thematic projects have been approved as of 1 March 2010.
The Poland-Czech Republic crossborder cooperation programme is
responsible for 105 of these projects o which is more than the
other programmes. The Poland-Czech Repiblic pr ogramme is also
the one with the greatest total approved EU contribution, appro  x-
imately EUR 106 million, or almost half of the for eseen budget.
The number of approved projects per pr ogramme is as follows:

ETC programmes: SloveniaHungary (19), Slovena-Austria (27),
Poland-Slovakia (35/49)%, Austria-Slovakia (35), Austria-Hungary
(41), Romania-Bulgaria (44), Italy -Austria (48), Austria-Czech
Republic (87) and Poland-Czech Republic (105).

IPA CBC programmes: Romania Serbia (0)°, Slovenia-Croatia (21),
Hungary-Croatia (42).

Although the study took into consideration all th ematic projects, a
particular focus was put on the fields of natural heritage utilis a-
tion and regional knowledge base. The greatest number of ap-
proved projects fal

sur eo.

There are considerable differences in the size of the EU contrib u-
tion allocated to individual approved pr ojects. The EU funding
ranges from about EUR 35,000 for a social and health care devel-
opment project to almost EUR 6 milli on for a strategic pr oject.

2.2 Cooperation themes according to survey r espondents.

A review the programmes that were e xamined indicates that ETC
and IPA CBC programmes generally cover a wider spetrum of
aactivities than national and regional ERDF pr ogrammes.

also on regional di ffe
While tourism, culture and leisure are the dominant themes of
approved projects, there was an apparent tendency to give some
cCOoVen-i
ment, natural resources and risk manageme nt 6 . Thi s
a good basis for

8 In total, 49 projects were approved under the Poland -Slovakia
programme. Yet, the number of projects falling into the overall
themes regional knowledge base and natural heritage utilis ation
amounts to 35. For this programme, only the approved pr ojects
falling into
oregional knowledge based6 were
® The RORS programme has not had any projects approved by
March 2010. The first call for proposals was opened but not fina |-
ised during the time period covered by the study.
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confirmed by the self -assessment of the project partners in the
online survey.

It is often argued that programmes need a more narrow thematic
focus in order to achieve visible results. However, compared with
national and regional ERDF programmes, the resuts of cross-
border cooperation will always be less apparent, because of the
different budgetary volumes. Therefore, with cross -border pro-
grammes, the focus should be directed towards the cooperation
and partnership dimension, including the mid and long ter m im-
pacts of cooperation. Increasing the focus on cross -border part-
nership can show the added value and complementarity of these
programmes dregardless of the how broad their range of projects.

The focus for this study is primarily on the fields of natura | herit-
age utilisation and regional knowledge base. These overall themes
can be divided into several sub-themes: For natural heri tage

Depending on the interpretation of the state -aid rules private
enterprises may or may not be co nsidered partners/ERDF benefi-
ciaries. A study commissioned by the INTERACT Point Turku is
currently a ttempting to clarify the understandi ng of the rules and
practices in different programmes.

Crossborder projects are often perceived as ill -suited to address-
ing economic development and | abour market issues, because they
involve different national stru ctures. Sometimes it is necessary to
start with less ambitious projects to find out how cross -border
cooperation can make a difference in the given stru ctures.

The relatively small number of projects directly focusing on ec o-
nomic growth and innovation might be seen as an indic ation that
cross-border cooperation pr ogrammes have limited added value in
this field. Yet, when analysing the cooperation themes, it b e-
comes obvious time and again that the value of a cross -border

utilisationthesub -t hemes are OoOpromotimmsmdf <aopetation pregtarhnee depends more on the variety of themes
opromotion of cultural h e fresbuacgse 6 , tackled.oTthese programmes fmayn reot herlimited to a regional
and biodiversityé, onatur al and tkeowlddgedbhse gniy.drafact theyi canpriseonaturahharitagerutl 6i

employmentmeasur e s 6 .

The results of the survey show that more than 50% of respondents
were working in the field of nat ural heritage utilisation, compri s-
ing nature, culture and tourism re lated activ ities. About 70% of
the respondents who said they were working in natural heritage
utilisation were par tners in EU 12 programmes with this thematic
focus, while fewer than 40% of respondents with that focus were
from those participa ting in programmes involving both EU 12 and
EU 15 countries.

Overall, about 25% of the respondents say they are working in the
field of regional knowledge base, compri sing innovation, research,
entrepreneurship, more ge neral skills and learning related activ i-
ties. Here also, there are considerable differences between di f-
ferent programmes. For example, the r egional knowledge base is
at an equal level with natural heritage utilisation in the pr o-
grammes involving both EU 12 and EU 15 regions, whereas regional
knowledge base is only of minor importance in progra mmes involv-
ing only EU 12 regions.

Although all programmes incorporate some of the aims of the
Lisbon Agenda, the survey suggests that only a few projects d i-
rectly tackle ec onomic growth or innovation. The same applie s
largely to projects addressing social services. There are se veral
reasons for this:

Anyone undertaking a project focusing on ec onomic and innova-
tion themes may find that the opportun ities for support available
under national and r egional ERDF programmesare more attra c-
tive. These programmes have considerably larger budgets and, as
they do not have a cross-border dimension, they are often pe r-
ceived as simpler to administrate than territorial cooperation
programmes. When it comes to social and labour market projects,
the European Social Fund (ESF) programmes may be more attra-
tive.

Another reason why projects addressing economic development
and innovation are rarely covered by cross-border cooperation
programmes is that those projects are often closely relat ed to the
private sector. Different understandings of the role a private
company can or should have in a cross-border cooperation project
makes it challenging to involve them. Under one a pproach, private
partners should only benefit from a service or impro vement creat-
ed by projects without receiving funds. Others argue that pr ivate
partners should only be involved in pr ojects as service providers,
while a third approach would allow private entities to become
part of the partne rship, in which case they would receive public
grants.

opromotion of | ei sure activi ni es dsationpagaedsibility,and wommunieation, sapa dity, building, secial
fields, a i-thetnes fofl tegionak kimdwledge base are as and health care, and energy pr ojects 0 a rather broad thematic
foll ows oknowl edge and t ectlepre-l o g yranger thahisdéed rindirectlyp contibuges & the economic growth
neurshipé6, 0r e s pnaerncthd , a ndds octd vad | oi n tof therppogranume area.n d

Overall, EU 12 projects have a strong focus on environmental and
cultural issues, including tourism and addressing risks. Meanwhile,
projects involving both EU 12 and EU 15 partners show very broad
thematic diversity, with a fairly even balance between enviro n-
mental and cultural issues, on the one hand, and regional econo m-
ic development, on the other. The IPA CBC thematic scope is
somewhere between these two.

Further detail of these two th ematic groupings is given in the
Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3. These provide a rough overview of
the number of r esponses for each of the sub-themes.

ce-12---
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Overview of participating

Table 1

OP

AT-SK
AT-SK
AT-SK
AT-HU
AT-HU
AT-HU
AT-CZ
AT-CZ
AT-CZ
IT-AT

IT-AT

IT-AT

PL-CZ

PL-CZ

PL-CZ
PL-CZ
PL-SK
PL-SK
PL-SK
PL-SK
SIAT
SIAT
SIAT
SIHU
SIHU
SIHU
RGBG
RGBG
ROBG
RGBG
SHHR
SHHR
SHHR
RORS
RORS
RORS
RORS
HU-HR

HU-HR
HU-HR

Priority

Learning Region and Economic Competitiveness

Accessibility and Sustainable Development

Technical Assistance for the Process of Crossborder Cooperation
Innovation, Integration and Competitiveness

Sustainable Development and Accessibility

Technical Assistance for the Process of Crossborder Cooperation
Socio-economic Development, Tourism and Know-how Transfer
Regional Accessibility and Sustainable Development

Technical Assistance

Economic Relations, competitiveness and diversification

Territory and sustainability

Technical assistance to the process of cross-border cooperation
Strengthening of Accessibility, Environmental Protection and Risk
Prevention

Improvement of Conditions for Developing the Business Environ. and

Tourism

Support for Cooperation among Local Communities
Technical Assistance

Development of Cross-border Infrastructure

Social and Economic Development

Supporting Local Initiatives (micro projects)

Technical Assistance

Competitiveness, knowledge and economic cooperation
Sustainable and balanced development

Technical assistance

Increase the attractiveness of the cooperation area
Sustainable development

Technical assistance to the process of cross-border cooperation
Accessibility

Environment

Economic and Social Development
Technical Assistance

Economic and social development
Sustainable management of natural r esources
Technical Assistance

Economic and Social Development
Environment and Emergency Preparedness
Promoti ng 0peopgchanges o
Technical Assistance

Sustainable Environment and Tourism

peopl ed e

Cooperative Economy and Intercommunity Human Resources Devéd-

opment
Technical Assistance

cross-border cooperation programmes: eligible budget and priorities

EU contribu-
tion
27. 1
29. 1
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Figure 1 Survey answers: Cooperation themes

- spreading of responses -

All (incl. EU 15)

IPA
EU 12-15
EU 12
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
E Natural heritage utilization & Regional knowledge base “ Accessibility, communication
& Capacity building “Social, health care “Energy
Figure 2 Survey answers: Natural heritage utilization sub-themes - spreading of responses -
¥ Promotion of sustainable tourism
¥ Promotion of cultural heritage
¥ Protection of natural resources and biodiversity
® Natural and technological risk or hazard prevention
¥ Promotion of leisure activities
" Water, waste, soil, brownfields, air
Figure 3 Survey answers: Regional knowledge base sub-themes - spreading of responses -

B Knowledge and technology transfer

B SMEs and Entrepreneurship

" Research and development

B Social integration and employment measures
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3. It takes two to tango:
Conclusions on added
value

The main focus of this study is on the added value of territ o-
rial cooperation in Central and South -Eastern Europe. This
study is predominantly based on information provided by
project partners. As mentioned before, due to the nature and
size of cooperation programmes, it is i mportant to look for
added value from the cooperation itself.

In this chapter, the following aspects of added value are
analysed: the type of cross-border cooperation, the type of
added value, the g eographical level of added value, the time
when added value will become apparent and the maint e-
nance of added value.

The analysis shows that different types of ¢ ooperation gener-
ate different types of added value. In particular, the matur  i-
ty of the partne rship and the challenges tackled have a clear
impact on the project outcomes. Furthermore, there is a

strong focus on the partnership and networking dimension as
expected achievements in cross-border programmes. Other
important achievements identified in thi s study include joint
strategies and marketing of sustainable tourism, capacity

building and comparative stu dies & exchange of experiences.

The geographical level addressed varies depending on the
project, however, the survey answers illustrate that the
regional level clearly dominates. The added value often
comes with a considerable delay, making the m aintenance of
results beyond the project lifetime even more important.

In discussing Ewopean Territorial Cooperation, it is important
to effectively i llustrate its added value. Added value can
often easily be shown in anecdotal form, by showcasing ind i-
vidual projects. The present study, however, a ttempts to
discuss added value on a more general level for Central and
South-Eastern Europe, in order to provide meaningful substa n-
tial input for discussion of European Territorial Cooper ation
and its future.

It is especially important to be able to assess the added value
of programmes and projects at two specific moments in the
programme cycle:

First, when making funding decisions, it is cr ucial to have a
clear understanding of the e xpected added value of each
project. Apart from the fo rmal criteria to be fulfilled, the
main question when selecting the best pr ojects to fund should
be how they add value. It is i mportant to know the expected
added value of a project and to dete rmine if this value is
what is most needed/desired in the programme area.

Second, when discussing the impacts of a programme and to
what degree it contributes to changing the situation described
in the SWOT analysis of the programme &in other words, how
well the programme addressed the challenges that made it
necessary to begin with. In order to i nvolve politicians and
integrate into the policy context of European territorial coo  p-
eration, it is important to illustrate the added value of a
programme at the local, regional, national and Eur opean
level.

Evaluations of added value can therefore provide an oppo r-
tune moment for reflect ion and learning. Evaluations carried
out during the programme period are especially useful for

stepping back, seeing how things are perceived from the
outside, and drawing conclusions about future dec isions and
presentation of a programme. In this respect , evaluations are
learning instruments and should be unde rstood as such.

The added value of territorial cooperation co mprises a large
number of different aspects and in fact can mean rather
different things to different parties 8 depending upon their
individual preferences and background. To structure the
debate, it is i mportant to look at: the type of cross border
cooperation involved, the type of added value produced, the
geographical level of the added value, how long must we wait
to see the added value and how long the added value will
last. These questions are explored in more detail b elow.

3.1 What type of cross -border cooperation?

Previous evaluations have shown that there are different
types of cooperation and that they pr oduce different forms of
added value. It is therefore important to disti nguish between
projects addressing (a) joint and (b) common challenges.
Joint challenges are identical challenges that concern all
project partners. Projects with joint cha llenges may be built
along the same corridor (river, road etc.) or within a fun c-
tional region (commuter area etc.). For instance, flood risk
prevention projects along the same river address a joint
challenge: the investments undertaken and the implement a-
tion of a forecasting model for the entire  cooperation area
directly affect all partners. Put differently, flooding that
occurs in one of the partner regions has an immediate i mpact
on the rest of the partner r egions.

Common challenges are challenges that are similar in all
partner areas. These challenges are often addressed through
cooperation in disconnected areas. Staying with the e xample
of flood risk prevention projects, a project to address co m-
mon challenges might involve setting up a forecast model in
one fluvial area that may po ssibly be adapted to other fluvial
areas bearing similar specific characteristics. In this case,
flooding in one region does not necessarily affect the partner
regions. Projects that address common challenges focus more
on exchange of good practices and studies. In this case, re-
sults of project a ctivities first serve a single region and only
later benefit the e ntire partnership.

Joint or common challenges have different a dvantages and
disadvantages and some types of added value suit one type
rather than the other. The analysis of the projects has clearly
shown that there are differences between the pr ogrammes
with regard to their focus on common or joint challenges.
Different types of cooperation will also yield different ou t-
comes.

The analysis examined both new programmes and programmes
that have already had a long history of cooperation. Expect a-
tions for the outcomes of those programmes need to be fo r-
mulated according to their history of cooperation and their
existing networks. Partnerships grow over time, from getting
together to getting to know each other, from building up
mut ual trust t o successfully
programmes are thus expected to deliver more significant
outcomes as they can take up existing administrative fram e-
works, develop previously conducted studies and use already
established contacts.

Along with the age of the pr ogramme, the study shows that
another important aspect is the age of the partnership i n-
volved in a project. The partnership history of a project can

determine how easily pr oject activities can be impl emented.
Partnerships that have already developed well-functioning
cooperation patterns through previous cooper ation are likely
to get directly to the heart of the project, whereas new

partnerships first need to agree on a commo n understanding
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before starting the project activities. The expectation of
results from 0ol do
than expectations for new ones. New and old partnerships,
which are ind ependent from programme history, can be found
throughout IPA CBC pogrammes and EU 1215 programmes.

For instance, according to the programme secretariat Rom a-
nia-Serbia, most of the potential f uture project partners know

each other from previous cooperation °. However, because
project implementation require ments have changed substan-
tially under the current programme period, cooperation a p-
pears to be much more demanding: The old partners must get

p efaret be enigheh i p s

used to changes regarding the lead partner principle, the
administration procedures and the type of projects su pported.

Table 2

Common chal-
lenges

(mainly focus on
comparative
studies, exchange
of good practice)

Joint challe nges
(focus on joint
investments, joint
strategies, joint

Young coopera-
tion

(it takes time to
establish mutual
understanding and
trust)

1) Networking and
new insights;
addressing the
challenge of
transferability

3) Networking and
new insights
provide first
tangible results

Mature coope ra-
tion

(well deve loped
cooperation pat-
terns, mean part-
ners can focus on
the task)

2) New knowledge
and solutions are
shared;

tangible results
for single areas

4) New knowledge
and solutions are
shared,;

tangible results

marketing etc.) for the joint area

Table 2 above summarizes the different types of cooper ation
delivering four different types of added value.

As will be explained later, almost half of the su rvey responses
mention joint strategies, jointi nvestment and joint marketing
as an expected project outcome.

3.2 What type of added value?

Among the particu larly prominent types of added value pr o-
duced by cross-border cooperation in this study are (a)

new/improved networks and partnerships, and (b) various

kinds of achievements. Both of these types of accomplis h-
ments can be important for the deve lopment of an area, and
targeted que stions are required to reveal where exactly the

added value lies. For most types of cooperation, the main

added value is linked to integration of the pr oject activities or

resul ts i nt odapwodipdliee.s ever

3.2.1 Networkin g and partnership

The collaboration of partners from different countries is a
major characteristic of cross -border cooperation and also one
of the basic ideas behind it.

Developing crossborder cooperation helps to overcome the
relative isolation that bor der areas can experience in their
national context. Another objective of this collaboration is to
provide platforms for approaching deve lopmental challenges
and opportunities that can only be addressed through i n-
volvement on both sides of a border. Establi shing formal and

0 Until Marc h 2010, the IPA CBC programme RomaniaSerbia
had not yet approved any projects. By June 2010, the pr o-
gramme approved projects under each of the three priorities.

informal networks across the border is an i mportant means to
thesehends.| d t her

Yet another goal of collaboration is to encourage people who

usually are not involved in European business to build links
and contact ne tworks across national borders. This gives them
the opportunity to see how they can be tter approach their
challenges jointly dwith par tners from other countries or with

inspiration from solutions pra cticed in other parts of Europe.

All of the above comprise important steps in European inte-
gration. They are even more i mportant at a time when the
European idea appears more distant to many European citi-
zens.

The analysis illustrates the strong emphasis that project
partners put on the partnership and ne twork dimension. A
good partnership is usually the key factor in determining the
success of these projects, but extended networks and dee p-
ened cooperation are also important benefits of the work.
Indeed, the use of contacts established through cooperation is
considered one of the leading be nefits that project partners
can enjoy after the programme is over.

The importance of the partnership and network dimension
was underlined by the r espondents in the quantitative survey
and qualitative interviews regardless of their type of cooper a-
tion (i.e . partnership history or focus of coo peration & see
Chapter 4). The survey found that r espondents in projects
involving partners from both the EU 12 and the EU 15 genera I-
ly had more limited kno wledge of the partners and less prev i-
ous cooperation with those partners, when co mpared to other
cooperation config urations (only EU 12, only EU 15 or IPA
CBC). Furthermore, projects that combined EU 12 and the EU
15 partners gave greater priority to establishing ne tworks as a
motivation for engaging in a coope ration project.

Overall, the strong emphasis of the partnership and networ k-
ing dimension underlines the contribution cross -border coop-
eration makes to European integration in Central and South -
Eastern Europe.

3.2.2 Contributions to development

Another major adde d value of the projects surveyed is contr i-
bution to the development of areas. This can take very diffe r-
ent forms, inclu ding investments, generation of new
knowledge, stimul ation of development and policy processes
or changes in working routines. As will be discussed subs-
quently, projects can contribute to development of di  fferent
types of territories, form the very local to the Europ ean.

The analysis of the present cross-border projects has revealed
a several predominant types of co ntributions:

Joint achie vements

Different types of achievements are connected with different
types of added value. Previously the distinction was made
between joint and common challenges approached by cross -
border cooperation. A review of the expected achiev ements
of the cross-border projects shows a strong focus on joint
achievements. This is particularly pronounced in the field of
natural heritage utilisation, where joint strategies, joint
investment or joint marke ting feature in more than 40% of
survey responses to questions about comes. For projects in
the regional knowledge base section, the corr esponding figure
was only 25%.

- --16---
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Capacity building

Overall, capacity building is expected to be the second most
important single achievement, after joint strategies. It is even
expected to be the main achievement for projects in the field

of regional knowledge base (in particular with regard to r e-
search and development) and for IPA CBC cooperation. Thus
mutual learning and the generation of new knowledge are
important ways in which cross -border cooperation increases
the capacity of stakeholders in the programme area.

Natural heritage utilisation & tourism

In terms of absolute figures, projects in the field of natural
heritage wutilisation, and pa
tonofsust ai nabl e touri smo, are ot
lute terms, the most frequently expected type of achiev e-
ment is joint marketing in the field of sustainable tourism.
This includes a wide range of different a ctivities, from the
development and marketing of tourist routes to activities
ai med at obrandi ngo6 aationeagd laca
events focusing on sustainable tourism. This situation may
change, however, for two re asons: (1) in the coming years
more projects have to be approved and thus the thematic
focus could change, and (2) in some areas (e.g. infrastructure
investments) projects tend to have a larger financial env e-
lope, and as a result may be less numerous.

Comparative studies and exchange of good pra ctice

These more traditional types of achievements of cross-border
cooperation have a relatively low representation, and toget h-
er amount to less than 15% of the expected achiev ements.
However, there are considerable variations. Compar ative
studies and exchange of good practice tend to be given great-
er importance by those working in the field of regional
knowledge base ¢ particularly efforts aimed at social integr a-
tion and employment 9 and in IPA CBC programmes. Another
variable affecting the need for this type of coope ration is an
ar e a0 s uspexperiericeoand the degree of harmonisation
and understanding of the admini strative and legal stru ctures
on both sides of the border. Indeed, co mparative studies and
exchange of good practice remain important features for
strengthening cross-border under standing and integration, and
also for disseminating innovative solutions.

The above-mentioned achievements are expected to generate
a wide range of benefits. Most frequently mentioned is

awareness raising. In the field of regional knowledge base,
the most frequently mentioned expected benefit is access to

new solutions. In general, the expected be nefits vary wid ely
between different thematic orient ations and also between
different types of pr ogrammes. Readers interested in these
aspects are referred to the detailed picture presented in

Chapter 5.3.

Most of the above-mentioned achievements r emain among the
intangible contributions to the development of an area. Co n-
crete, tangible co ntributions can only be seen when studying
single project examples. Becausethese pr oj ect sd
focuses and activities, they remain hidden at programme or
cross-programme level. Furthermore, it is important to r e-
member that cross-border ETC programmes have only 1/11 of
the-per capita funding given to the m ajor ERDF progranmes
under the convergence and regional competitiveness obje c-
tives. For this reason it is esp ecially useful to map out what
cross-border cooperation pr ogrammes achieve with regard to
new investments, new solutions, new technol ogies, new or
stronger cultural and economic cooperation 0 let alone their
networking and partnership dime nsions (see Chater 4.3 and
5.2).

ti

he

>

3.3 Added value at what level?

The added value of territorial cooperation actions can be seen
at different geographical levels. Whereas some activ ities
deliver a clear added value at a very local level, others deli  v-
er added value with regard to the development of overarc hing
European or transnational policies. Therefore, in discus sing
added value, it is i mportant to identify at which geograp hical
level the added value is to be expected or desired.

The analysis shows that more over 50% of the respandents put
the focus on the regional level. The detailed understanding

and delineation of the t eactno
project, but can mainly be understood as some form of wider
geographical area, preferably i nvolving both sides of the

Gorded Projetts focl s h3 € o h i IS dper8ef nge Ul Fsth p 6

1 Aevdte theld MAN' aBehton to thé regfoRaf level. This is
followed by projects in the fields of so cial integr ation and
empl oyment and

Theylecal jevek recgivessthej sgcond -most attention after the
regional level. The local level is more important for projects
addressing natural heritage utilisation than it is for effo  rts in
the field of regional knowledge base. In particular, projects
on risk prevention and natural and cultural heritage develo p-
ment and pr otection, as well as those promoting leisure acti v-
ities, have a stronger focus on the local level.

Larger geographical areas, such as the programme area, or
the national, transn ational/macro -regional or European level,
are much more rarely the centre of atte ntion. They receive
more atte ntion in the field of regional knowledge base than in

other cooperation themes, espe cially by partnerships working
with research and developme nt or

transfero.

Previous evaluations have shown that cooperation projects
have considerable impact on the working ro utines of the
partners. In fact, the actual appl ication of new solutions and
knowledge will only have its full i mpact if it tran slates into
changes to the relevant working ro utines. Whether and to
what degree this happens is certainly only po ssible to judge
after the fact. At present the a nalysis shows that changes in
working routines are e xpected only to a minor degree.

Overall, the main group expected to use the r esults of these
projects is the public administr ation, followed by the project
partners the mselves. Citizens are seen as the third-largest
beneficiaries of cooperation r esults. Citizens are mainly e x-
pected to benefit from various forms of investments followed
by the knowledge and products generated through cooper a-
tion.

Other user groups, such as the private sector, politicians or
NGOs, are only consicered to a minor degree as key target
groups.

3.4 When will the added value be seen?

F})Yeﬁitor%llcélogeFat?oﬁ, the added value often comes with a
considerable time delay, and there may also be both short -
term and long -term effects. It is therefore importa nt to con-
sider what can actually be seen when, and to adjust expect a-
tions accordingly. Furthermore, it is necessary to di stinguish
between the expected main effects and possible side effects
of cooperation. Quite often, unexpected positive or negative
side effects can be much stronger than the main effects of a
project.

oknowl edge

0Oregionéd

tend

okmowlogdge ramd ftee @ .

and t

ecC



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South-Eastern Europe

The analysis reveals that the expected short -term effects are
exchange of good practice, investment, infrastructure mea s-
urements and communication and dissemination activities.
The long-term effects expected are: realisation of innovative
technologies and methods, redu ction of cu ltural differences,
greater attractiv eness of regions and better social and eco-
nomic conditions for inhabitants.

3.5 How long will the added value last?

A lot of people administering projects carefully plan and
develop their activities but fail to co nsider how the results or
activities will be kept alive once the funded project is fina |-
ised. Badcally, funding should only be seen as temporary
support and not as a continuing mechanism renewed from
programme period to programme period. A crucial question,
ther efore, is how long the added value will remain and what
happens when a funded project co ncludes.

Sustainability is expressed in two ways in the present analysis:

First, the review of the par tnership history shows that many
present partnerships have, at least partially, a joint hi  story,
and are thus a form of continuation. In fact, past evaluations
have shown that a project team only establishes a foundation
of understanding and mutual trust after one project is impl e-
mented. Thereafter, the project team is able to deliver much
better quality ou tcomes.

Second, all interviewees have stressed that they want to
continue their cooperation beyond the present project, and
are already looking for ways to do so. There is evidence that
cooperation tends to become more and more informal over
time and often takes a more personal tone. Indeed, the pe o-
ple and their ability to get along shape the success of a coo p-
erative effort. In th e most successful cases, professional
cooperation develops into frien dship, which can be the best
guarantee that the work will continue.

However, it is also true that the focus on projects and funding
periods is often a major barrier for long -term developm ents
or sustainability of ne tworks, results and activities beyond the
funded project. This is not to suggest that cross -border coop-
eration reject the project approach, but rather that the
relevant stakeholders and project partners need to think
beyond the timeframe of their projects, to find a way to
ensure continuity. To be successful, cross-border cooperation
should be considered as an activity that goes beyond EU fund-
ing mechanisms.

- understanding the added value
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4. Partnership

Partnership between partners from different countries is a
key characteristic of cross -border cooperation programmes.
The partnership dimension also clearly distinguishes cross-
border cooperation programmes from other EU pr o-
grammes. Networking and working in partne rship is the
most important assets cross-border cooperation pr o-
grammes possess.

Although the partnerships in the twelve programmes an a-
lysed tended to be rather homogenous as far as the profe s-
sional background of organisations and individ uals is con-
cerned, the cross-border dimension still creates consider a-
ble cultural and linguistic complexity. In about 50% of all
cases observed the partnership can be characterised as
fairly new, i.e. there was little previous cooperation exp e-
rience or par tners hardly knew each other beforehand. The
study shows, furthermore, that the partnership d imension
is an important motivation for partners to join the venture
and that extended networks and partnerships are expected
to be an i mportant benefit of the coo peration.

Project partnerships are the basis of cross -border coopera-
tion. Evaluations of territorial coope ration have repeatedly
shown that the importance of transnational and cross -border
partnerships cannot be stressed too highly. Various dimensions
of the added value of territorial cooperation are directly or
indirectly linked to the value of par tnership.

For one thing, partnerships on the ground are an important

tool for a bottom -up approach to challenges facing cross
border areas: These partnerships can draw on local and tacit
knowl edge about an emtals.ads

Furthermore, territorial cooperation offers a pla tform for
people who usually are not involved in European or intern a-
tional affairs to build contact networks across E urope and to
see how they benefit from cooperation with partners in other
countries. Besides the direct and/or ind irect benefits, these
partnerships offer the oppo rtunity to build trust, which is the
foundation for deepening relatio nships in the long run. Thus,
territorial cooperation partnerships are a concrete and i m-
portant step in European integration and in boosting the
participation of people who usually are not involved in Eur o-
pean affairs.

One caveat, however, is that project partnerships need to be
carefully designed to suitthepr oj ect s ai ms,
not i nv o l|Ewapeam prdjegt professi onal s 6.
between the perceived formal requirements for the partne r-
ship composition and the actual need for broader particip a-
tion must be found on a case -to-case basis.

In the following sections, the partnerships of the 12  cross
border cooperation programmes analysed will be di scussed
with regard to their d iversity, history, motivation and e x-
pected use.

4.1 Diverse partnerships

Territorial cooperation partnerships are chara cterised by high
diversity and complexity. In most cases the partnerships
involve linguistic and cultural differences, as well as diffe r-
ences in the professional background of the participating

individuals and the formal background of the partic ipating
organisations. Consequently, the cooperation environme nt
often involves working with a culturally diverse team, and is

hampered by the constraints of one or more foreign la n-

needs

and

A

guages. These factors add to the challenge of commun icating
across national, disciplinary and instit utional borders.

Although the diversity of the partnerships poses one of the
greatest challenges to territorial cooper ation, this d iversity is
also one of its major assets.

The cross-border nature of these partne rships is a given fac-
tor, but the interdiscipl inary background is variable. Some
projects involve partners with very diverse professional and
institutional backgrounds, while others are relatively homog e-
nous. In the case of the Central and South -Eastern European
cross-border cooperation programmes, most pr ojects are
rather homogeneous.

In only a little more than 20% of the cases, the professional
backgrounds of the individuals participating in the projects
are of a clear interdi sciplinary or diverse nature. In about 50%
of the partnerships, the professional background of partic i-
pants is characterised as being similar and in nearly 30% of
the cases, their background is judged to be highly similar.
There are, however, diffe rences between the programmes.
The Italy-Austria programme shows the highest levels of par t-
ner diversity: Almost 40% of their partnerships are characte r-
ised as dverse. The Poland-Czech Republic and Poland-
Slovakia programmes have the more homogenous partner-
ships: Less than 15% of them are characterised as diverse. In
general, partnerships between EU 12 and EU 15 partners tend
to be the most diverse. If classified according to the overall
themes of natural heritage util isation and regional knowledge
base, the differences in partnership diversity are only m inor
(see Figure 4).

The diversity of inst itutions involved also varies. In more than
30% of the cases, the institutional bac kground is characterised
s fliyersg, @nd in 4% of the cases it is considered highly di-
verse. For just more than 20% of the partnerships, the instit u-
tional background is characterised as highly similar, and in
about 40% of the cases, it is characterised as similar. As with
professional backgrounds, the diversity of institutions involved
in the partnerships varies between the programmes. Pr o-
grammes involving the EU 12 regions have more homogenous
institutional par tnerships 0 less than 20% are diverse & than
programmes between EU 12 and EU 15 regions, which are
diverse in more than 45% of the cases. As regards single pro-
grammes, Austria-Hungary and SloveniaAustria show the
highest levels of diversity of inst itutional partners, with more
than 50% being described as diverse. The Pland-Czech Re-
public and Poland-Slovakia programmes are more homoge-
nous, with less than 25% of the int uitional partners being
characterised as diverse. As was the case with professional
backggoynd, $hg @verall hemes of natural heritage utilisation

i regignal knowledge base show the same level of instit u-
tional diversity in par tnerships (see Figure 5).

One example of a partnership involving parties with similar

institutional backgrounds is the pr oject Tatry ¢ Oc
dziew®p-lne dziagania wgadz
trwagego rozwoju Miasta TVap

proved under the programme Poland-Slovakia. The project,
involving one municipality on the Polish side and one on the
Slovak side, aims at broadening cooperation between these
two towns in the field of tourism, culture and leisure activ  i-
ties.

An example of a rather heterogeneous partne rship is the
ESPAN project approved under the Austria -Hungary pro-
gramme. It involves private en terprises, regional gover n-
ments, one regional development agency, one centre for

™ Tatra united, not divided, local authorities as guarantee of
the sustainable development of the City and District Tvrdosin
Koscielisko.
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regional studies, one community of interest, one business
network association and one municipality.

In both cases (homogeneity or heterogeneity), the prime
consideration should be to have the composition of the par t-
nership correspond to the problem addressed by the project.

Previous evaluations (B6hme et al. 2003) have shown that the
complexity of a partnership influences its achievements and
also that professional diversity is an important component of
this complexity. Usually, more homogeneous project teams
engage in concrete, often tec hnical tasks, and they have a
straightforward project approach. Heter ogeneous project
teams need more time to establish a common understanding
to bridge their co gnitive distance. In such cases, work on the
actual content of the project often facilitates learning in
other important areas, especially the work of esta blishing
crossborder and interdisciplinary cooperation. The more
heterogeneous groups can turn their diversity into an add i-
tional asset if they manage to establish a common pla tform
and mutual understanding. This usually requires a suff icient
degree of communality and strong i nterest in the joint exe r-
cise. Past experience shows that good relationships at the
personal level are crucial for overcoming the challenges of
diversity and turning them into an a sset.

4.2 Partnerships and their history

Partnerships mature and grow over time and as they do, they
can progressively increase their pe rfor mance. Turning diversi-
ty and cross-border diversity in general into an a dvantage,
and fully drawing on the potentials of a project partnership,
requires a good interplay between the par tners. It is not
unusual for project teams without a co mmon history to spend
a substantial part of the project implementation period wor k-
ing on establishing smooth cooperation. Projects involving a
team or institution with a considerable cooperation history
can often accomplish more than new project teams.

The project alpannoia of the programme Austria -Hungary can
look back at on a rather long history of cooperation. A Lea d-
er+ project, "alpannoia - Wanderweg der Superlative", was
started as early as the programme period 2000 -2006, and it
included some of the present partne rs. The aim of the present
project is to create a connected hiking path, with common
touri stic products, that reaches from the Eastern Alps in
Austria to the Pannonian lowlands in Hu ngary.

It might even make sense to consider whether different
benchmarks shoul d be used for oOnoovi
ject teams. The former might quite legitimately focus on
establishing networks and contacts through concrete cooper a-
tion, while the latter could be expected to draw on their
existing networks to achieve more substantial r esults.

For the Central and South-Eastern European crossborder
cooperat i on progr ammes, t he spli
ov et er geattGeamsris almost 50 -50. To provide a more
detailed picture, the analysis di stinguishes between those

Ohavioagnd&nal | their project
ohaving coalpiearaGg ewi tele some or
those who are oengaging with

Almost 40% of the respondents knew all their project cooper a-
tion partners beforehand, about 10% did n ot know any of their
cooperation partners befor ehand, and approximately 23%
knew only a few partners beforehand. However, there are
considerable diffe rences between the programmes. In general
the project partners in EU 12 programmes knew each other
best & more than 75% knew all or most project partners b e-
forehand & followed by EU 12-15 programmes, where previous
familiarity with most or all partners was at approximately
65%, and IPA CBC mgrammes, where it was just more than

ce

Par toR Sdgamn
M Oonfint wher conbpArifigThrogrdirih
t ot @ds. ItSstinipdsBiflettd nfake-a fair comparison of projects if

60%. Among the individual programmes, the Italy -Austria
programme had the highest rate of project partners who knew
only some or none of their collaboration partners befor ehand.
The Romania-Bulgaria, Slovenia-Hungary and PolandCzech
Republic programmes had the highest shares of project part-
ners who knew most or all of their collab oration partners
beforehand.

There is also a considerable difference of familiarity with
partners when we divide the respondents a ccording to the
geographical level addressed by their cooperation topic.
Projects working at the EU or transn ational level had the
highest levels of previous cooperation, followed at some
distance by projects focu sing on the regional and local level.

There is only a weak link between the history of the partne r-
ship and the type of exp ected outputs. Projects that had
grant systems and joint investments as outputs had the hig h-
est share of respondents who knew all or most of their coo p-
eration partners beforehand. Pr ojects producing comparative
studies and information systems had the lowest share of
respondents knowing all or most of their partners b eforehand,
though this figure was still more than 60%.

When it comes to previous cooperation experience, slightly
less than 50% of the respondents had coopeated with all or
most project partner s beforehand, and just more than 20%
had not cooperated with any of the current project partners
beforehand. There are again visible differences between the
programme types and programmes. They reflect the same
pattern as described above concerning previou s knowledge of
the cooperation partners.

In the framework of the project Zkval i tncn?
strukt ur ydR&lkoh ¥ approved under the programme
Poland-Czech Republic, the two municipalities Bozanov and
Radkéw work for the first time on a bigge r project (involving a
budget of more than EUR 4 million). The two municipalities

still have to get to know one another, and u nderstand their
counterpartds approach to pr
enhance tourism and recreation oppo rtunities as well as to
improve transpo rtation on both sides of the border.

If we look at the geographical aspects of the projects, we
again see that partners share more history at the transnatio n-
al or European level. More than 70% of the partners working at
that level had c ooperated together before. The lowest level
of previous cooperation, less than 40%, was found in projects
addressing the national level.

6 and oOveterandé pr

As for type of activity, for projects involved in capacity buil  d-
ing more than 50% of the project partners had coope rated
previously with all or most of their present partners. This is
followed by projects involving joint investments. Pr ojects
involved in joint marke ting and grant systems are those with
the lowest fi gures for a history of joint cooperation with their

RN een oOnoviced and

As the history of partnerships can have considerable influence
acdhigvenSehts théke figurel hdufd be kept in
es or different types of pr o-

we do not consider the complexity of a partnership and its
history.
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Figure 4

Survey answers: Partnerships' professional background
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Figure 5

Survey answers: Partnerships' institutional background

All answers (incl. EU 15)
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Figure 6

Survey answers: Previous cooperation experience
- have cooperated with ... of the present partners -

All answers (incl. EU 15)
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Figure 7

Survey answers: Motivation for participating in cross-border projects

All answers (incl. EU 15)

Natural heritage utilization

Regional knowledge base

IPA
EU 12-15

EU 12

0% 10%  20%  30%  40%  50%  60%  70%  80%  90%  100%

“New networks & Exchange of experience “ Continuation of activities

“New joint solutions “New common solutions

22



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South -Eastern Europe- understanding the added value

4.3 Partnership as a motivation for particip  a-
tion

The partnership is not only
cess, it is also an important motivation for engaging in territ orial
cooperation projects. Informal and formal networks are generally
importa n t in todayds society, and
project partnerships are important for larger European integr a-
tion.

In the online survey, respondents were asked to ind icate their
main motivation for engaging in the cross -border cooperation
project. The options available were (a) new networks, (b) e x-
change of good practice, (c) continuation of activities, (d) new
joint solutions, (e) new common solutions and (f) others.

Overall, new networks was the top motivation, ind icated by more
than 30% of the respondents. The responses differed greatly ac-

cording to pr ogramme. In the case of ltaly -Au st r i a twonrekws én

was the motivation listed by more than 40% of the respon dents,
and there were slightly lower figures for Au stria-Czech Republic
and Austria-Hungary. The lowest number of pr ojects listing the
building of new ne tworks as a motivation for cooperation could be
found in Romania and Serbia and Croatia and Slowenia. In general,
projects with partners from EU 12 -15 regions rank the importance
of new networks as a motivation markedly higher than partners of
EU 12 or IPA CBC mgrammes. When broken down by the thematic
orientation of the cooperation, it a ppears that par tnerships in the
field of regional kno wledge base put a much stronger emphasis on
new networks as a motivation for their cooperation than did pr o-
jects with other thematic orie ntations.

Indeed, while creating new networks is the main motiv ation for
cooperation between most EU 12 and EU 15 patners (Slovenia
Austria being the e xception with e xchange of experience and new
joint solutions listed as prime motivation), in almost all other
cases this is topped by continuation of activities. Co ntinuation of
activities is clearly t he main motiv ation for projects under EU 12
and IPA CBC progranmes (Poland-Slovakia and Hungary-Croatia
being the exce ptions).

The second most frequently
mon solutionsé. For
gramme Hungary-Croatia it was even indicated as the main mot i-
vation. Overall it appears that new common solutions are an
important motivation for project partners in IPA CBC and nat ural
heritage utilisation projects.

The third most common factor motivating partic ipants to engage
in cross-border projects was continuation of activities.  dContinua-
tion of activitiesdé is,
indicated most by partners from EU 12 and also IPA CBC pro-
grammes. It is of particular significance in the Romani a-Bulgaria,
Poland-Czech Republic and SloveniaCroatia programmes. It is also
notable that the co ntinuation of activities is an important motiv.  a-
tion for pr oject partners working in the field of natural heritage
utilisation, whereas it is much less i mportant for those in the field
of regional knowledge base.

The i mportance of oOcontinuation
projects raises the question of what comes first in the develo p-
ment of the project: the project idea or the partnership? For IPA
CBC pojects, and pr ojects with partners from both EU 12 and EU
15 regions, the project idea came first in more than 60% of the
cases. In contrast, in projects where only EU 12 partners are
involved, the partne rship came first in more than 60% of the
cases.

A tentative conclusion from these figures is that cross -border
cooperation between EU 12 and EU 15 and in IPA CBC programmes
generally begins with the topic, and then the networks are built,

so these projects clearly co ntribute to the establishment of th e-

ac-key

respondermts

matic cross-border networks. Cooperation within EU 12 regions, on
the other hand, builds to a much larger extent on existing ne t-
works and the contin uation of activities. It can therefore be a s-
sumed that projects within the EU 12 can reach more substantial

préjé€ct a@ieltmBns thin p@jécts BetwBeh hid EUCLE HEEUIH
where more energy may be needed to establish cooperation ro u-
tines and networks, especially since these par tnerships tend to

a Sincl@ & higRer @vErkitd of Brojett paiifert thanane Bréjects of

EU 12regions.

4.4 Partnerships as expected uses

Partnership is not only a determining factor in the success of
projects and an important motivation for engaging in cross -border
projects, it is also co nsidered an important achievement that
project par tners expect to use in the future.

In the survey, respondents were asked to identify the most i m-
ortant project achievements that they e xpected to use in the
uture (see also Chapter 5.4). A pproximately 30% of respondents
replied that the use of contacts established during the cooper a-
tion is something they regarded as an important future benefit of
the cooperation. Out of those respon dents, most regard the co n-
tacts as benefit for themselves. However, respondents also said
that the ge neral public, as well as actors in education and the
private sector, should benefit from contacts esta blished through
their project a ctivities.

When asked to rank the top five expected benefits, e xtended
networks and better cooperation were also clearly at the top of
the list.

When looking at the thematic orientation of the projects, these
partnership-related benefits are particularly pronounced for pr o-
jects in the fields of SMEs & entrepreneu rship, natural resources
(waste, water, soil, brown fields, air) and the pr  omotion of leisure
activities (see also Chapter 5.3).

In conclusion, partnership remains a crucial part of cross -border
cooperation and is one of the clear added values of the pr o-
grammes. However, even though partnerships are important and

menA t i o theydlesenve supporg trassyborder coopearatian shoutd mot become
f an instrumpent ihat simply Sunds thed same netwokks, pe rople and

projects from one period to the next. The partne rships and their
project ideas must be able to maintain the added value and ou t-
comes of their projects without EU funding once the funding
period is over.

Crossborder networks do require continuity to d evelop their full
potential, but EU programmes focusing on supporting single pr o-

a sivatoe nt i gentefar a limite@ period af tirle gre not thé right mearts to esta  b-

lish this continuity. These programmes can only provide assistance
for the initial establishment or targeted activ ities/projects of a
network. The necessary continuity needs to be e nsured by other
means.

activities6 as a motivation f
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5. Cross-border cooperation
makes the diffe rence

The analysis of expected achievements, benefits, future use and
future users clearly reveals that cross -border cooperation in
Central and South-Eastern Europe contributes to cross-border
integration an d to simulating regional development pote ntial.
Key issues for further analysis are the outstanding importance of
the partnership and networking dimension in this cooperation,
as well as the wide range of joint achievements and expected
benefits and user groups. Along with joint strat egies, joint
marketing and joint investments, capacity building and awar e-
ness raising are important features of ¢ ooperation at the regio n-
al and local level.

The discussion of the programmes and their themes in Chapter 2
described the diversity of activities within the analysed cross -
border cooperation pr ogrammes. It also revealed that, regarding

expected outcome of projects, tou rism and leisure activities were

dominant. However, if these responses are presented in relative
terms and with a breakdown by sub -theme, a more nuanced pi c-
ture emerges.

This Chapter discusses project expectations regarding (1) the
geographical level targeted, (2) expected achievements, (3) e x-
pected benefits, (4) e xpected future use of the achiev ements, and
(5) expected user groups. For each sub-chapter there is a general
text presen ting the main findings on the subject, together with a
one-page text box in green and blue. These boxes pre sent more
detailed findings with regards to the sub -themes of natural heri t-
age utilisation ( green) and regional knowledge base (blue).

In short this chapter illustrates the diversity of cross -border coop-
eration activities, which extend far b eyond joint regional tourism
cooperation and marketing. While there are many different th e-
matic orientations and types of activities, the main characteris tics
of the projects surveyed include working for cross -border integr a-
tion and stimulating development potential. We discuss these
characters further in the following subsections.

Working for cross -border integration

The strong partnerships formed, and the intensific ation of cross-
border networks and cooperation, is considered an important
benefit of project activities (see Chapter 4.3). Accordingl vy, the
use of contacts is ranked highest among the possible later uses of
the project experiences and results (see Chapter 4.4). This unde r-
lines once again the European integration dimension of the coo p-
eration.

Given this emphasis on the partnership dime nsion, there are high
expectations for joint achiev ements. In Chapter 3.1, we discussed
the diff erence between 0jointé and
can cooperate together on a joint solution or work on pa rallel
solutions for similar common challe nges. The responses discussed
in Chapter 3.2 underline the focus of cooperation on various types
of joint achievements, such as joint investments, joint stra tegies
and joint marketing. These types of activ ities involve a much
higher degree of integration between t he different stakeholders
than the more traditional cooperation project activities of e  x-
change of good practice or compar ative studies dfeatures that are
not very prominent in the analysed projects and pr ogrammes.

At the same time, it must be noted that d emand is still high for
exchange of good practice or comparative studies. In order to
facilitate cross -border cooperation and integration, exchange of
good practice and, in some cases, harmonisation of procedures,
instruments and databases is necessary.

Smulating development potential

Beyond the cross-border integration focus, there are also a nu m-
ber of aspects that should be of direct added value for the areas
addressed by these programmes. As mentioned previously, most
programmes aim at stimulating the development potential in their
area, in order to overcome developmental challenges and dispar i-
ties.

Capacity building, in various forms, ranks highly as an expected
achievement in all programmes and themes (see Chapter 5.2). In
the field of building the r egional knowledge base, in particular
with regard to projects with research and d evelopment activities,
capacity building is ranked as the most i mportant achievement.

Innovative solutions that are highly stressed in European develo p-
ment rhetoric rank rathe r low in the achievements expected by
the project partners (see Chapter 5.2). Cooperation in working on

onatur al and technological risk
wast e, soil, brownfields, airy
ment measur e sddo achieveenrre i this eegard than

are projects in other areas.

In response to the question of what aspects of the project will be
used later on, primary emphasis was placed on the co ntacts (see
Chapter 5.4). However, the knowledge and products generat ed
through the cooperation was also ranked highly, as were various
forms of investments. Although previous evaluations have shown
that one of the main future uses of project achiev ements was
change of working routines, the par tners ranked this lowest. This
could partly be explained by the fact that this study was conduc t-
ed near the beginning of ationhaad
outcomes such as changes in work routines are often only visible
after a pr oject is over.

When it comes to future user groups, th e project partners consi d-
er themselves to be a main user group. The significance of project
achievements for other user groups varies considerably (see Chap-
ter 5.5). For instance, the educational sector is e xpected to be
the largest user group when it come s to projects in the field of
regional knowledge base. In this field the private se ctor is also
considered to be an important user group. In the case of natural
heritage utilisation and IPA CBC programmes, public administr a-
tion is considered the largest user group.

5.1 Addressing different geographical levels

Crossborder cooperation projects can target activities at diffe  r-
ent geographical levels, ranging from very local to European or
even global. However, the large majority of the projects target
the local and regional level.

Responses pertaining to the main geographical level addressed 8
local, regional, national, programme area, transnational, or the

0 ¢ OEMER4Ah GeveP (Scb tidure 8) 'S Showed tBak thePetare Sliffe rences

between the p rogrammes and themes. Furthermore there appears
to be a connection between a
pathner sd motivation to join the
the partne rship.

Overall, the regional level is clearly the main geographic area
targeted by the projects. This is followed by the local level and
after that the programme level. The Poland -Czech Republic,
Austria-Czech Republic, Italy-Austria and Slovenia-Hungary pro-
grammes have the heaviest focus on the regional level. The P o-
land-Czech Republic, Austria-Hungary and SloveniaHungary pro-
grammes also aldress the local level to a greater degree than the
other programmes. If we combine the regional and local a reas, we
find a particularly strong focus on those levels in the Poland -Czech
Republic and Austria -Czech Republic programmes.

il
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or 0
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The Austria-Czech Republic project Cyklo Lipensko-Muhlviertel ,
for instance, has a very regional focus, as it envisages i mproving
conditions for bike tourism in the region. The project also aims at

increasing the attractiveness of the region through i mproved
infrastructure, cooperation and relations, as well as co mmon
marketing activities. To do this, the pr oject r estores and builds
new cycle tracks and publishes information material. Regional
offices will support the web portals beyondthepr oj ect 8 s

As was previously mentioned, the local level is ranked second
after the regional level as the ge ographical area targeted by
cross-border cooperation. This is true for all programmes an a-
lysed. However, there are differences in the extent to which the
local level is addressed. Natural heritage utilisation pr ojects have
a considerably stronger focus on the local level than do projects
focusing on regional knowledge base. The local level is also ad-
dressed to a greater extent by ETC projects than by IPA CBC pro-
jects.

One interesting example of a rather locally orie ntated natural
heritage project is the ltaly -Austria project Kneipp. The overall
aim of the project is to foster health tourism as a possible sourc e
of economic growth in the three participating municipal ities
Scheffau (IT) Niederdorf (IT) and Fusch (AT). The project activities
are different in all three munic ipalities because there are great
disparities in local i nfrastructure. For instance, Fusch p lans to
restore its nine mineral springs whereas Niederdorf already has
well functioning mineral springs. This disparity in expertise offers
great potential for one partner can learn from the experience of
the other.

Most projects only address the national , programme, macro -
regional and European level to a minor e xtent. Only in the case of
IPA CBC projects do these levels receive more attention & with
more than 40% of them targeting geographical le vels greater than
the regional level. IPA CBC projects are also the only ones where
the transnational or macro -regional level is addressed by a some-
what larger share of the respon dents 9 though it must be noted
that there are only a few total responses from this group of pr o-
jects.

If we look at single programmes, t he picture is slightly more n u-
anced. The Poland-Slovakia, Austria-Slovakia and Slowenia-Austria
programmes show the strongest focus on the national level. The
SloveniaHungary, SloveniaCroatia and RomaniaBulgaria pro-
grammes are the most prominent in addr essing the programme
area level. The transnational and European levels receive most
attention from the Romania -Serbia"®, Romania-Bulgaria and Hun-
gary-Croatia programmes.

One example of cooperation at the programme level is the strat e-
gic project Socio-economic condition and evaluation of the Rom a-
nia-Bulgaria Cross-Border Area between 2009-2015. The overview
of the socio -economic situation in the entire cross -border region is
intended for use by local administrations/committees and pr o-
gramme bodies, to help in crease their administr ative capacity in
European policy matters and give them a better understan ding of
the needs of the population, so that they can a dapt their aims and
priorities a ccordingly.

As was mentioned above, the need to d evelop new networks is, in
general, the main motivation for engaging in cross -border cooper-
ation. This focus is particularly pronounced in responses indica ting
the programme level as their main target area. Responses focu sing
on the local level differ from others, as they indicat e new net-
works, continuation of activities and new common solutions as

almost equally important motivations for cooperation. Respon d-
ents whose work addresses the national level indicate are much

3 The programme Romania-Serbia published an open link to the
survey on the programme website, for use by potential future
project partners, as there had been no approved project at the
time of study i mplementation.

more likely to say that finding new joint and common solution s is
their motivation for cooper ation.

In absolute terms, the largest group of r esponses addresses the
regional level and indicates new networks as main motiv ation.

| i f eThe pnggect Regionet Aktiv, approved under the Austria -Hungary

programme, seeks to build sustainable enterprise networks in the
participa ting partner regions and would eventually connect these
networks at the cross-border level. Doing this implies suppor ting
already existing regional networks and creating new clusters
where there are none. The project a ctivities are very flexible and
adapted to the cha llenges and needs of the individual regions.

Even within the same regions, there may be diffe rences in the way
networks are created or supported before they can be consolida t-
ed at the regional or ¢ rossborder level.

The responses show some variation with regard to the connection
between the history of the partne rships and the geographical level
addressed. Although there are relatively few partnerships for
broader geographical areas, two trends can b e noticed among
them: There is a high share of previous cooperation experience in
partnerships targeting the transn ational or European level and the
low level of previous cooperation e xperience among partnerships
targeting the n ational level.

Figure 8 provides a summary of the main di fferences discussed
above.

e - -25---
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Figure 8

Survey answers: Geographical level addressed by projects

All answers (incl. EU 15)

Natural heritage utilization

Regional knowledge base
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EU 12-15
EU 12
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Natural heritage utilisation:
Brief overview of the geographical levels addressed by sub -theme

Stronger focus on the local level. In the field of natural heritage util

isation, the regional level is the most ta rgeted, followed by the local

level. Overall, the responses in the field of natural heritage utilis ation suggest that projects in this field have a stronger local focus than

cooperation in other thematic fields.

Leisure and tourism activities have a particular strong focus on the regional level.

Targeting of the regional level is particularly strong

when it comes to opromotion of sust ai mjectlnehissub tthemestargét,the eeg ionaldevet Thisisan 6 0 9
foll owed by oOpromot i on ojests, wHick also wfter targets the regidnal ke\el6 These projects usually address larger
areas, as tourism and leisure heritage co ncepts and activities often achieve their full effect o nly above the local level. Another field with a
particular high share of responses targetingther egi onal | evel i s owater, waste, soil, brown fiel

Risk prevention, and natural and cultural heritage protection have the strongest focus on the local

fiel
and

in the
onatur al

nent
and

ds of oprotection
technol ogi cal

and action often needs to be targeted very locally.

Project activities explicitly addressing the cross -bor der
|l ei sure activitiesé and
that they target the programme level.

programmi ng
onaturakvenrandnbdteahpolt @i ¢ @lpi rciss &pandemtsl irmicaimyagrhd r pr

level. The local level is most prom i-

of natur al resources asdrbiadivers$i

r i s ks themnedpondents ia theks typpsrobpvogatstsaydheyéare taMo r e  t h
geting the local level. Topics with a strong local focus include those where the local variations can be considerable, even with

in a region,

areat iacre afatdelrt uraale . h erPirtoang

Higher geographical levels (national, transnational or European) are only rarely addressed.

Survey answers: Geographical level by sub-themes for natural heritage utilization

Water, waste, soil, brownfields, air
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Natural and technological risk or hazard prevention
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Regional knowledge base:
Brief overview of geographical levels addressed by sub-theme

Larger geogra phical areas are more frequently addressed in the field of regional knowledge base than in other fields . In the field of
regional knowledge base, the primary focus is on the regional level, followed at a considerable distance by the local and pro  gramme levels,
both of which appear about equally important. Co mpared to other cooperation fields, the programme level is rather strong in the field of
regional knowledge base.

The regional | evel is the key area, i n parptdiMore thaam 60%iohthe respenddnts fomgro-o f 0 S N
jectsinthesub-t heme OSMEs &sbénpbepneneate that the regional | evel i s m-heir
monly targeted by the sub-t hemes oO0soci al i nt egr atadkomo val nedd geem pal nody nistenavhich eaknatiyp yhé fieldsr a n

giving highest importance to the local level.

R&D projects have the largest orientation towards broader geographical levels. Activities inthe sub-t heme o0r eseatopmeand de
deviate from the overall picture because they give comparably high importance to broader geographical levels. In all, 14% of respondents

from R&D projects indicate that their target is the pr ogramme level, and the national and European level are the target of 11% of t hese

projects. Collectively, this sub theme has the highest number of projects targeting the programme, national and Eur  opean level.

The programme | evel is most commonly addressed Theyubphemec DS M&B oalit-t e d & ME
shipd is conspicuous in targeting t he eshomdentssaythg pragtamraedevel is their key geogeapls . Her
ical target area. At the same time it can be noted that no level above the programme level has been indicated for this sub-theme. However,

these numbers must be viewed with some caution asrshihgdniusnbeer pfsmalblf e«

Survey answers: Geographical level by sub-theme for regional knowledge base
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5.2 Different types of achievements expected

Generally, achievements may be understood as the most signifi-
cant effects achieved by the end of the project. The type of
achievement most often mentioned by the respon dents of the
online survey is joint strategies, followed by capacity building.
The relative emphasis, however, varies only slightl y between the
programmes.

For this analysis, project partners were asked to select their
expected achievements from a list i ncluding: comparative studies,
exchange of good practice, cross-border clustering, joint strat e-
gies, grant systems, capacity buildin g, information systems, inn o-
vative solutions, joint investments and joint marketing. The anal y-
sis shows that the expected achievements differ between pr o-
grammes and cooperation themes.

Whereas capacity building ranks second overall as an expected
achievement, in the field of regional kno wledge base and in IPA
CBC programmes, it is the most commonly expected single
achievement for cross-border cooperation. For projects in the

Hungary-Croatia, Romania-Serbia™, Austria-Czech Republic and
Austria-Hungary programmes, capacity building is among the most
common single achievement expected.

The Austria-Hungary project IGR(see Table 3), for instance, deals
with capacity building for employees in the border regions of
Burgenlandand West Trans danubi a. The proj
facil itate cross-border employment by providing advisory services,
training and information to employees and all labour market
related actors. This involves building networks and cooperation
between institutional and entreprene urial stakeholders and trade
unions.

As pointed out in Chapter 5.4 (expected use), ¢ apacity building
can also occur within a partnership. The knowledge of one partner
can contribute to i ncreasing the knowledge of another.

Overall there is a strong focus on joint achiev ements. Collectively,
joint strategies, joint inves tments and joint marketing represent
more than 30% of the achievements expected. In the fields of
natural heritage utilisation and in EU 12 programmes, these joint
achievements represent about 50% of the total achievements
expected. The individual programmes with the strongest focus on
joint achiev ements are Poland-Czech Republic, Poland Slovakia
and Hungary-Slovenia.

* The programme Romania-Serbia published an open link to the
survey on the programme website for potentially future project
partners as there had been no approved project at the time of
study implementation.

Table 3
AT-HU IGR
Project 1 January 2008 31 December 2014
life time
N° of part- 2
ners
Objective The overall projectds m

cross-border employment by providing advisory
services and information to employees and all
labour market related actors in the border r e-
gions of Burgenland (Austria) and West Trans-
danubia (Hungary).

Description A Advisory services including personal

counselling, information events, public a-

tions on the different structural and legal

situations and a website offering a section

on legal specifici ties and working cond i-

tions.

A Creation of networks: Connecting trade
unions, work committees and public aut hor-
ities at cross-border level.

A Offering training (e.g. language courses
and thematic classes of 12 years) for trade
unions, work committees and publ ic author-
ities. Representatives of these three groups
receive information on the socio -politic,
economic and legal structure of the neig h-
bouring country.

o

Specificity The project is unigue in its direct orientation.

IGR makes a great effort to be in dire ct contact
with people. IGR, for instance, visits enterprises
in bankruptcy or organizes activities at the
border crossings: For instance, the project par t-
ners distribute information material and are
available for questions by commuters and other
passersby. IGR thus works in a quite unorthodox
and un-bureaucratic way while being open to
new situations and conditions.

In May 2010, the project received the SozialM a-
rie prize (covering Central Europe) for comba t-
ing oincorrect enemy st
that the project has reached a certain degree of
popularity far beyond the regional borders.

Joint strategies are the most frequently mentioned ind ividual
achievement overall. At 16%, joint stra tegies are the highest
ranked type of achievement in the fiel d of natural heritage utilis a-
tion. In the field of regional knowledge base, joint strategies are
the second most common type of achievement. Within natural
heritage utilisation joint strat egies are also ranked first within
most sub-t h e me s, s u ¢ hionaok naturg resotirees and
biodiversi t y6. As far as individual
Slovenia-Croatia, lItaly -Austria and Poland-Czech Republic pro-
grammes all placed greatest emphasis on joint strategies.

One example of a focus on joint strategies is the project Pro
Raab(a) approved under the programme Austria -Hungary. As early
as March 2007, the Austria-Hungarian Water Commission decided
on a strategy for the installation of a joint and holistic forecasting
model for the Raab River. As a result, t he ETC pioject was born.
The Austro-Hungarian Water Commission subsequently signed an
agreement to ensure the (financial) support and maintenance of
the model beyond the projectds

prog

i fet
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The project Europaregion Donau-Moldau,*® of the Austria -Czech

Republic programme aims to enhance the strategic develo pment
of Euregio Donau-Moldau after 2013. This project needs to be seen
as a part of a larger group of pr ojects approved under different

European Commission (EC) ppgrammes. Common objectives in all
projects are analyses of networks and regional potential. These
analyses serve regional administration and institutions as well as

other re levant stakeholders.

Joint marketing is the most impo rtant single achievement in the

subt he me 0 pr o meadinabteno ua fi ssno . This is a natural
consequence of sthaei nfasbdte tthoautr issmd is the | argest
cooperation theme.

The RomaniaBulgaria project Danube Velo Route for instance,
aims to create joint marketing stra tegies for the develo pment of a
cycling path alo ng the Danube River on both sides of the border.
The planned activities are described in Chapter 6.

Traditionally, ETC CBC cooperation has a strong focus on exchange
of good practices and comparative studies. These types of
achievements are less common, and collectiv ely comprise less
than 15% of the expected achievements. However, there are
considerable variations. Exchange of good practices and compar a-
tive studies tend to be more i mportant in the field of regional
knowledge base and in IPA CBC programmes.That these categori-
sations include considerable variations becomes obvious when
looking at programmes. The RomaniaBulgaria, Slovenia-Croatia
and Slowenia-Austria programmes are the ones with the strongest
focus on these more trad itional types of achiev ements.

One may assume that exchanges of experience and comparative
studies will be implemented where there still is a need for these
kinds of achievements. In other words, regions with a long history
in cross-border cooperation or a certain field may not se e the
need for exchange of e xperience and studies as they might have
already achieved this earlier. IPA CBC programmes and projects
dealing with regional kno wledge base, however, are often chara c-
terised by new partnerships and (inn ovative) themes, so they see
a demand for preparative and comparative work.

The Austria-Czech Republic project Interkulturelle Bildung fur
Kinder und Eltern ‘¢ is an interesting example of exchange of exp e-
rience in education. The project also aims to strengthen cooper a-
tion between kindergartens and administrations, to pr omote
linguistic and cultural learning, and to prepare new lear ning mate-
rials. The Czech partner is expected to learn from the Austrian
lead partner, which has greater e xperience in this field as it also
has the lead in a similar project a pproved under the Austria -
Slovakia programme. The Austrian lead partner thus ensures a
transfer of know -how and expertise.

'® Euregio Danube Moldavia.
'8 Intercultural education for children and parents.



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South -Eastern Europe- understanding the added value

Figure 9

Survey answers: Expected achievements

All answers (incl. EU 15)
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Natural heritage utilisation:
Brief overview of the expected achievements by sub -theme

Natural heritage utilisation projects put more emphasis on joint issues. Taking joint strategies, joint investments and joint marketing
collectively, partnerships addressing environmental features seem to have a particular coope ration focus on joint ou tcomes d more so than
partnerships in other fields.

Joint strategies are the main single output. Both for cross-border cooperation in general and for natural heritage utilisation in partic ~ ular, a
joint strategy is the most frequently mentioned output. It has the highest shar einthesub-t hemes opromoti on of niatur al

versityo6, onatural and tecémbiogdcabndi 8gr omothiaeamards @uwl tur al heritag
most prominent, butinthe sub -t he me o0 pr o mottdiomalfe stuouri smé it ranks second after joi:
Capacity building is the second most frequently mentioned output. Within the sub-t heme opromoti on of cultdral h e
ing is the most frequently mentioned output. Also in the sub -theme o pr ot ection of natural resources and
high share.

Joint investments are more popular in the field of natural heritage utilisation than in other fields. Whereas joint investments rank only

sixth among the outputs for cross-border projects in general, they rank third in the field of natural heritage utilisation. In relative terms they

are particular prominentinthesub -t hemes opromoti on of | eisure activitieso6, itayjn@. oprotec
Joint marketing is a particularly important issue for tourism projects. Crossborder projects in general have very little focus on joint

marketing. Natural heritage utilisation projects, however, have a much stronger focus on this and inthe sub -t h e me arfotiom gf sustai n-

able tourismoé it i s t tienednThimis éoliowed hyethe sub ttphuetmense o pr omot i on of |l ei sure ac

jointmarketi ng f or oOpromotion of sustainabl e t our i s nofalloutputstinfeésubmthentes. i mpor t ant

Exchange of good practice and comparative studies have lost ground. These two classic INTERREG topics are only rarely mentioned as

important outputs. The sub -t heme oOPr omoti on of | ei sur ®ingacdmpavatively legh éhares df exohdnge obgood f or 't
practice.

Innovative solutions are an important output in the field of risk and hazards prevention. Whereas innovative solutions are not frequently

mentioned as expected outputs in the field of natural heritage u tilisation, they share first place inthe sub -t hemes ori sk amd haz
tion6 and owater, waste, soil, brown fields, airé. | n t hmostoursngand d, t h

leisure oriented projects and those fo cusing on particular environmental features or resources.

Survey answers: Expected achievements by sub-themes for natural heritage
utilization

| | | | | |
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Regional knowledge base:
Brief overview of expected achievements by sub -theme

In the field of regional knowledge base, capacity building ranks as the leading expected achievement. Whereas crossborder joint strat e-
gies rank first for all thematic fields collectively, they come only second in the field of regional knowledge base; first co mes capacity buil d-
ing. Capacity building is particularly strong inthe sub -t heme of oOr es e ar ch Thansdb-theéreevatsd stapds)euh iecause of a

slightly higher share of responses mentioning cross-border clustering as compared to the other sub -themes.

The achievements expected inthe sub-t heme oknowl edge and technol ogy rdge averall éxpectationaforehever y c
field of regional knowledge base. The achievements expected in the sub -t heme O0soa@tiiadn iamaneégempl oyment measur
from the overall picture, and the achievements e xpected for the sub-t he me &6 SMEgenefirs ahpbepl so show some var

average.
I nformation systems and joint marketing ar e Wheeasinfarneation systems are oaly ranke MEs &
as an output of medium importance, they receive a first rank inthe subt heme O0SMEs & entrepreneurshipdéd. Al s

ered more important in this sub -theme especially when co mpared to the more research and knowledge oriented sub -themes.

Employment and social integration projects focus on different types o f outputs. Within the sub-t heme o0soci al

integratio

measureso6 comparative studies and innovative s othemeésiobragonaleknowledgeibase.n mor e

Indeed, those types of achievements are considered as com mon as the first -ranked capacity buil ding.

Survey answers: Expected achievements by sub-themes for regional knowledge base
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5.3 Types of expected main benefits

The achievements that partners expect are easy to identify, the
benefits these achievements will generate may be harder to
measure. The benefits of territori al cooperation are a constant
subject of debate. Those deeply involved usually stress that terr i-
torial coo peration has enormous benefits, even though they may
often be of rather i ntangible nature. More sceptical voices tend to
refer to the standard indicat ors used for Cohesion Policy monitor-
ing and evaluation and underline that the benefits are not proven.

It is not only the intangible nature of the be nefits of cross-border
cooperation that make them hard to measure. Another major
challenge in assessing these benefits is their enormous dive rsity.
For this cross-border analysis, the respon dents have been asked to
indicate the most important benefits of their projects. Their
responses illustrate the diversity of be nefits anticipated, while
also showing some carelation with the different the matic and
geographical types of cross-border cooperation.

For this study, project partners were asked to chose and rank the
five main benefits of their c ooperation out of a list of 13 possible
benefits. They benefits they co uld choose were: awareness rais-
ing; confidence, trust; extended networks; better coope ration;
capacity building; access to new solutions; better routines; PPP
promotion; better image; cost saving, financial support; better
political su pport; co mmitment to new actions; and influence on
policy making.

The rankings supplied by respondents show some interesting dif-
ferences between programmes and cooperation themes.

The most commonly expected single benefit is awareness raising.
This is followed closely by both better cooperation and e xtended
networks. Cross-border cooperation between partners in EU 12
and partners in EU 15 countries, and projects focu sing on the field
of regional knowledge base, deviate from this picture. In these
cases, awareness raising ranks only third as benefit. Areas in
which awareness raising appears particularly strong as an ex-
pected benefit are the sub-t hemes ori sk and
and oOprotection of
sub-themes, awareness raising accounts for for 20% of the indica t-
ed benefits.

Looking at single programmes, the project partners in Slovenia -
Croatia, Slovenia-Hungary and Poland Czech Republic programmes
rank awareness raising highest among expected benefits.

The projects EdTWIN (see Table 4), approved under the pro-
grammes Austria-Czech Republic, Austria-Hungary and Austria-
Slovakia, promote and support cross-border exchange of good
practice in CENTROPE (region of excellence in Central Europe).
The most important ai m of these projects is to raise awareness of
the culture and language of the neighbours and to build positive
attitudes towards cooperation. To achieve this, the projects f i-
nance activities in the fields of administration, education (schools
and profe ssional training) and language.

Different facets of cooperation as a main benefit. As outlined
above in the discussion on partnerships, cooperation is not only a
means but also a benefit of cross -border projects. Taken together
the two c ooperation-oriented type s of benefits & extended net-
works and better coo peration & are the largest expected benefit,
comprising almost 30% of the weighted responses. The benefits
related to coo peration are valued particularly high in cooperation
between EU 12 and EU 15 partnersdin other words, projects that
cross the former East-West divide. Cooperation benefits, partic u-
larly the extended networks, are given less weight in the respon s-
es from IPA CBC project partners. A look at the single programmes
provides a more nuanced picture and reveals differences within
the categories. The pr oject partners from the Italy -Austria, Aus-
tria-Slovakia and RomaniaBulgaria programme rank cooperation
and network be nefits highest.

n a fversitayl 6 . r elsno utr

One example of extended networks and cooperation as a benefit is
the project RECOM funded under the programmes Austria -
Slovakia, Austria-Czech Republic and AustriasHungary. This project
can be seen as a tool to support local and regional stak eholders in
their cross-border activities and networks. The aim of the pr oject
is to get a sense of regional strategies, to ide ntify the needs and
potential stakehol ders in the border regions, and, eventually, to
help them set up a cross-border cooperation pr oject. The benefits
of this work will be improved cooperation among the RECOM
project partners and increased exchanges between partners of the
different projects esta blished with the help of RECOM

Table 4

AT-SK* EdTWIN

Project 1 May 2008 31 December 2011

lifetime

N° of part- 2

ners

Objective The most important aims of the project are:

A raising awareness of the culture and
the languages of the neighbours,

A building up positive attitudes,

A improvement and strengthening of
cooperation in CENTROPE (region of &-
cellence in Central Europe).

The main fields of int ervention are admi n-

istration schooling (CentroSCHOOLING), voa-

tion (CentroVOC) and language (CentroLING).
Description EdTWIN:

A Finances class and school partnerships
between Vienna and the region of Brat i-
slava.

A Promotes exchange of educators

A Supports the participation of students
from the CENTROPE region in joint art
and cultural events.

A Offers joint workshops, seminars and
conference for educators from the CE N-
TROPE region.

A Sets up a training and communication
centre (BIC) in Vienna.

Specificity The project helps establish partnerships be-

tween schools and institutions in the educ a-
tion sector and helps them realise common
activities. EdTWIN further enables the acquis i-
tion of competences (linguistic, social, cultu r-
al...) needed for successful cross -border
cooperation.

The project is a series of parallel projects in
the CENTROPE region (A'BK, ATHU, AT-CZ).
They cooperate in steering committees that
meet once a year. The projects are sim ilar in
form and content, but separated in organis a-
tion and finances.

*Also in AT-CZ and AFHU

If the expected benefits are broken down by sub -theme and taken
in absolute figures, better coope ration is the largest single benefit
expected in the sub -theme of sustainable tourism.

The project Tatry ¢gOcz O,- wapdlne idei adgzai neil ad
samor zOdowych gwarancj O trwagego
Gmi ny Ko t*cof teel Polanl-8lovakia crossborder coopera-
tion programme, focuses on increased cooperation between the

project partners

¥ Tatra united, not divided, local authorities as guarantee of the
sustainable development of the City and District Tvrdosin Kosc i-
elisko.

e -34---
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tourism, culture and leisure activities. The e xpected project
results as mentioned in the interview are joint tou ristic offers
(e.g. modernisation of cultural ce ntres), enhanced contacts, more
extensive cooperation b etween the residents of the citi es and the
creation of enterprise networks.

While access to new solutions is ranked as a benefit of medium
importance in the overall survey, it is listed as a main benefit by
the respondents in the field of regional knowledge base. Interes t-
ingly, access to new solutions is not only ranked differently d e-
pending upon the thematic focus, but also with regard to ge o-
graphic scope. Perhaps understandably, access to new solutions is
ranked considerably lower for coo peration within EU 12 countries
as compared to efforts involving EU 12 and EU 15 or IPA CBC. The
programmes where access to new solutions is ranked highest are
the Austria-Slovakia, SloveniaCroatia and Slovenia-Hungary pro-
grammes.

The Austria-ltaly project Therapie fiir Schmetterlingskinder 8

partic ularly enhances new and innovative solutions. The project
aims to develop a novel gene therapy for a very rare dermatologic

disease called Epidermolysis bullosa, and if possible eventually
apply the therapy to other diseases. The target groups of the

project inc lude the Austrian and Italian healthcare systems, as so
far very few financial r esources are available because of the rarity
of the disease. In addition affected patients and an associ ation
specialised on this issue would profit from the pr oject findings.

Considering the challenge of establishing continuity in cross -
border cooperation, the issue of follow -up actions is definitely of
interest. Commitment to new actions is not expected to be one of
the major be nefits of cross-border cooperation. However, it a p-
pears that, in the sub -themes of natural heritage utilis ation and
projects involving parties within the EU 12, this is expected to be

a more prominent be nefit, as compared to other cooperation
types. With regard to single pr ogrammes, the Slovenia-Hungary,
Poland-Czech Republic and Poland-Slovakia programmes display a
higher commitment to new a ctions than others.

The project DRAVAGASTROLOBBapproved under the programme
Hungary-Croatia dedicates special room to the development of
new actions within its pr oject activities. The project consists
mainly of the preparation of two cooking competitions in two
respective Hungarian and Croatian border regions (i.e. one in each
region). But in addition to the cooking contests and cultural pe r-
formances, the events wi Il offer the oppo rtunity for partners to
present their IPA CBC projects and to discuss the possibility of
future cooperation and joint proposals.

Figure 10 below provides an overview of the differences discussed

above. The numbers are considerably higher than in prev ious
graphs, as responses were weighted with the rank that respon d-
ents attribu ted to each benefit.

8 Therapy for butterfly children.



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South-Eastern Europe- understanding the added value

Figure 10

Survey answers: Expected benefits

All answers (incl. EU 15)

Natural heritage
utilization

Regional knowledge base

IPA
EU 12-15

EU 12
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~ Influence on policy making

---36---



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South-Eastern Europe- understanding the added value

Natural heritage utilisation:
Short overview on expected benefits by sub -themes

Awareness raising is the highest -ranked single benefit expected in the field of natural heritage utilis ation. Subthemes where emphasis

on awareness raising is particularly strong inclueseubpceskanddbhadavd
opromotduwlnt wrfal heritageo.

Better cooperation and extended networks are benefits underlining the importance of the partnership. As outlined above, the extension

of networks is an important element of cross -border cooperation. It is ranked third in the field of na tural heritage utilisation (12%). The

benefit of extended networks is considered particularly important inthe sub -t heme of ori sk and hazards prevent
networks, improved coope ration is an important benefit for the Natural heritag e utilisation theme, and it ranks second. Better cooper ation is

of particular importance inthesub -t heme opr omoti on of | eisure act i Vlectvelyekettercoopen etioeand t c | e
extended networks outrank awareness raising as t he highest-ranked benefit.

Confidence and trust building is an important aspect in the development of a partnership. In the field of natural heritage utilisation it is

ranked higher (11% of the points awarded) than in the field of regional kno wledge base (8%). The subthemes in which it receives the highest

rankings are those related to leisure and tou rism activit i es ( opr omoti on of | eisure activitiesd and 0
Better image is an expected benefit of particular relevance for t ourism activities. Whereas improved image is hardly considered an im-

portant benefit in the field of regional knowledge base, it has some importance in the field of natural heritage utilisation, in partic ular with

regard to tourism and leisure activities. | nthe sub-t heme oOpr omoti on of sustainable tourismé- it is
fit.

Better routines for risk and hazard prevention. In the field of natural heritage utilisation, improved working routines are ranked s  econd-

last among the be nefits. The only sub -theme in which this benefithasasomewh at | arger ranking is orisk and he

Survey answers: Expected benefits by sub-themes for natural heritage utilization

Water, waste, soil, brownfields, air “d0tbnn 14 LaiZee 3. 21 83 13 6.7 8 9
Promotion of leisure activities L2202t 18 -1 Gacllodpdal 20  Wled. 12 1
Natural and technological risk or hazard prevention Ldodsn 37 L3407 24 17 31087 8
Protection of natural resources and biodiversity w8 nddag 48 b8 32 59 1581319416 23
Promotion of cultural heritage Wii2auston 82 96 37 72 32102514721 29
Promotion of sustainable tourism L4509 107 15938 68 2549, 120 3420 62 23
Answers - Natural heritage 42293 342 4320130 255 79114 266 10160 161 80
Al answers w952 wbdbus 835 Luu934.... 384 680 252209 409 1942277178
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Regional knowledge base:
Brief overview of expected benefits by sub -theme

Partners in the field of regional knowledge base expect the mai n benefit to be access to new solutions.  This is the single benefit that

ranks highest. It has very clear dominance withinthe sub -t he me o kn o wl émdagleo gayn dt rtercsf er 6, where it coll
Extended networks rank second and are particu | arly i mportant i n oS MBMereas etended eefworles mwenmalkaseh i p 6 .
ranked second among regional knowledge base projects, receiving 15% of the total points awarded, they are clearly ranked firs t within the

subt heme o0 SMEmenefrshiodt rl f both network related benefits, i.e. extended n:

would rank first among regional knowledge base projects. This underlines the importance of the partnership aspect of cross -border coopera-
tion.

Awarenessrai si ng ranks third and is also of par t i cu lltasrrankedrpgber asam exgecteédo r 0 S|
benefit withinthe sub -t heme O0SMEs & entrepr eneur s hthemé. The hextrhighest -rahking bersefit i the SMEesub- s u b
theme is oOsocial integmmaéson & empl oyment mea

Better routines are only an important benefit with regard to social integration and employment measures. Whereas, overall, better

routines are ranked rather low as an expected benefit, they shared thir d place among the rankings for the sub-t he me osoci al inte

empl oyment measureso.

Survey answers: Expected benefits by sub-themes for regional knowledge base

Social integration and employment measures

Research and development iUt 51 MM s e
suEs & Enveprencursn UMMM [ 2 Bl s
Knowledge and technology transfer ——“—m”‘m

Answers- Regional knowledge base 219 53 3040 44
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& Cost saving, financial support = Better political support Commitment to new actions
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5.4 Envisaged future use

Closely related to the discussion of benefits is the question of how
the results of cross-border cooperation actually will be used. In
line with the above -mentioned discussion, contacts established
through the cooperation are indicated as main ben efit for future
use. In the field of utilisation of natural her itage, investments are
the second-most commonly mentioned future use, whereas int he
field of regional knowledge base the use of knowledge and pro d-
ucts generated in the pr oject comes second. Interestingly, alt-
hough previous eval uations have
routineso ar e tXpectedgio aithve thes territoniad e
cooperation projects, this ranks last in the present study. The
qualitative inte rviews, however, illustrated that change in work
routines is in fact an individual be nefit for the project partners.
For instance, the previously mentioned projects ESPAN(Austria-
Hungary) or Therapie fiir Schmetterlin gskinder (Austria-Italy)*®
stressed the mutual learning effect within the par tnership for
introducing new working methods, stra tegies and products (e.g.
new gene therapies, new strategies for renewable energy sources,
new ways of implementing European projects).

The project partners were asked to indicate the e xpected future
use of their achievements, and the related user group. The user

groups identified are presented in Chapter 5.5. This current se c-
tion discusses the main differences with regard to the e xpected
use of achievements. Among the possible options were: use of
contacts, use of knowledge/products, change of work routines and

investments.

When asked about the expected future use of the project
achievements and results, the respondents indicated that the
contacts established through cooperation will be of the grea test
use. When differentiating uses according to user groups, they
considered the use of contacts of pa rticular importance for the
project partners them selves (see also next chapter). Although it
could be argued that building co ntacts among project partners is a
meagre effect of cross -border cooperation, it needs to be stressed
that this kind of result is important for the European integration
process (ses Chapter 4 on partnership).

Overall the other types of uses that project achievements will
generate (products/knowledge, change of work routines, inves t-
ments) are roughly of equal magnitude in the r esponses. In the
field of regional knowledge base, the u se of the
knowledge/products generated through cross -border cooperation
are ranked second to contacts. The use of knowledge/products
also comes clearly second in cooperation involving partners from
both EU 12 and EU 15 countries.

Innovation 2020 (see Table 5), financed under the Slovenia-Austria
progr amme , is a otypical o6 exampl
project where the future use is expected to include new technol o-
gies and products.

 Therapy for butterfly children.
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Table 5

=il Innovation 2020

Project 01 January 2009031 December 2011

lifetime

N° of part- 13

ners

Objective The main goal is to contribute to the increase of
competitiveness and economic development in the
region. To achieve this goal, the project focuses
mainly on the following specific objectives:

A promoting the growth of cooperation in
research and development of innovative
products and technologies, involving comp e-
tent institutions of knowledge and mobilizing
supportive environment;

A striking a balance betwee n the needs and
offers in innovation, with the help of regional
institutions, and;

A enhancing cooperation between (national)
public institutions, research institutions and
SMEs, to ensure the future of regional deve I-
opment.

Description The main activities include:

A education on new technologies and busi-
ness identification and transmission of best
practices;

A international conferences, interge nera-
tional workshops;

A establishment of a new innovation system
(in order to enable the companies to have a c-
cess to university research groups), and;

A development of new products and techno I-
ogies (10 spin-off companies, 20 new techno I-
ogies).

Specificity The project not only aims at developing spin -off

companies and new technologies but also aims at
creating synergy effect s with national and regional
development (e.g. Pomurje Law for balanced
regional development).

The use of investments prepared through cross-border cooperation
is ranked second by a slight margin in the field of natural heritage
utilisation. As shown in the next chapter, the users of these in-
vestments are expected to be mainly the public sector and ind i-
vidual citizens.

Remarkable projects with regard to investments are the Poland -
Czech project SportPark - Sportovni sady (see Table 6) and the
BolandzSloviakiagproieet sCarpaghiany Sky. eSpajtRark b aSpastovni
sady (having a budget of more than EUR 5 million!) envisages
building infrastru cture for sport and recreation in the Polish and
Czech part of the City of Cieszyn. Th e main project activ ities are
bicycle paths, sports fields, a canoe bay, car parks and even the
building of a bridge connecting the two parts of the city. Interes  t-
ingly, the project is also part of the greater investment project
call ed Ciesz %stedim 6fiwhichzsyto develop the
land along the River Olza. The project Carpathian Sky, on the
other hand, has planned three tou rism infrastructure undertakings
connected to astronomy & construction of a planetarium, a tou ris-
tic path leading to the pla netarium and presentation rooms 9 in
order to foster the potential of tou rism in the border region.

20 Enjoy Cieszyn.

---39---



INTERACT Thematic aspects of cross-border cooperation in Central and South-Eastern Europe- understanding the added value

Table 6
PL-CZ SportPark - Sportovni sady
Project lif e- 11 September 2009 December 2012
time

N° of partners 2

Objective The main aim of the project is to build sport
and recreational areas in the City of Cieszyn (in
the Polish and Czech parts) and thus to connect
the two parts of the odi
joint spatial development.

Description A Construction of infrastructure for
recreation and sports: bicycle paths,
sports fields and a canoe bay.

A Infrastructure undertakings: building of
car-parks and a bridge connecting both
parts of the city.

Specificity Through sports and recreational facilities, the
project envisages generati ng added value, such
as greater attractiveness of the region for
tourists, local population and business people
with higher income. This pr oject is a part of a
greater investment cal
Cieszynem6 (Enjoy Cieszy
developing the area along the Olza River.

(0]

Previous evaluations have shown that the change of work routines
is an important dimension of territorial cooperation projects, as it
ensures longterm impact and can have considerable leverage
effects. However, the respondents regard this as the least co m-
mon of the four uses indentified. At the same time, it must be
borne in mind that the survey took place in the b eginning of th ese
cooperation projects, and changes in work routines may well only
become apparent once a project h as concluded. With regard to
single programmes, the respondents from projects in the SI ovenia-
Austria, Hungary-Croatia and Slovenia-Hungary programmes
ranked the expected change of working routines higher than r e-
spondents from other pr ogrammes.

However, many interviewees pointed out the diff iculty in dealing
with European projects due to their complexity and the diffe r-
ences with regard to n ational/regional frameworks. Implementing
a cross-border cooperation project often demands going beyond
what one might already know, and working differently than one
would on local pr ojects. Even if this is not seen as a project result
as such, the change of work routines does in fact appear to be a
result coming from daily project implement ation.

Despite the nuances highlighted above, overall the expected uses
of project acheivements are rather homogenous, and there are no
large differences b etween different types of programmes, either
geographically or thematically.

Figure 11 provides an overview of the diffe rences discussed above.
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Figure 11

Survey answers: Expected use

All answers (incl. EU 15)

Natural heritage utilization

Regional knowledge base

IPA
EU 12-15

EU 12
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Natural heritage utilisation:
Brief overview of expected future use of achievements, by sub -theme

Variations of the expected future use of project achievements are rather limited in the sub -themes of nat ural her itage utilisation. In
general, the use of contacts comes first, followed by use of knowledge/products and investments with almost equal ran  king. Changes in
working routines are regarded as the least i mportant future use of project work.

The use of contacts was selected by almost 30% of the respondents in the field of natural heritage utilis ation, and thus it ranks first. It

has the highest share inthe sub-t hemes opromoti on of | eisure activitiesdéd and orisk and
In the field of natural h eritage utilisation, the use of the knowledge and products generated through cross -border cooper ation ranks

only third. It has the highest share in the sub-t he mes owater, waste, soil, brown fields, airo

preventi on 6 .

The use of cooperation results to change work routines has the lowest ranking and the distance to the third place is more pro nounced

in the field of natural heritage utilisation than in the field of regional knowledge base. It has a slightly higher r elative share in the sub -
themes oprotection of natural resources and biodiversityé6 and owater,
As compared to the field of regional knowledge base, in the field of natural heritage utilisation, investments are more often indicated

as an expected outcome with a future use. Inthe sub-t heme opromotion of | eisure activitidcaeds 6 mor

investments as an expected use. Investments also received a relatively high ranking inthesub -t he me O pr osnstdnalbbhe of our i s mé.

Expected use by sub-themes for natural heritage utilization

Water, waste, soil, brownfields, air

Promotion of leisure activities

Natural and technological risk or hazard prevention

Protection of natural resources and biodiversity

Promotion of cultural heritage

Promotion of sustainable tourism

Answers - Natural heritage

All answers
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Regional knowledge base:
Brief overview of expected future use of achievements, by sub -theme

Variations in the expected future use of project acheivements are rather limited in the sub -themes of r egional knowledge base. In
general, the use of contacts comes first, followed by use of knowledge/products, change of working routines and investments.

The use of contacts ranks first as an expected future use of the project, both in the field of regional knowledge base and fo I Cross-

border cooperation in general.  This finding underlines once more the importance of the partne rship dimension. In the sub-t he me o0 SMEs
entrepreneur shi pé6 the i mportance given to contacts is somewhat more pronolt
The use of knowledge a nd products generated through the cooperation project is ranked second as an expected future use. This poten-

tial use is somewhat more heavily ranked in the sub -t heme o0 SMEs & ent tlowgdrbg theesub-tsthe me , 0 f epmtioa & i nt

employmentmeasur e s 6 .

Whereas changes in working routines are ranked relatively low for cross -border cooperation in ge neral, they are ranked third in the
field of regional knowledge base. Differences between the sub -themes are only minor.

In the field of regional knowle dge base, investments are ranked last as an expected future use for project achievements. They are
ranked particularly low in the sub -t heme OSMEs & entrepreneur sthhiepne, ofsomlcli cawe dmplbygeegitt A é | o
measur eso.




