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The INTERACT Programme seeks to build on the experience and lessons of INTERREG | and Il to
increase the effectiveness of INTERREG Ill during the current programming period and to provide
technical contributions to the Reform of the Structural Funds for the programming period 2007-
2013, with particular regard to European Territorial Cooperation. The objectives of the INTERACT
Programme is to develop management tools for effective territorial cooperation across the EU, to
set up and manage communications networks, to define information frameworks and flows and to
facilitate the exchange of INTERREG experiences.

In order to set and adapt the services of the Programme and to address the emerging needs of the
numerous actors involved, both at programme and project management level, a survey — “INTER-
REG — An Assessment of Needs by INTERACT” — was conducted in 2003. The survey confirmed
the importance of seeking regular feedback from the community targeted by services of the IN-
TERACT Programme. This is especially necessary since it is likely that needs will evolve rapidly
among the EU Member States, and in a particular way the new Member States, as the latter begin
to gain hands-on experience with INTERREG.

A source of potential learning was represented by the Mid Term Evaluations of the INTERREG Il
programmes across Strands A, B and C. These were prepared per programme in accordance with
Article 42 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1260/1999 of 21 June 1999 and were carried out under
the responsibility of the Managing Authorities and the Member States concerned. A comprehensive
collection of these Evaluations was published for the first time on the INTERACT Programme web-
site in June 2004, thanks to the collaboration of all Managing Authorities involved in these pro-
grammes and the Directorate General for Regional Policy of the European Commission.

The carrying out of a detailed analysis of the Mid Term Evaluations was agreed by the INTERACT
Monitoring and Steering Committee in order to provide the INTERACT Secretariat and the INTER-
REG community with a synthesis of the main conclusions and recommendations for influencing
and guiding the operations in the current programming period. A strong focus also was on having a
strategic input into the debate over the reform of the Structural Funds, in particular on territorial
cooperation for the 2007-2013 round of Structural Funds.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AIMS AND METHODOLOGY OF THE SYNTHESIS

This study comprises a synthesis of the findings of the Mid Term Evaluations of 67 Strand A, B and
C INTERREG Il programmes which were undertaken in 2003. The study has three aims:

o to take stock of progress to date in INTERREG programming, highlighting strategic, structural
and operational strengths and weaknesses;

¢ to help inform the priorities of the INTERACT Community Initiative, a new Technical Assistance
programme established in 2002 to support effective INTERREG programming;

¢ to identify any lessons which could inform provisions for territorial cooperation in the post-2006
Structural Fund programming period.

The report attempts to give an overview of the state of play of INTERREG and to allow pro-
grammes to place their experiences in context. It is hoped that it will be of interest to the many dif-
ferent INTERREG stakeholders.

SETTING THE CONTEXT: INTERREG Il

The INTERREG Community Initiative is now in its third programming period. It has evolved in
terms of design, management and delivery over almost 15 years to reach its current configuration.
Strand A programmes for cross-border integration are the most numerous and have been in exis-
tence for longest. Strand B programmes for transnational cooperation emerged in the late 1990s
out of INTERREG IIC transnational cooperation programmes and Article 10 pilot actions. Strand C
programmes were newly introduced in 2000 and enable interregional exchange about policy de-
sign and delivery. In the current round, these strands have been newly complemented by the IN-
TERACT Technical Assistance programme and the European Spatial Planning Observation Net-
work (ESPON).

To set the context for INTERREG programmes, of which there were 72 in 2003, Chapter 2 pro-
vides an overview of the programmes and proposes some straightforward groupings which are
used later in the report to help understand different INTERREG experiences.

In particular, the 53 INTERREG IIIA programmes are divided into four categories based on the
types of border involved: internal borders and three types of external border — with ‘neighbouring’
countries (notably Switzerland and Norway), with new Member States and with other third coun-
tries (e.g. Bulgaria, Morocco and Russia).

The 13 INTERREG IlIB programmes are subdivided into three groups: homogeneous (operating
largely within the EU-15); diversified (involving the largest numbers of external and new Member
State countries); and development-oriented (in the outermost regions).

INTERACT Programme Secretariat page 7
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EVALUATING INTERREG llI

This is the first time all INTERREG programmes have undertaken a Mid Term Evaluation. There is
an opportunity to draw out lessons from these studies about the practice of INTERREG evaluation,
and so to enhance the quality and usefulness of the 2005 follow-up studies.

In terms of the overall scope of studies, most programmes systematically addressed the issues
proposed by DG Regio, with a clear emphasis on operational aspects and monitoring indicators. In
some cases, there was too much emphasis placed on contextual analysis which added little value
and not enough on (even preliminary) analyses of likely programme effectiveness.

The techniques used in studies were diverse, but with more emphasis than might have been ex-
pected on desk research rather than interactive methods such as surveys, interviews and focus
groups. Interactive techniques have good potential to generate genuinely new information and to
strengthen partnership, and they were used to good effect in many evaluations. Examples are
given here to illustrate the potential applicability of more participatory styles of evaluation.

With respect to the overall usefulness of the MTEs, most provided a balanced summary of pro-
gramme progress, highlighted key unresolved issues and set out pertinent and justified recom-
mendations to improve future programming. However, a minority of studies (of programmes whose
implementation had not yet gained momentum) failed to reflect the urgency of addressing this
situation.

The review identified three areas in which there is scope for INTERACT to support future evalua-
tion efforts: facilitating lesson-learning about the 2003 evaluations; developing a community of
practice around INTERREG evaluation; and underpinning this by providing a resource hub and
common services.

THE EVOLVING CONTEXT AND STRATEGIC RELEVANCE OF THE PROGRAMMES

Contextual reviews. Two related tasks of the MTEs were to identify: (i) how the programme context
had changed since programmes were developed; and (ii) to use this information to reflect on the
continuing appropriateness of strategies, proposing adjustments if necessary.

The optimal scope of an INTERREG contextual analysis incorporates socio-economic analysis, but
also reflection on changed or better-understood geopolitical, strategic and institutional circum-
stances. A danger of contextual analysis is that it becomes an academic exercise, only loosely
related to the concerns of the relevant INTERREG programme. lllustrating good practice, two con-
textual analyses are described, which were shaped in a targeted way to generate useful insights
and improve programming.

There is scope for INTERACT to build capacity in the INTERREG community in terms of high-
quality contextual analysis and to provide services which make tracking contextual changes a more
efficient and effective process.

page 8 INTERACT Programme Secretariat
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Strategic relevance. Evaluators were charged with assessing the continuing relevance of INTER-
REG strategies, based in part on the contextual analyses, and proposing adjustments to pro-
grammes as appropriate. Overall, the process has led to the fine-tuning of programmes rather than
significant changes; continuity has been the preferred policy unless there are compelling reasons
to make adjustments.

Where adjustments were proposed, these were variously justified, including: the need to increase
uptake of selected opportunities; responding to a changing economic environment by prioritising
economic development; prioritising areas where INTERREG added most value; and adjusting to
wider strategic changes.

There is scope for INTERACT to facilitate a process of learning and exchange about the optimal
design and steering of INTERREG strategies, but this activity will be most relevant once the proc-
ess of developing INTERREG programmes for the 2007-13 period is underway.

PROGRAMME EFFECTIVENESS

Measuring effectiveness involves consideration of the financial and physical progress of pro-
grammes, comparing this with available budgets and the targets set for the programmes at the
outset.

The amount of progress made by the time the MTEs were undertaken was partly conditioned by
how long they had been running. Many programmes had been approved for around two years by
the time the evaluations had to be delivered, although some had been approved for less time than
this.

Financial progress. Figures compiled from MTEs suggest that financial progress is very variable.
For around 10 per cent of programmes, both commitments and spending are on track. In a second
large group, however, while commitments are progressing healthily, spending is low. A final group
includes programmes which are barely underway. Of these, some are clearly facing intractable
barriers to implementation.

The latter two groups face potential decommitment of funds under the n+2 rule if their European
Regional Development Fund (ERDF) spending rates do not increase. Too few evaluations gave
this issue sufficient priority, but some did generate some useful insights into the reasons for slow
progress as well as recommendations to accelerate commitments and spending.

Physical progress. The MTEs provided patchy analysis of physical progress. Programme perform-
ance was generally measured in terms of the number and distribution of approved projects. In ad-
dition, many evaluations addressed participation, finding that the programmes had been good with
respect to overall participation levels and partner diversity. However, the evaluations supplied less
information about physical commitments and achievements.

The MTEs provided some analysis of the horizontal themes, noting that the concepts were not al-
ways well understood or seen as relevant by programme and project actors. Similarly, some
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evaluations addressed the Community value added of the programmes, noting the considerable
added value associated with INTERREG, but also highlighting the administrative burden which
detracts from this to some extent.

PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT

Unique among Structural Fund programmes, INTERREG programmes face a number of difficulties
arising from their international nature, including issues relating to the geographical spread of the
programmes, the diverse political, legal and administrative contexts they must accommodate and
their need to remain accessible to partners. For the most part, programmes have risen to these
challenges, providing a range of good practice in integrated programme management, with the
most integrated or inclusive models in place in the IlIA programmes on internal borders and the I[IIB
and IlIC programmes.

Different programmes are characterised by different management structures, especially with re-
spect to the location, coordination and operation of Managing and Paying Authorities and the Joint
Technical Secretariats. Several models appear to offer effective solutions, but each presents its
own challenges. Evaluations also explored the different approaches to Monitoring and Steering
Committees. MTEs generally appraised them as effective structures, although with some potential
for improvement, for example in terms of the strategic orientation of Monitoring Committees. A
range of other bodies contributing to INTERREG management are also highlighted. The use of
additional support structures at the local level is particularly common in IlIB programmes and there
are opportunities to learn about the contribution made by these different institutions.

The diversity and international character of INTERREG programmes provides a good platform for
exchange of experience between different programmes. There is ample scope for INTERACT to
provide a range of common services in the areas of recruitment, induction training, brokerage of
staff exchange and providing background information on the institutional contexts of the EU-25
countries.

PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION

Three aspects of implementation are pivotal to progressing INTERREG programmes: publicity and
communication; project generation; and project selection. Overall, programmes appear to be pro-
gressing well in these three areas, with most MTE recommendations aiming to refine existing sys-
tems based on stakeholder feedback.

INTERREG programmes are actively engaged in publicity and communication, but they face prob-
lems not encountered by other Structural Funds programmes. Their international dimension re-
quires the provision of consistent information in different languages. Nevertheless, the pro-
grammes provide a range of good practice in terms of improving the quality and accessibility of
information, raising their profile, and targeting potential applicants.
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Project generation is another significant challenge, not least as it often requires the development of
project partnerships among organisations with limited experience in Structural Fund projects. The
time required for the application process, the complexity of multiple partner projects and the vari-
able support to applicants have proven critical factors in this area of programme implementation.

A related issue is project appraisal and selection, which has been of variable quality across the
programmes, largely reflecting the maturity and embeddedness of existing approaches by pro-
grammes. Nevertheless, evaluators have drawn out good practice in a number of areas, especially
the use of techniques to make programmes more accessible to more organisations, including:
Small Project Funds; grading of project types by capacity; and using two-step application proce-
dures.

MONITORING INTERREG PROGRAMMES

The MTEs were tasked with assessing the quality and suitability of the monitoring arrangements in
place for INTERREG programmes. Most concluded that, although monitoring of INTERREG pro-
grammes has improved significantly since the previous programming period, this is an area in
which further development is desirable and indeed necessary. The aim is not to pursue monitoring
for its own sake but to improve the management information available to programmes.

Many monitoring systems are still not yet mature, with databases still being finalised and indicator
sets being tested by their use to quantify the outcomes of real projects. Many evaluators dedicated
significant effort to making proposals to improve monitoring arrangements. Some recommenda-
tions were very practice-oriented, relating to improving definitions, simplifying indicator sets or im-
proving communication with applicants about indicators.

A recurring issue (for wider debate) is the question of whether Structural Fund monitoring prac-
tices, and quantified indicators in particular, fit well with the soft and innovative aims of INTERREG
programmes. Some programmes aim to capture INTERREG-specific achievements by extending
their monitoring indicators to cover the interactions encouraged by the programme, but an alterna-
tive approach involves using more qualitative techniques at the evaluation stage including inter-
views and case studies to capture such outcomes.

INTERACT can clearly play a role in facilitating further development of monitoring practices in IN-
TERREG programmes. However, it is important that, at this late stage in the current programming
period, the emphasis is on refining rather than revising existing monitoring frameworks.
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CONCLUSIONS: IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERACT AND FOR POST-2006 TERRITO-
RIAL COOPERATION

The last chapter of the report provides a summary of the report’s findings, and then goes on to
address two questions: (i) What are the implications of the synthesis of MTE findings for INTER-
ACT's priorities over the remainder of the current programming period? and (ii) How does it inform
the debate about the future of EU-supported territorial cooperation?

In providing support to INTERREG programmes, it is important to recognise the significance of a
range of contextual factors which condition and influence their performance. By way of illustration,
five parameters are described, relating to: administrative culture; the conditions in the border re-
gions; the status of regional and local self-government; the availability of alternative funding
sources; and the extent of experience.

Following this, recommendations about future INTERACT Priorities are presented, structured
around five key questions, considering: (i) how INTERACT can focus its strategic approach; (ii)
how it should structure its response to programme needs; (iii) how learning opportunities can be
maximised; (iv) what the highest priorities for intervention are; and (v) how INTERACT can support
actors at the project level. These broad proposals are supplemented by sections at the end of
every chapter of the report which identify more specific themes or issues where INTERACT Inter-
vention could be beneficial. The most urgent priorities highlighted for INTERACT include facilitating
the successful launch of the new Member State programmes and averting the threat of automatic
decommitment. A strong overall theme is the importance of interaction in both learning and codify-
ing as well as generating new knowledge. This points towards investment in creating focused
communities of practice.

In terms of the reform debate, the Commission’s continuing commitment to territorial cooperation is
clear. This is an area in which the Structural Funds achieve undisputed added value. As the details
of future provisions become clearer, however, it will be important for INTERREG actors to partici-
pate actively in the debate to ensure that future instruments are both strategically effective and
practical, ideally introducing changes which address some of the problematic features of the cur-
rent INTERREG programming environment. In addition to raising some overall issues of concern,
including the appropriateness of applying the n+2 rule to INTERREG programmes, the chapter
highlights some issues for debate relating to the future provisions for INTERREG Strands A, B and
C.
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1 AIMS AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Summary

This study comprises a synthesis of the findings of the Mid Term Evaluations of 67 Strand A, B and
C INTERREG Il programmes which were undertaken in 2003. The study has three aims:

o to take stock of progress to date in INTERREG programming, highlighting strategic, structural
and operational strengths and weaknesses;

¢ to help inform the priorities of the INTERACT Community Initiative, a new Technical Assistance
programme established in 2002 to support effective INTERREG programming;

¢ to identify any lessons which could inform provisions for territorial cooperation in the post-2006
Structural Fund programming period.

The report attempts to give an overview of the state of play of INTERREG and to allow pro-
grammes to place their experiences in context. It is hoped that it will be of interest to the many dif-
ferent INTERREG stakeholders.

This is the third Structural Fund programming period in which the INTERREG Community Initiative
has operated, but it is only the first in which Mid Term Evaluations (MTEs) have been undertaken
for all of the programmes and the first in which they have had the benefit of a dedicated Technical
Assistance programme in the form of INTERACT. The MTEs are potentially valuable to individual
programmes, as they were timed to provide useful analysis, reflection and recommendations for
enhancing their future success. At the same time, there is an opportunity to identify the common
lessons of these reports and to share them more widely. The current study was proposed as a
means to do this. It was undertaken using all the INTERREG Il A, B and C MTEs available by 31
October 2004.

62 MTE reports were analysed, addressing 67 programmes (one covered the three programmes
along the Danish-German border and one covered all four Strand C programmes). Three pro-
grammes were not addressed, either because the evaluation was not available by November 2004
(Italy-Albania IlIA) or because an evaluation was not undertaken (Greece—Turkey IlIA and Italy—
Croatia—Bosnia—Yugoslavia IlIA).

The study has three aims:

e To take stock of progress to date in INTERREG programming, highlighting strategic, structural
and operational strengths and weaknesses.

e To help inform the work of INTERACT by identifying or confirming development priorities for
the INTERREG community over the second half of the programming period, both in terms of
INTERREG programming itself and the practice of evaluation. The latter issue has special rele-
vance in terms of the updates of the 2003 MTEs, which have to be delivered by the end of
2005.
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e To reflect on what can be learned that could inform the design of future territorial cooperation
initiatives in the post-2006 period.

The review of MTEs has been undertaken within the context of the wider body of INTERREG-
relevant documentation, including regulations, communications, working documents, guidance
notes and other resources. It has also been informed by the ex post evaluation of INTERREG I
1994-99, which helps to provide an evolutionary and historical perspective on experiences in the
current round.

In order to undertake the synthesis, a questionnaire was designed to extract information from the
INTERREG Ill MTEs and collate it in an Access database. To facilitate the rapid extraction of in-
formation, the structure of the questionnaire was guided by the MTE structure suggested in Work-
ing Paper 8. The analysis not only covered the findings of the evaluations, but also reflected on the
nature of the evaluation studies themselves, enabling an overview of methodological choices and
resulting outcomes to be compiled. At a very straightforward level, programmes were categorised
into sub-groupings to facilitate a more structured discussion and to draw more informed compari-
sons between more comparable programmes.

This document constitutes the Final Report of the study. Given the number of programmes being
discussed, the volume of information being synthesised and the diverse ways in which similar is-
sues have been addressed in different MTESs, the report does not aim to be comprehensive, but
instead attempts to identify and illustrate key trends and some distinctive experiences. Examples of
programmes are given where possible to illustrate points, but they are only provided as examples
and they do not constitute comprehensive lists of programmes sharing particular circumstances. It
should also be noted that the study draws on the assessments of evaluators rather than on primary
information from programme actors themselves.

Following this introduction, the report is structured into eight sections. Chapter 2 provides a contex-
tual overview of the INTERREG Il programmes and presents key features which help to catego-
rise them. Moving on from this, Chapter 3 focuses on the practice of evaluation itself, reflecting on
the methods used and what can be learned about evaluating INTERREG-type programmes. The
next five chapters of the report address the core issues covered by the Mid Term Evaluations: the
evolving context and strategic relevance of the programmes; programme effectiveness; manage-
ment arrangements; implementation experiences and monitoring practices.

Each of these five sections starts by setting out the nature and relevance of the issue being ad-
dressed. It goes on to provide an overview of the range of findings presented in the MTEs, focus-
ing on the main commonalities and contrasts identified in terms of circumstances, performance and
issues. The nature of available evaluation material is also considered here in that it conditions what
can be said about programmes. The sections discuss the explanations offered by evaluators for
the phenomena observed and the recommendations made to address them. Each chapter finishes
with some brief remarks about the implications of the findings for the INTERREG community, and,
by implication, for the potential services to be provided by the INTERACT Service delivery architec-
ture, comprising the Secretariat, based in Vienna, and the five recently established INTERACT
Points:

e Information and Animation. Lansstyrelsen Jamtlands Lan (County Administration Board
Jamtland, Sweden)
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e Tool Box. Generalitat Valenciana, Spain and Euregio Meuse-Rhine Foundation, Maastricht,
Netherlands

e Qualification and Transfer. INTERREG IlIB North Sea Region Programme, Viborg, Denmark

e |lIC Coordination. INTERREG IIIC North Joint Technical Secretariat, located in Rostock, is the
Lead Partner of a consortium consisting of four Joint Technical Secretariats and Managing
Authorities based in Rostock, Vienna, Lille and Valencia and supported by the Investitionsbank
Schleswig-Holstein, in Kiel, Germany.

¢ Managing Transition and External Cooperation. INTERREG IlIC East, City of Vienna, and
Regional Council of Southwest Finland, Turku in Finland

The final chapter in this report summarises the findings of the synthesis and sets out its implica-
tions, both for the remainder of the current programming period and for future INTERREG pro-
gramming in the 2007-13 period.

The report attempts to give an overview of the state of play of INTERREG and to allow pro-
grammes to place their experiences in context. It is hoped that it will be of interest to a diversity of
INTERREG stakeholders. To facilitate this, the table below provides a ‘reading guide’ to the report
for different audiences, notably strategic, programme and project level actors and evaluators.

Table 1.1: Reading guide for INTERREG actors

Chapter = —
o g 2 o o u,
e22 | Eg | 2 5
S c g s g v g
g8y | 8% o2 g
nhoy ao a @ i,
2.INTERREG llI vV vV Vv v
3.Evaluating INTERREG IlI Vv Vv v vy
4.Context and strategic relevance Vv 2% v
5.Programme effectiveness v vvv Vv Vv
6. Programme management vV VY v
7.Implementing INTERREG programmes vV 224 v Vv
8.Monitoring INTERREG programmes v vV Vv v
9.Conclusions and recommendations v vV vV v

A further point to note concerns the overall treatment of INTERREG programmes in this report.
The three current strands of INTERREG programming (llIA cross-border, I1IB transnational and IlIC
interregional) are often addressed as separate and distinct instruments. Whilst acknowledging the
distinctiveness of the different strands, this study also explores to what extent there is commonality
of experience between them. Just as there is a continuum between Objectives 1 and 2, for exam-
ple, it is argued that INTERREG programmes — and their projects in many cases — are also dis-
tinct, yet interrelated in terms of their structure, capacities and experiences. They are all complex,
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international initiatives, but some more so than others. Likewise, within strands — and IlIA espe-
cially — there are such strong contrasts between certain sub-groups of programme that their ex-
periences and challenges might only be compared with difficulty. Findings here have clear implica-
tions for the way that INTERACT targets, organises and delivers its support services and informa-
tion exchanges.

In addition to this final report, a further output from this study is a password-protected database
based on Access/Coldfusion, which provides access to the databank of MTE analyses. The data-
base is accessible through web browsers and allows the information to be read selectively, edited
and searched. The database is structured into several sections, describing programme content,
evaluation methods used, quality of the evaluation and evaluation content (strategy and relevance,
effectiveness, management, monitoring and case studies). The information entered into the data-
base has been led in each case by the content of the particular MTE.
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2 SETTING THE CONTEXT: INTERREG I

Summary

The INTERREG Community Initiative is now in its third programming period. It has evolved in
terms of design, management and delivery over almost 15 years to reach its current configuration.
Strand A programmes for cross-border integration are the most numerous and have been in exis-
tence for longest. Strand B programmes for transnational cooperation emerged in the late 1990s
out of INTERREG IIC transnational cooperation programmes and Article 10 pilot actions. Strand C
programmes were newly introduced in 2000 and enable interregional exchange about policy de-
sign and delivery. In the current round, these strands have been newly complemented by the IN-
TERACT Technical Assistance programme and the European Spatial Planning Observation Net-
work (ESPON).

To set the context for INTERREG programmes, of which there were 72 in 2003, Chapter 2 pro-
vides an overview of the programmes and proposes some straightforward groupings which are
used later in the report to help understand different INTERREG experiences.

In particular, the 53 INTERREG IIIA programmes are divided into four categories based on the
types of border involved: internal borders; and three types of external border — with ‘neighbouring’
countries (notably Switzerland and Norway), with new Member States and with other third coun-
tries (e.g. Bulgaria, Morocco and Russia).

The 13 INTERREG IIIB programmes are subdivided into three groups: homogeneous (operating
largely within the EU-15); diversified (involving the largest numbers of external and new Member
State countries); and development-oriented (in the outermost regions).

2.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF INTERREG

Before looking at how the MTEs were undertaken and what they found, it is useful to examine
briefly the current community of INTERREG programmes. This is the third round of INTERREG
programming. INTERREG | was introduced in 1990, and supported 31 cross-border programmes.
It introduced an international dimension to Structural Fund programming, and, in the context of the
Single Market, was a tangible expression of the objective of European integration.

' The account of the first two phases of INTERREG was informed largely by LRDP et al (2003) Ex Post Evaluation of the INTERREG ||
Community Initiative (1994-99), Commission of the European Communities, Brussels.
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The initiative was both expanded and diversified for the 1994-99 programming period, embracing
three different types of multinational programme:

e Strand A was focused on cross-border cooperation and so extended the activities of INTER-
REG I,

e Strand B, which would only exist in this programming period, involved the completion of energy
networks; and

e Strand C, introduced in 1996, addressed cooperation in regional and spatial planning, building
on increased European policy interest in this field in the context of the European Spatial Devel-
opment Perspective.

By the end of the 1994-99 period, 75 INTERREG Il programmes were being implemented. The
introduction of Phare CBC in 1994 and Tacis CBC in 1996 also offered scope for external integra-
tion efforts, with INTERREG IlIA and Tacis or Phare CBC programmes attempting to mirror each
other across the two sides of relevant borders.

In the 2000-06 period, INTERREG has continued into a third phase and, as in the previous phase,
is the largest Community Initiative, but now receiving significantly more resources. It has an ERDF
allocation of EUR 4 875 billion (1000 million = one billion) (1999 prices) and is divided into three
strands.

A Cross-border cooperation. This strand promotes cooperation between adjacent regions with
the aim of developing social and economic cross-border integration through common develop-
ment strategies. This is equivalent to INTERREG IIA and includes the longest-running INTER-
REG programmes.

B Transnational cooperation. Involving national, regional and local authorities, this strand aims
to promote better integration within the Union through the formation of large groups of Euro-
pean regions whose integration is strengthened through a range of strategic and conceptual
initiatives. These programmes build on activities piloted under INTERREG IIC.

C Interregional cooperation. This strand is new and aims to improve the effectiveness of re-
gional development policies and instruments through large-scale information exchange and
sharing of experience (networks). It is focused on learning about policy rather than delivering it.

Two additional related programmes are operated under Article 53 of the INTERREG guidelines,
each of which was also subject to an MTE in 2003.

e ESPON. The European Spatial Planning Observation Network (ESPON) is financed jointly by
the European Union and the fifteen Member States, as well as other neighbouring states. It is a
cooperation network involving national spatial planning institutes and focuses on the observa-
tion and analysis of territorial and regional development trends in Europe. It operates by financ-
ing research studies in the field of spatial planning and is generating results and learning of po-
tential relevance to all INTERREG Strands.

e INTERACT. This programme (the contractor of this study) was launched in 2002 and seeks to
build on the experience and lessons of INTERREG | and Il. It aims to improve the effectiveness
of implementation of INTERREG Il during the current programming period by enabling ex-
changes of experience, networking and information dissemination about INTERREG program-
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ming. It will also offer support to those involved in managing INTERREG Ill programmes and
projects.

Leaving aside ESPON and INTERACT, Table 2.1 summarises the transition in the scope of IN-
TERREG through the three phases described above. Arrows indicate where initiatives have been
carried over into a subsequent programming phase. Table 2.1 shows that Strand A has seen the
greatest overall continuity across all three rounds of INTERREG programming, while the current
Strand B builds on INTERREG Il activity and Strand C is new. Within the two continuing Strands (A
and B), however, the longevity of programmes varies, with only a minority having been operated
with the same structures and geographical scope for the maximum period for which these strands
of activity have been operating.
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Table 2.1: Scope and numbers of INTERREG |, Il and Ill programmes

NB: Arrows indicate initiatives continued into a subsequent programming period.

Theme

INTERREG | 1990-93

INTERREG Il 1994-99

INTERREG Il 2000-06

Total

31 programmes

79 programmes

72 programmes

Cross-border cooperation

INTERREG |

INTERREG IIA

INTERREG IlIA

31 programmes

59 programmes

53 programmes

(4 maritime) |::> (16 maritime), of which: |::> (14 maritime), of which:
31 internal border pro- 24 internal border programmes
grammes 29 external border programmes
28 external border pro- (12 of which are with new
grammes? Member States, therefore inter-
nal by 2004)

Completion of energy net- n/a INTERREG 11B n/a

et Continuation of the Regen
Community Initiative
3 programmes
Operated as collections of
projects rather than ‘pro-
grammes’ in the rounder
sense

Transnational cooperation n/a INTERREG IIC and INTERREG lIIB
Article 10 Pilot Actions
13 INTERREG IIC pro- 13 INTERREG IlIB programmes
g.rammes fOCUS.Gd on re.- (Most relate to previous trans-
gional and spatial planning — national cooperation and Article
context of ESDP 20 pilot actions. Two new pro-
7 transnational cooperation [ grammes target outermost
programmes regions.)
2 flood mitigation pro-
grammess
4 drought prevention pro-
grammes
4 Article 20 Pilot Actions

Interregional cooperation n/a n/a |::> INTERREG IIIC

Pan-European programme

4 programmes to divide the EU
administratively into four sec-
tors.

Source: Compiled by EPRC from multiple sources.

2 . . Lo
Counting programmes including internal and external borders as external.
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The number of Strand A programmes decreased overall between INTERREG Il and lll, although
more borders are now covered by the programme. This change in programme numbers reflects
less fragmentation of programmes along national borders (mainly those internal to the EU-15).
There were mergers between the following groups of programmes to form single programmes,
taking 17 programmes down to seven: three German-Dutch, three Belgian-French, three Swedish-
Norwegian, two French-British, two French-Italian, two French-Swiss and two Belgian-Dutch pro-
grammes. At the same time, the number of external border programmes increased, with a sub-
division of the Greece/external borders programme and Sachsen’s Germany-Poland-Czech Re-
public programme, and the addition of a small number of programmes involving Balkan states fol-
lowing the end of conflict in that region.

There has also been evolution from the INTERREG IIC to INTERREG IlIB programmes. The IIC
flood mitigation and drought prevention programmes were not continued. Instead, the current pro-
grammes mark a broad continuation of those programmes supported under the INTERREG IIC
transnational cooperation and Article 10 pilot action headings, with the addition of transnational
programmes for two remoter areas — the Caribbean and Réunion.

INTERREG retains a high level of political importance in 2000-06, providing an instrument which
promotes the deepening of European integration in tangible ways, at different scales and in differ-
ent fields. This is further reflected in the proposed continuation of INTERREG into the 2007-13
programming period, as set out in the Third Cohesion Report, where a territorial cooperation strand
is one of three pillars of proposed future cohesion policy.®> The Community Added Value of IN-
TERREG is difficult to dispute. Supporting enhanced integration between EU Member States and
the balanced and sustainable development of the European space is clearly a distinctive area
where supranational frameworks and initiatives can come into their own.

2.2 INTERREG Il

There were 72 INTERREG IIl programmes operating in 2003: 53 INTERREG IlIA, 13 INTERREG
[1IB, four INTERREG IIIC (which are effectively all part of one overall programme), INTERACT and
ESPON. In order to facilitate comparative discussion and exploration of these programmes, this
section characterises them in ways which suggest more manageable and memorable sub-
groupings.

% cec (2004) A new Partnership for Cohesion: Convergence, Competitiveness, Cooperation, (The ‘Third Cohesion Report’), Commis-
sion of the European Communities, Luxembourg.
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2.2.1 INTERREG IlIA

Turning first to the IlIA cross-border integration programmes, these are a diverse group in many
ways. The programmes are largely determined by geography and national institutional and territo-
rial structures. Four straightforward sub-groupings can be identified based on the geopolitical con-
text of the borders — internal borders to the EU-15 and three types of external border.

Internal EU-15 border programmes. There are 24 programmes along borders between the
EU-15 Member States. Some of the programmes along these internal borders enjoy the best
prospects for successful and integrated cross-border activities. Many, especially on the north-
west European mainland (BeNeLux area, plus Germany and France), have been the subject of
a wide and active process of progressive integration over many years supported both within
and parallel to INTERREG. Prospects along some other internal borders are more challenging,
e.g. where there are physical barriers impeding interaction (such as sea borders, high moun-
tains or infrastructural deficits) or political or cultural tensions. It should also be noted that some
internal borders have not had this status for long: Finland, Sweden and Austria only acceded to
the EU in 1995.

External border programmes with ‘neighbouring’ countries. This group of six programmes
involves Switzerland, Norway and Liechtenstein. The non-EU partners which have high levels
of development, resources and organisational capacity and they are therefore able to cooper-
ate very effectively with EU countries. These programmes combine EU and neighbouring coun-
try resources and the best of them are comparable with good internal EU-15 border pro-
grammes in terms of their capacity to undertake effective development, coordination and inte-
gration activities.

External border programmes with New Member States (NMS). These 12 programmes are
different from the ‘neighbouring country’ programmes because, until the end of 2003, they only
applied in practice to the EU-15 half of an external border area. In this sense, they were ‘border
oriented’ rather than being fully cross-border. They operated on one side of a border, while a
parallel Phare CBC programme was operated on the other — with different calendars, rules and
policy scope. This clearly makes the arrangements for programme management and delivery
distinct from internal border programmes. In practice, these programmes tended to be mono-
country programmes but were required to consult and co-ordinate with those involved in a par-
allel initiative. Following EU enlargement, these programmes now face the challenge of trans-
forming themselves into full multinational cross-border programmes, extending to embrace
relevant areas of new Member States where Phare CBC no longer operates, and making what
might be a challenging transition to becoming joint programmes which are genuinely ‘owned’
and steered by stakeholders from both sides of the border. The programmes do not all have
the same starting point, although some have managed to create very solid foundations in terms
of management systems and cooperation arrangements on which they will be able to build rap-
idly.

External border programmes with third countries. These 11 programmes involve regions
on the external borders of the EU, including those bordering the Balkans, Bulgaria, Morocco
and Russia. As with the new Member State programmes, they effectively only operate on the
EU side of the relevant border, while aiming to coordinate their activities with a parallel external
instrument (under Phare, Tacis, MEDA, CARDS or EDF). These programmes are the most se-
verely challenged in terms of their ability to undertake efficient and meaningful programmes of
activity within the context of INTERREG. As will be seen later, they are impeded by some seri-
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ous difficulties not least: (i) the challenge of working with parallel instruments which are in
some ways incompatible; (ii) resource limitations in less-affluent partner regions; (iii) the some-
times sensitive political and historical contexts in which programmes are being operated; and
(iv) some domestic organisational challenges.

This categorisation of programmes is valid for 2000-03, but two key changes took place in 2004,
with EU enlargement and the introduction of the new Neighbourhood Instrument. EU enlargement
meant that the status of the new Member State programmes described above changed. These
programmes must now be progressively transformed into full INTERREG IlIA internal border pro-
grammes. At the same time, EU enlargement brought two further changes to the INTERREG map,
increasing the population of INTERREG IlIA programmes through:

¢ the creation of new internal INTERREG IlIA programmes on all-new internal borders of the EU,
such as between Poland and Slovakia; and

¢ the creation of new external border programmes, e.g. for Poland with Belarus and the Ukraine.

These programmes are beyond the scope of this study, but they are highlighted because the is-
sues arising from this report are potentially relevant to them. The significant difficulties being faced
in progressing some experienced and established INTERREG programmes have clear implications
for what can be expected in the short term from this group, and the need to promote simplified and
focused approaches, accompanied by a strong programme of capacity building and ongoing prob-
lem solving.

The second change, effective in 2004, was the introduction of the ‘Neighbourhood Instrument’ in
new and continuing external border areas. This mechanism, which has been designed to allow
more integrated cooperative working, was introduced in an attempt to address the difficulties asso-
ciated with operating parallel incompatible instruments on either side of external borders (INTER-
REG on the EU side and MEDA, Tacis CBC or Phare CBC on the other side).

The groups of programmes highlighted above are listed in Table 2.2, in order of size of their ERDF
financial allocation. This table also categorises the programmes according to the ‘level of isolation’
of their borders. This categorisation was used for the Strand A programmes in the 1994-99 ex post
evaluation and it exclusively addresses the degree of physical isolation along borders, for example,
based on their cross-border infrastructure endowment. As there is traceable continuity between the
IIA and IlIA programmes, we have opted to use the same categorisation in this study, since it pro-
vides an additional, accessible dimension of overall understanding of the nature of the challenges
faced by programmes. A grading needed to be chosen for the new Balkan programmes and ‘high
isolation’ was selected.

The state of isolation is represented in words in the first column and using shading: high isolation
(dark grey); medium (mid grey); and low (light grey). What quickly becomes clear from the table is
that, although circumstances vary within groups, it is the internal and neighbouring country pro-
grammes which are characterised by least physical isolation. The external programmes, both new
Member States and others, generally face higher levels of isolation. This underlines the basic
physical barriers to enhanced integration. It was beyond the scope of the current study to design a
more sophisticated, multi-criteria classification system for the level of integration in different border
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zones, but this work might be worth undertaking. Some of the research undertaken by ESPON
could provide useful inputs to this, e.g. mapping the economic disparities across borders.*

The financial size of programmes is provided to give some idea of scale, but interpretation is not
straightforward, especially for IlIA. Figures need to be related to factors such as the length and
nature of borders. Spain-Portugal is the single largest programme, but in other parts of the EU this
might have been subdivided into several smaller ones (as on the German-Danish and German-
Polish borders which both have three programmes). In addition, budgetary comparisons need to be
made with care. First, some of the larger IlIA programmes place a strong emphasis on high-cost,
physical infrastructure measures, which means they may not be bigger in terms of anticipated
numbers of projects than some of the financially smaller programmes and may even be more
straightforward to implement. Second, for internal borders, the ERDF budget reflects the whole EU
contribution, whereas on external borders, many programmes are operating with parallel, EU co-
funded external instruments which effectively means that additional EU funding is deployed in
those border areas (notably Phare, Tacis, MEDA, CARDS and EDF). Third, the allocations on each
side of any given border are not necessarily related to need per se but are determined by how the
countries involved choose to allocate their INTERREG resources across all the programmes in
which they are involved. Fourth, the intervention rates of programmes vary, with higher rates in
Objective 1 type regions (e.g. along the Spanish-Portuguese border).

Table 2.2: 2000-06 INTERREG Community Initiative programmes
Key: nature of border areas

Low isolation Medium isolation High isolation

Source of isolation categorisation: LRDP et al (2003) Ex Post Evaluation of the INTERREG Il Community Initiative (1994-99), Com-
mission of the European Communities, Brussels.

Source of figures: Compiled primarily from DG Regio Inforegio information.

Table 2.2a: INTERREG lllA: Internal EU-15 Borders

Isolation ERDF Total public Countries:

(EUR | (EUR Million) | EU-15 (EU-15

Million) + non-EU-15)
Spain-Portugal Medium 806.92 1075.88 2
Ireland-Northern Ireland Medium 134.41 179.21 2
Kent-Sussex — Nord Pas de Calais-Picardie Medium 108.17 206.91 2
Rhein Maas Nord/Rijn Waal/ Euregio Low 98.37 2
France-Wallonie-Flandre Low 86.50 160.56 2
Greece-ltaly High 84.48 157.94 2
France-Spain Medium 84.30 168.60 2
Flanders-Netherlands Low 84.21 152.16 2
Italy-France Alps Medium 58.59 148.04 2

* DG Regio (2004) Rapport Interimaire sur la Cohésion Territoriale (Résultats préliminaires des Etudes de 'ORATE et de a

Commission Européen), Official Publications Office for the European Communities, Luxembourg.
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Isolation ERDF Total public Countries:
(EUR | (EUR Million) | EU-15 (EU-15
Million) + non-EU-15)
Euregio Maas Rhein (Germany, Netherlands, Belgium) Low 52.71 97.50 3
Italy-France Islands (Sardegna-Corsica-Toscana) Medium 52.34 104.68 2
Ireland-Wales Medium 47.57 65.46 2
Germany (Bayern)-Austria Low 47.29 89.60 2
Ems-Dollart-Region Low 35.45 81.14 2
Italy-Austria Medium 33.63 65.41 2
Oresundsregionen Medium 30.84 61.68 2
Saarland-Moselle-Westpfalz Low 28.46 56.92 2
Wallonie-Lorraine-Luxembourg Low 24 .47 48.56 3
Pamina (France-Germany) Low 14.77 29.53 2
Senderjylland/Schleswig Low 13.80 28.33 2
Germany-Luxembourg-Germanophone Belgium Low 11.38 22.76 3
Fyn/KERN Low 9.87 20.08 2
Storstrgm/Ostholstein-Libeck Low 9.56 19.13 2
Skargarden Medium 8.60 17.20 2
IIIA Internal borders — Total 1899.21 3130.43
Table 2.2b: INTERREG IIIA: External borders with neighbouring countries (Norway, Switzerland)
Isolation ERDF Total public Countries:
(EUR | (EUR Million) | EU-15 (EU-15
Million) + non-EU-15)
Sweden-Norway Medium 32.00 57.24 1(2)
Oberrhein-Mitte Std (France, Germany, Switzerland) Low 31.58 63.20 2 (3)
Italy-Switzerland Medium 25.56 51.12 1(2)
Kvarken-Mittskandia (Sweden, Finland, Norway) Medium 23.90 47.80 2(3)
France-Switzerland Medium 20.70 37.26 1(2)
Alperhein-Bodensee-Hochrhein (Germany, Austria, Switzer- Low 17.48 31.90 2 (4)
land, Liechtenstein)
INTERREG IlIA External — Neighbouring countries - Total 151.22 288.52
Table 2.2c: INTERREG IlIIA: New Member State borders
Isolation ERDF Total public Countries:
(EUR (EUR Million) | EU (EU+ non-
Million) EU)
Sachsen-Czech Republic High 170.72 227.63 1(2)
Brandenburg-Lubuskie High 96.21 127.92 1(2)
Mecklenburg Vorpommern-Poland High 83.09 110.58 1(2)
Bayern-Czech Republic High 63.82 124.52 1(2)
Greece-Cyprus High 48.50 63.77 1(2)
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Isolation ERDF Total public | Countries:
(EUR (EUR Million) | EU (EU+ non-
Million) EU)
44.58 96.06 1(2)
42.68 56.91 1(2)
37.36 63.61 1(2)
28.13 56.27 1(2)
27.09 54.18 1(2)
26.71 53.46 1(2)
South Finland-Estonia Medium 14.55 29.10 1(2)
IIIA New Member State borders — Total 683.44 1064.01
Table 2.2d: INTERREG IllIA: External borders with third countries
Isolation ERDF Total public Countries:
(EUR | (EUR Million) | EU-15 (EU-15
Million) + non-EU-15)
175.44 233.92 1(2)
Spain-Morocco 169.40 225.87 1(2)
90.00 120.00 1(2)
73.00 97.92 1(2)
50.51 101.03 1(5)
47.00 80.00 2 (4)
35.00 66.00 1(2)
33.23 66.45 1(2)
28.20 56.40 1(2)
21.80 55.78 1(2)
Gibraltar-Morocco Medium 0.43 0.85 1(2)
INTERREG IIIA External borders with third countries — 724.00 1104.22

Total

The table also shows the number of countries involved in the programmes. The highest number of
countries involved in an internal border programme is three, but two is more usual. Neighbouring
country programmes involve one or two EU countries with the addition of one or two external ones.
Italy-Balkans IlIA involves the highest number of external partners (four). Most external pro-
grammes are distinctive. In the table, they are shown as usually involving one EU Member State
and one external partner. In reality, however, EU countries work in parallel with the external part-
ner, so many could be thought of as mono-country programmes but with an obligation to coordi-

nate and consult with another party.
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2.2.2 INTERREG IIIB

The focus of INTERREG IIIB is on improved territorial integration across a large group of regions
and the achievement of sustainable, harmonious and balanced development and spatial integra-
tion with neighbouring countries. Strand B is the successor to INTERREG IIC and the pilot spatial
planning projects funded under Article 10 of the 1994-99 ERDF regulation, and it follows the rec-
ommendations of the European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP). A special emphasis is
placed on involving the most remote regions — promoting better economic integration and
strengthening cooperation between these regions as well as between them and Member States.

Table 2.3: 2000-06 INTERREG IlIB programmes

INTERREG IIIB ERDF Total public ’g _ o ::) ’g
(EUR Million) | (EUR Million) | 2 c < <2
Y| e | | | 8| 2 |do
2| 2| 2| 8| e | s |2
Homogeneous
North West Europe 329.68 655.79 7 - - 8 88 100
North Sea Region 129.22 254 .44 6 - 1 - 7 86 100
Atlantic Rim 118.98 203.94 5 5 - - 5 100 100
South West Europe 66.16 109.90 4 - - - 4 100 100
Northern Periphery 21.28 30.02 3 - 4 - 7 43 100
Diversified
CADSES 128.72 237.49 4 5 - 9 18 22 22
Western Mediterranean 103.83 194.34 5 - 1 3 9 56 67
Baltic Sea 97.11 182.51 4 4 1 2 11 36 45
ARCHIMED 78.70 2 2 - 8 12 17 17
Alpine Space 59.72 119.44 4 1 2 - 7 57 86
Development-oriented
Acores-Madeira-Canarias 145.12 168.94 2 - - ? 2 n/a n/a
Caribbean 12.00 24.00 1 - - ? 1+ n/a n/a
Réunion (FR) FR 5.00 5.88 1 - - ? 1+ n/a n/a
IlIB — Total 1295.52 2 186.69

Source: Compiled primarily from DG Regio Inforegio information.

The 13 current INTERREG IlIB programmes are presented in Table 2.3 below, again ranked in
order of ERDF allocation and showing the number of countries involved, divided into EU-15, New
Member States, neighbouring countries (Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Iceland and
Greenland) and other external countries.
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The average number of countries potentially participating in any given IlIB programme is seven,
but there are significant contrasts between programmes (see Table 2.3). The smallest pro-
grammes, in terms of the number of EU participants, are Réunion and the Caribbean, although
they involve an unspecified number of partners from third countries. Other programmes which are
narrowly defined are Acores-Madeira-Canarias, which involves two EU countries, and South West
Europe, involving four. The most extensive programmes are the Baltic Sea (11), ARCHIMED (12)
and CADSES (18). In practice, the evaluations showed that not all countries which could theoreti-
cally be involved in programmes have been active in practice. The involvement of some external
countries has been symbolic in come cases (e.g. minimal involvement of Gibraltar in South West
Europe and no participation of Moldova or Bosnia and Herzegovina in CADSES projects).

As well as considering the number of countries involved, the composition of groupings needs to be
taken into account. This enables three types of programme to be identified.

e Homogeneous. The first group comprises the most homogeneous programmes. These em-
brace countries from the EU-15 and additionally, partners from the so-called neighbouring
countries. These partners have high levels of development, available resources, good organ-
isational capacities, experience and a good record of earlier cooperation. They are likely to en-
joy the most favourable conditions for cooperation. Examples, shaded in light grey, are: North
West Europe, North Sea, Atlantic Rim and South West Europe.

e Diversified. The second group comprises more diversified programmes. These have the larg-
est number of participating countries overall and they involve highest participation from New
Member States and external countries other than the neighbouring countries. Examples here
are CADSES, ARCHIMED, Baltic Sea and, to a lesser extent, Western Mediterranean and Al-
pine Space. These programmes face particular challenges in terms of complexity and coordi-
nation.

e Development oriented. The third group comprises Acores-Madeira-Canarias, Réunion and
Caribbean. These programmes could be considered similar to external IlIA programmes in that
they face significant challenges in working with parallel external funding instruments to achieve
their ambitions. They are also being operated in remote areas, with partners from less devel-
oped environments with limited capacity and resources.

The number and composition of participating countries has important implications for programme
performance. In general, the evaluation studies reveal that the smaller, more homogeneous pro-
grammes have the potential to perform most smoothly. The more countries that are involved in
programmes and the more diverse they are (with a large number of external countries), the greater
the complexity of management.® The breakdown of countries involved in programmes also indi-
cates, for example, which programmes have needed to adjust to EU enlargement (e.g. Baltic Sea
and ARCHIMED).

For IlIA border groupings, the rationale is obvious and based on physical geography. However, this
is not necessarily the case for the country groupings brought together under 1l1IB programmes. Only
a minority of IlIB programmes reflect strong, pre-existing groupings, rooted in earlier cooperation

5in practice, it should be remembered that a key feature of management performance is the stability of programme structures. Where
these were changed between programming periods, then delays have occurred, even in the most favourable environments.
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outside EU funding frameworks and a strong sense of common interest or identity. The strongest
commonality is perhaps reflected in the Baltic, North Sea and Alpine Space programmes and to a
lesser extent, in the Alpine Space, Mediterranean and Northern Periphery. Other groupings are
less clear and to an extent, artificial, although some do appear to have become progressively em-
bedded as a result of their INTERREG activities. This is helped by the fact that most IlIB pro-
grammes are continuations of previous IIC or Article 10 initiatives (with the exception of the three
‘development-oriented’ programmes). Even some programmes which could have been perceived
as artificial appear to have developed a sense of ownership among their participants. Participation
in INTERREG groupings appears in some cases to have been given momentum by a perceived
need to counterbalance other, stronger regional groupings and to ensure that the interests of all
geographies are represented in policy debates about the European space.

With the current overlap among IlIB zones, many regions of Europe are involved concurrently in
more than one IlIB programme. The evaluation studies do not cite this as being problematic, in
spite of its potential to cause confusion among applicants. Indeed, in some areas, overlaps could
be interpreted as reflecting the multiple identities which apply in certain geographical areas (e.qg.
Danish regions involved the North Sea and Baltic zones).

As with other INTERREG programmes, the financial size of IlIB programmes is not directly related
to the size, coverage or content of programmes, but instead to choices made by the countries in-
volved in terms of how to allocate available resources between INTERREG programmes relevant
to them.

Two dimensions which help to explain what distinguishes IlIB from the other INTERREG Strands
are the activities being funded and the nature of participation in the programmes.

e What is funded? Despite its spatial orientation, INTERREG IIIB can currently only fund small-
scale physical infrastructure. Instead, it focuses on developing common frameworks, networks
and strategies to tackle spatial problems and constraints, promoting new modes of transport,
transport plans, environmental management, etc. A challenge facing IlIB has been to achieve
tangible outcomes from its activities. Theoretical studies into the management of space, for ex-
ample, can help to encourage debate, however they will only lead to genuine change if the
competent authorities are involved in legitimising, endorsing and taking forward their findings. It
appears that some projects may move towards more tangible activities through successive
rounds of project funding.

e The nature of activities supported. The level of conformity of projects with the aim of trans-
national cooperation is a central selection criterion for programmes. Of course, ‘transnational’
implies the participation of authorities or bodies from at least two countries. Beyond this, trans-
national projects should be genuinely connected around a shared issue in a shared geography,
influencing the development of a common space or resource. An example would be addressing
environmental issues, including flooding or ecological diversity connected with the same major
river basin. If partners were each addressing different river basins, and exchanging methods to
address similar problems, then this would fit better with 11I1C.

e The nature of participation. A further priority of transnational cooperation is to ensure the
involvement of organisations working at a sufficiently strategic level to make significant
changes as a result of their participation in IlIB projects. This might involve going beyond un-
dertaking theoretical studies about particular spaces to adjusting the content of regional plan-
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ning frameworks and beyond this, to adjusting the overall regulations governing these instru-
ments. This would require the participation of those authorities which have the responsibility to
make changes happen (i.e. national authorities or agencies).

2.2.3 INTERREG lIIC®

Turning finally to the IlIC programmes, these have been an innovation of the current programming
period. While there are four programmes (for North, East, South and West Europe), in reality they
constitute a single pan-European initiative whose aim is “to improve the effectiveness of policies
and instruments for regional development and cohesion” through structured and large-scale infor-
mation exchange and sharing of experience (networks).

Table 2.4: 2000-06 INTERREG IlIC programmes

INTERREG llIC ERDF budget for Total public Countries:
operations (EUR Million) (EUR Million) EU-15 (EU-15 + non-EU-

15)

South 131.45 207.59 6 (6)

West 89.42 147.05 7(7)

East 44.30 71.09 4 (11)

North 27.39 44.67 4 (10)

IlIC — Total 292.56 470.40

Source: Compiled primarily from DG Regio Inforegio information.

The idea underpinning the programmes is that INTERREG IlIC operations should enhance the
effectiveness of other regional development policies. Five broad thematic areas have been desig-
nated for IlIC exchange of experience: Structural Funds Objectives 1 and 2; INTERREG pro-
grammes; urban development; innovative actions; and other appropriate subjects. An additional
topic for cooperation included in the North, East and South programmes has been border region
operations.

Cooperation is between regional public authorities and equivalent public bodies and can take the
following forms.

e Regional framework operations (RFO). These are large-scale regional cooperation activities
comprising various sub-projects; they should include partners from at least three countries (at
least two of them from the EU).

e Networks. Cooperation activities mainly directed at structured exchange of experience; these
should include partners from at least five countries (at least three of them in the EU).

% Based on materials presented on the INTERREG IlIC webpage: http://www.interreg3c.net
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e Individual projects. These are cooperation activities addressing a single topic; they should
include partners from at least three countries (two of them in the EU).

The four programme zones matter only for administrative purposes (application processes and
funding). The zoning does not affect or determine the range of participants that can participate in
any initiative, and they can be selected freely on the basis of interest and relevance.

The programme covers all EU countries (including new Member States and outermost regions),
applicant countries (Romania, Bulgaria, Turkey), neighbouring countries (Norway and Switzerland),
MEDA countries and other interested countries. However, financing from INTERREG can only be
obtained by EU regions, with external partners having to secure financing from other sources.

2.2.4 RELATING THE THREE STRANDS

The three Strands of INTERREG tend to be addressed separately, but it can be argued that there
are similarities between them which sometimes make it useful to consider them collectively.

First, more so than other Structural Fund programmes, INTERREG programmes are additional to
domestic policy initiatives. They are catalysts — providing opportunities which lead either to new
and additional activities or to pre-existing priorities being taken forward in a different way, opening
up new opportunities for strategic coherence and coordination, synergies, learning, new economic
development directions and economies of scale. Being additional to mainstream policy means that
they all require dedicated delivery structures and strong promotional activities in order to be deliv-
ered successfully.

A second distinctive feature is their international dimension which, from a management perspec-
tive, brings both the challenge of reflecting and representing the interests of a sometimes very
broad and diverse constituency and of overcoming the administrative complexities posed by deliv-
ering programmes spanning multiple national regulatory environments. INTERREG programmes
are delivered in accordance with most of the same rules which govern more straightforward Struc-
tural Fund programmes, including the application of the n+2 automatic decommitment rule how-
ever, they face particular difficulties in conforming with them. Complexity also characterises IN-
TERREG projects, which are usually joint in their conception and delivery, and potentially also
jointly-funded, bringing a parallel set of challenges for programme participants across all three IN-
TERREG strands.

A third area of similarity relates to the content of programmes. Clearly, there are significant con-
trasts between the policy mix between Strands, and within Strands A and B, influenced by the
scope of allowed interventions in each Strand, the current level of integration in target areas and
the potential to deepen integration. In addition, different cross-border objectives reflect diverse his-
torical and political contexts. Nonetheless, there is some overlap between the activities undertaken
under the different Strands and the form of the projects supported.

Strand A is focused on enhancing integration in specific border zones. In less-developed border
areas, much of this activity is focused on physical infrastructure. In more developed areas, a sig-
nificant strand of activity is focused around developing shared, strategic frameworks, in fields in-
cluding environmental and spatial management, integrated or sustainable transport, tourism con-
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cepts and service delivery. In some cases, partners undertaking such projects are not even in ad-
joining regions, but are linked by a common thematic concern (especially on maritime or mountain-
ous borders). This strategic investment has strong commonalities with Strand B activities focused
around developing new, shared spatial visions in similar fields, including spatial management and
planning, resource use, environmental management, transport and tourism. In this way, some IN-
TERREG llIA programmes in integrated border regions may have more in common with [lIB pro-
grammes (albeit that their projects are on a more modest scale) than with IIIA programmes on
less-integrated internal or external borders.

A fourth area of shared concern is the need for learning and exchange of experience. This is a
particular goal of Strand C, which aims to generate learning in a range of policy areas (including
spatial planning and cross-border development) and which needs to be fed back into programmes
from all three strands so as to achieve its full potential. The same applies to ESPON and INTER-
ACT, part of whose function is to generate and disseminate information and new perspectives.

Finally, there is commonality in the types of project being supported. Notwithstanding the limited
integration and partnership in some IlIA external border programmes, all other programmes share
the common challenge of generating joint projects, creating partnerships and managing the imple-
mentation of projects. To illustrate this, the types of projects seen in different programmes are
shown in Table 2.5.

Table 2.5: Nature of the projects supported

IIIA External borders
IlIA Internal borders
Strand C — nterre-

Strand B — Transna-
gional

and neighbouring
tional

countries

Cross-border ‘oriented’ projects. One funding partner. Often take place on
one side of a border. Evidence of consultation, endorsement, mutual benefit.

Parallel projects. Conceived as a single cross-border project but delivered as
two or more parallel projects

Joint cross-border projects. Targeting contained, spatially contiguous areas.

Narrow joint transnational and interregional projects. Small numbers of
partners. Thematic focus or logic. May have spatial dimension or be creating or
contributing to a common resource.

Broad joint transnational and interregional projects. As above, more part-
ners. Thematic focus.

Having provided a contextual overview of the INTERREG Ill programmes, the next section goes on
to address how the mid term evaluations of these programmes were undertaken in the course of
2003, and what can be learned about the practice of evaluating cross-border, transnational and
interregional programmes.
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3 EVALUATING INTERREG Il

Summary

This is the first time all INTERREG programmes have undertaken a Mid Term Evaluation. There is
an opportunity to draw out lessons from these studies about the practice of INTERREG evaluation,
and so enhance the quality and usefulness of the 2005 follow-up studies.

In terms of the overall scope of studies, most systematically addressed the issues proposed by DG
Regio with a clear emphasis on operational aspects and monitoring indicators. In some cases,
there was too much emphasis placed on contextual analysis which added little value and not
enough on (even preliminary) analyses of likely programme effectiveness.

The techniques used in studies were diverse, but with more emphasis than might have been ex-
pected on desk research rather than interactive methods such as surveys, interviews and focus
groups. Interactive techniques have good potential to generate genuinely new information and to
strengthen partnership and they were used to good effect in many evaluations. Examples are given
here to illustrate the potential applicability of more participatory styles of evaluation.

With respect to the overall usefulness of the MTEs, most provided a balanced summary of pro-
gramme progress, highlighted key unresolved issues and set out pertinent and justified recom-
mendations to improve future programming. However, a minority of studies (of programmes whose
implementation had not yet gained momentum) failed to reflect the urgency of addressing this
situation.

The review identified three areas in which there is scope for INTERACT to support future evalua-
tion efforts: facilitating lesson-learning about the 2003 evaluations; developing a community of
practice around INTERREG evaluation; and underpinning this by providing a resource hub and
common services.

3.1 INTRODUCTION

As a result of the regulatory requirement, almost all INTERREG IIl programmes completed an MTE
in 2003." This marks a major step forward in INTERREG evaluation. All but one of the MTEs were
complete and available by the November 2004 and many were of good quality. 62 MTE reports
were analysed for this study, covering 67 programmes.

The cross-programme analysis for this study examined the content of the MTEs and sought to un-
derstand more about evaluation practices in this difficult field. The essential questions are whether

" The exceptions were the most recently approved programmes, e.g. Greece-Turkey IlIA.
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and how evaluators managed to capture the specificity of INTERREG programmes and to provide
inputs able to improve programming.

First, we consider this issue by reviewing evaluator responses to the evaluation issues listed by
DG Regio in its Mid Term Evaluation guidance and second, by reviewing the methodologies used
in evaluations. The toolbox of methods used in each evaluation was assessed, as were its scope,
overall style and the utility of its findings.

There will be an update of the MTEs in 2005. Leading up to this, there is clear scope for INTER-
ACT to facilitate useful exchanges about evaluation which could enhance the quality and useful-
ness of these follow-up studies.

3.2 EVALUATION OVERVIEW

The Mid Term Evaluations of all Structural Fund programmes were undertaken simultaneously
across Europe to meet a deadline of 31 December 2003. This does not appear to have caused
major difficulties for INTERREG programmes in that they were all able to secure the services of
appropriately qualified evaluators. However, anecdotal evidence indicates that some compromises
were made, e.g. where programmes could not secure their ‘first choice’ of evaluator. More posi-
tively, this may have allowed new entrants into Structural Fund evaluation. It is difficult to draw
conclusions about this however, without evidence from the tendering process.

A more fundamental issue about timing is whether imposing a standard calendar on the MTEs was
counterproductive, given that programmes were approved late and had not reached their real ‘mid
point’ by the time the evaluations had to be undertaken in 2003. For some, there was relatively little
progress to analyse. There are several options here. A more rational ‘standard’ rule could have
allowed the studies to be delivered (for example) 36 months from the start date of each pro-
gramme. This would also have staggered the preparation of the studies, spreading evaluation ac-
tivity over a longer period (an improved scenario for the evaluation community). However, it could
also be argued that there are benefits to be gained, at national and European levels, from taking
stock of all programmes at the same time by imposing a standard deadline (except, of course, for
those programmes approved very late, e.g. in 2003), and that the studies could have been tailored
more closely to the circumstances of individual programmes to take account of the limited progress
in some programmes. Small-scale studies could have been undertaken by the least advanced pro-
grammes, establishing the groundwork for more detailed follow-up evaluations in 2005. It is also
arguable that, for a number of programmes facing intractable problems in their start-up phase, the
lack of programme progress was not a reason to postpone the evaluation. Instead, it could be seen
as an urgent justification for using it as a ‘trouble-shooting’ exercise focused on targeted problem
solving.

Most MTEs appear to have been undertaken in broadly favourable circumstances. They proceeded
well, with constructive dialogue between evaluators and their clients and satisfactory outcomes. It
also appears that the geographical and linguistic challenges posed by INTERREG evaluation were
successfully addressed, with many evaluation teams consisting of more than one organisation to
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ensure sufficient language coverage and more in-depth understanding of the geographical areas
involved.

Some evaluators highlighted difficulties faced during the evaluation process, but these were mainly
generic issues rather than specific to the INTERREG. Probably the most frequently cited issue was
the lack of mature monitoring systems able to deliver a clear and accessible overview of pro-
gramme progress (see Chapter 8 for more detail). Other issues included sometimes (very) short
deadlines, difficulties experienced in accessing key respondents, low survey response rates and
difficulties in obtaining updated contextual statistics about relevant eligible areas. Lessons could be
learned in preparation for the 2005 updates in order to reduce the impact of some of these practi-
cal difficulties by addressing issues such as forward planning, how to maximise participation, etc.

Many MTEs were self-contained. However, some benefited from being able to take a broader view,
allowing programmes to be compared with others and for ideas to be transferred. There were sev-
eral mechanisms for this.

e Several evaluators undertook multiple, unrelated INTERREG evaluations, allowing the evalua-
tors at least to benefit from a cross-fertilisation of ideas between programmes (although an
overt exchange was not undertaken).

¢ In two cases, contractors were commissioned to evaluate multiple programmes as part of the
same study, allowing commonalities and contrasts to be explicitly identified, generating com-
parative learning opportunities (the four INTERREG IIIC and three German-Danish INTERREG
IIA programmes).

¢ In some cases, consultations took place between evaluation teams. This applied to INTERREG
1B, where evaluators undertook exchanges to share their findings — particularly about man-
agement issues — and to reflect on their implications (see box below). Exchanges also took
place between a small number of neighbouring IlIA programmes. For example, the evaluators
of the Bayern-Czech Republic, Sachsen-Czech Republic and Austria-Czech Republic pro-
grammes exchanged information to identify inter-dependencies.

¢ A number of ad hoc single country studies about INTERREG also have the potential to provide
a comparative perspective. Beyond the scope of this study, the Swiss authorities commis-
sioned an overall evaluation of their participation in INTERREG, which provided additional in-
sights to mid term evaluators working on programmes involving Switzerland. In the UK, a three-
year study has been commissioned by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), evalu-
ating UK participation in the three Strand IlIB programmes covering the UK. This has not yet in-
formed wider evaluation research, but it could do so in future. In Sweden and Germany, the
findings of all the Structural Fund MTEs have been summarised in a single document in order
to facilitate their wide dissemination. This process led to the identification of common issues
and conclusions.

The value of comparative analysis is illustrated by the box below, which shows that comparative
positioning of programmes can be a powerful tool. For example, it has potential uses in: identifying
unresolved issues for further research at a European level; underlining the relative urgency of se-
lected issues; testing hypotheses, especially about the reasons for difficulties being faced; and
opening up communication around some of the most sensitive and difficult issues being faced in
partnership contexts.
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One of the lessons for future evaluation exercises is the need to explore the scope for enriching
individual studies through ad hoc exchanges or explicitly comparative approaches. In addition, in
several IlIA programme areas, undertaking multi-programme studies could offer economies and
greater learning.

Box 3.1: INTERREG l1IB programmes — benchmarking and cooperation in the approach to evaluation

In many INTERREG IIIB evaluations, comparisons were made with other [lIB programmes. In
some cases, this went further with evaluation teams contacting each other to exchange their find-
ings and to explore solutions to identified problems. This allowed opportunities for transferring
good practices and solutions between programmes as well as for identifying unresolved problems.

North West Europe IlIB — initiating exchange with similar programmes

The North West Europe evaluation devotes a section of the report to cooperation with other IN-
TERREG 1lIB programmes. The evaluators contacted the Mid Term Evaluation teams of three
other INTERREG IlIB programmes which they considered similar because of their relatively large
budget and geographical proximity to the region — North Sea, Baltic Sea and Alpine Space.

Key programme issues and experiences were discussed during a number of telephone confer-
ences. These discussions revealed mutual concerns about a lack of useful indicators and different
experiences with n+2, while they also highlighted the lack of systematic good practice exchange
between programmes.

CADSES IIIB — desk-based comparison helping to explore reasons for the slow start made
in the CADSES programme

The CADSES IIIB MTE also devotes a section to comparing aspects of the programme with five
other related INTERREG programmes — Alpine Space, Atlantic Area, Baltic Sea, North Sea and
North West Europe.

Comparisons with the Baltic Sea, North Sea and North West were made with information drawn
from the MTEs, while information about the Alpine Space and Atlantic Area was drawn from the
programme websites. Tables are used to compare major aspects of the programmes, e.g. date of
approval, financial commitments, number of calls for proposals, numbers of partners per project,
secretariat staff etc. The section then goes on to analyse levels of performance of the programme
relative to these benchmarks (e.g. calls for proposals, rate of progress).

The comparison helped CADSES to be positioned relative to similar programmes and also helped
to identify factors which might explain how other programmes had progressed more quickly. Inter-
estingly, it also underlined the lack of potential for simply transferring organisational solutions from
elsewhere.

The evaluators suggest that: “the brief comparative analysis that has been carried
out...demonstrates that the programmes are similar to some extent in their objectives, proce-
dures and management structures. The question remains then as to the identification of rea-
sons hindering the efficient and effective implementation of CADSES. It remains difficult to
identify ‘clear-cut’ best practices existing in other Community Initiative Programmes (CIPs) or
an invented solution that could apply to CADSES with similar effects. Programmes that fare
better than CADSES are the ones that have decisively worked on the interrelations between
the various units of the programme and have arrived at clearly defined roles and responsibili-
ties.”

The evaluators then outline two examples from other programmes, and conclude: “since simi-
lar parameters prevailing in the other CIPs have not hindered programme implementation to
the same degree, the setback in CADSES lies in the ineffective coordination of decision-
making and programme monitoring activities and the lack of sufficient cooperation between
the institutions entrusted with management responsibilities.”
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A potential issue for INTERACT is that all INTERREG evaluations would benefit from the subject
programme being put into context (even in the broadest sense) relative to other INTERREG pro-
grammes. How large, complex, integrated and established is each programme compared to the
others? How do experiences compare with similar programmes? This study goes some way to
placing programmes relative to each other. However, the provision of some contextual information
on programmes, in advance of evaluation studies being undertaken, might make starting points
clearer and enrich findings.

In addition to the commissioning of this study, the fact that the 2003 INTERREG MTEs have been
made available as a common resource on the INTERACT Website may help to facilitate this
broader perspective.? The recent publication of the wide-ranging ex post evaluation of INTERREG
Il 1994-99 by DG Regio is also welcome.? INTERACT will also increasingly be compiling basic
comparative data across all programmes, which should allow for ‘relative positioning’ to take place.

The language in which studies are written clearly influences the extent to which they are accessible
to others, but the picture here is positive in that almost half the studies were available in the Com-
mission’s official languages of French and English (see Table 3.1). A further quarter of the studies
were available in German. In addition, many reports written in less widely spoken languages had
English language summaries. This provides a reasonable degree of accessibility to interested par-
ties provided that they have some knowledge of official EU languages, which is likely for staff on
international programmes.

Table 3.1: Languages in which MTEs were made available for this study

Language of MTE 1A 1B lnc Total %
Dutch 1 - 1(1.7%)
English 11 7 1 19 (30%)
French 7 4 - 11 (18.3%)
German 15 - - 15 (25%)
Greek 4 - - 4 (6.6%)
Italian 3 - - 3 (5%)
Norwegian 1 - - 1(1.7%)
Spanish 2 1 - 3 (5%)
Swedish 4 - - 4 (6.6%)
Unavailable studies 4) (1) - (5) (8.3%)
Total available 48 12 1 61

Source: Compiled by EPRC based on documents supplied for this study rather than a comprehensive review of the original language of
all documents. NB: Note that some reports may have been supplied to EPRC in translation but were originally written in another lan-
guage e.g. Finnish.

S The studies can be accessed here: http://www.interact-eu.net
The INTERREG Il ex post evaluation is available here:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/rado_en.htm
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Evaluations were strongly guided in their overall structure and aims by DG Regio Working Paper
8a (WP8a). The consistent approach encouraged by this guidance has facilitated the current
analysis and should assist INTERREG actors in engaging easily with the outcomes of other MTEs
now that these are freely available.

Within the broad WP8a structure, there was significant variation in how evaluation effort was di-
vided between the different elements to be covered and how common questions were addressed
and results presented. Table 3.2 summarises how the key elements of the MTEs, as requested by
DG Regio, were addressed — issues which are discussed in more detail in the later sections of this
report. Of the various elements to be covered, the simplified Mid Term Evaluation guidance pre-
pared for INTERREG'® recommended that emphasis should be placed on implementation systems
and indicators, and this advice was broadly followed. However, some evaluations arguably placed
too much emphasis on addressing the continuing strategic relevance of strategies and many de-
voted too little effort to discussing potential programme effectiveness.

Table 3.2: Overall balance and emphasis of activity in the MTESs

Element of the MTE Response

Continuing validity of the SWOT and | All evaluators addressed this, but perhaps too much evaluation effort was some-
follow-up of ex ante recommendations |times expended here, given the short time which had elapsed since contextual
(See Chapter 4) analysis and ex ante evaluation were undertaken and SWOTs completed.

Some good examples where evaluators highlighted important developments in the
context or considered trends very relevant to the prospects for successful delivery
of INTERREG programmes.

Relevance and consistency of the All addressed this issue. Most concluded that the strategy remains relevant or
strategy needs more time before the need for change can be judged. Reallocation of funds
(See Chapter 4) was rarely recommended, but additional marketing or promotion of selected areas

were frequently suggested.

Some identified issues which might need strategic adjustment, but then proposed
further investigation rather than specific options or solutions.

Quantification of objectives Most evaluations assessed the quality of indicators. Not all did so in a way which

(See Chapters 6 and 9) left programmes better equipped for their second half, but some made pragmatic
and useful proposals.

Effectiveness and socio-economic Both the financial and physical analyses of programme progress were weak in

impacts many MTEs, for a variety of reasons.

(See Chapter 6) While the limited progress made by many programmes constrains meaningful

analysis, many evaluators failed to exploit available data. For example, some did
not explicitly quantify the level of financial commitments or spending and few
undertook any form of analysis of the specific physical targets agreed for projects,
or compared these with overall programme targets. The best of the evaluations
used data on approved, but as yet unimplemented, projects to enhance under-
standing of the realism and feasibility of programme targets.

10 DG Regio (2002) The Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions — INTERREG llI, Working Paper 8a, DG Regio, European
Commission, Brussels.
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Element of the MTE Response

Joint implementation and monitoring | Addressed in all cases and, as anticipated, often a major focus of studies.

arrangements Consultation with stakeholders and applicants/grant-holders generated useful

(See Chapters 7, 8 and 9) additional understanding of how well systems and structures were working.

Some recommendations were detailed, practical and highly targeted. Others sim-
ply identified operational weaknesses rather than the means to address them.

Horizontal priorities Addressed to some extent in most MTEs, but given limited prominence and prior-
(See Chapters 6 and 8) ity. Responses were fuller for environmental sustainability, which is more obvi-
ously relevant to the scope of INTERREG programmes.

There is some evidence of underreporting in this area, with more being achieved
by INTERREG for the horizontal themes than is reflected in the studies.

Community Added Value Addressed explicitly in a minority of MTEs. However, INTERREG as a whole

(See Chapter 6) represents Community Added Value, supporting cross-border, transnational and
interregional activities which for the most part, would not otherwise have been
undertaken.

Additional elements Understanding the experiences of project partners in designing and running IN-

TERREG projects is not a formal element of the evaluation process (except inso-
far as it reflects on the administration of the programme itself). However, a small
number of MTEs extended their enquiries to this area.

Where this was done, their findings provide new insights for the programmes, and
they give an incentive for project-level actors to engage actively in evaluation.
They also offer a wider justification for INTERACT Technical Assistance efforts
targeting the project as well as the programme level.

The effort invested in the MTEs will only really be worthwhile if recommendations are taken for-
ward. This raises two questions: first, how relevant were evaluation findings; and, second, what
features of an evaluation process make it more likely that outcomes will be influential?

In terms of the relevance of findings, most studies appeared to show good coherence between the
issues discussed and the recommendations made to steer programmes on a successful course.
There was arguably more scope to tailor evaluation efforts to the circumstances of the individual
programmes being evaluated, focusing more effort on understanding and ideally resolving their
most significant difficulties. DG Regio Working Paper 9, prepared to guide the 2005 MTE updates,
highlights the scope for identifying and addressing programme-specific questions."

In practice in a minority of cases, particularly where programmes were failing to progress, some
important issues were not given sufficient emphasis. The scale and nature of problems were not
always analysed, nor were the implications of slow progress communicated with sufficient urgency.
Even where programmes were facing intractable issues, some evaluators focused effort elsewhere
(e.g. on detailed contextual analysis) or identified shortcomings in the wider regulatory framework
rather than focusing on what programme actors could do directly to address their situation. Focus-
ing studies on the key issues is the responsibility of both programmes themselves and their evalua-
tors. It is clear that a more proactive, empowering response could have been preferable in some

""pG Regio (2004) The Update of the Mid Term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions, Working Paper No 9, The 2000-06 Pro-
gramming Period Methodological Working Papers, DG Regio, European Commission, Brussels.
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cases; here, the evaluations were a wasted opportunity to resolve issues which may lead to auto-
matic decommitment of funds.

Notwithstanding these exceptions, most studies did generate pertinent recommendations. The fol-
lowing lessons were identified in terms of how to ensure that recommendations are carried forward
and lead to improvements in programme performance.

Specific, implementable recommendations. The most useful recommendations were spe-
cific and clearly framed, rather than being vague statements about a need for further research.
Some studies set out recommendations in ways tailored for them to be implemented: prioritisa-
tion of recommendations; responsibility for implementation; and mechanisms for action. For
North West Europe IlIB, the evaluators provided exceptional operational detail, including time-
tables and approximate costings for their recommendations. In France-Spain IlIA, final tables
set out the key issues, what needed to be done about them (sometimes proposing options for
discussion) and how this could be done (who needed to be mobilised, what they needed to do
and in what order). In France-Wallonie-Flandre I[lIA, recommendations were scored in order of
priority to guide the programme's prioritisation.

Thematic groupings. Recommendations were sometimes structured into thematic groups to
make them easier to address coherently. The Atlantic Rim IlIB programme grouped recom-
mendations into four streams: improving programme management; improving the functioning of
the Joint Technical Secretariats (JTS) and national correspondents; closer steering of the fu-
ture development of the programme; and improving project selection procedures.

Credibility. Ideally, there needs to be transparency in terms of how conclusions were reached:
interviewees listed; copies of questionnaires provided (e.g. Caribbean IlIB); and survey evi-
dence presented. Validating and verifying findings, for example through an evaluation steering
group, is also important to ensure that they ring true and can be taken on board by main institu-
tions. In the North West Europe 1lIB MTE, the initial list of recommendations was developed
and tested during the interviews with stakeholders. Then, a second more specific list was dis-
cussed during a workshop with programme participants. This led to draft final recommenda-
tions being presented for comments to the MTE Working Group and then to the programme’s
Monitoring Committee.

Ownership. A wide consultation process arguably helps raise awareness and builds a sense
of ownership of MTE outcomes (North West Europe 1lIB). The Atlantic Rim llIB programme
emphasises the need to kick-off a dialogue around the MTE to create a shared culture for the
programme, including understanding of each other’s difficulties and agreeing a common way
forward.

Likewise, in terms of the presentation of the studies, a range of good practices were found, a sam-
ple of which are presented in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3: Good practices in the presentation of MTEs

MTE Selected good practices

France-Spain 1A MTE is fresh and focused, addressing issues clearly and intelligently. Presenta-
tion is very visual, maximising use of charts, tables and maps. Every page brings
increased understanding. The study focuses on what needs to be done to en-
hance the programme. It is likely to benefit a wide range of actors, if exploited
fully, to kick off discussion and problem solving.

It dedicates a lot of attention to the experiences of projects — both their interac-
tions with the programme and their experiences as projects in their own right.

France-Switzerland 1A The evaluation is short, focused and visual. Clearly presented, it provides a clear
flavour of INTERREG in the issues addressed and the way they are approached.

Chapter headings are phrased as questions, which helps to focus the reader’s
attention.

PAMINA [11A A traffic light method used to focus attention. Colour is used in the report to indi-
cate, along the lines of traffic lights, how different aspects of the programme are
progressing. Green issues are fine, yellow need to be watched and red require
action.

The whole report also uses a PowerPoint slide style of presentation in landscape
format. While not ideal for all users, this keeps the text short, focuses the evalua-
tion on key findings and makes it more accessible.

North West Europe 11IB The MTE is easy to read, with some excellent solutions in layout and presenta-
tion.

One or two key points are presented in the margins of each page to summarise
the whole page or section.

There are guidelines to direct different types of reader to the sections of most
interest to them (the EC, project partners, main stakeholders, etc).

Presentation is very visual, with boxes, illustrations and maps.

3.3 METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

INTERREG is not a traditional economic development instrument. It aims to strengthen coopera-
tion and the coordination of initiatives at the cross-border, transnational and interregional scale.
Thus, a central challenge for evaluation methodologies is to capture specifics of INTERREG, usu-
ally expressed at least in part through ‘soft’ effects such as the depth, breadth and quality of net-
working, cooperation and coordination.

Evaluations used a range of investigative methods, which were usually clearly set out in a meth-
odological chapter. For example, the Ireland-Wales IlIA programme used a simple visual tool to
relate the methods used in the study to the aims of the evaluation (see box).
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Box 3.2:Ireland-Wales IlIA — evaluation methodology designed to respond to specific evaluation

guestions
The Ireland-Wales IIIA evaluation provided a matrix, reproduced below, to show how and to what
extent, each analytical element contributed to meeting the study requirements outlined in the
Terms of Reference.
Relationship between the work programme and key study requirements
e major source o contributory source
I 0 o
s | 8 8 | & |3
c S =
® @ - = = 2
S - 173} u— () <
S 15 |5 |2 |2 |8
=
Key requirements £ £ ) 3 (] 0
© = © = = o
o 3 ! ) .9 o)
> (@] ) > =
£ 0 o 5 = @
E |8 |28 |5 | £
(@] o S = &= s S o
Method © O LU, 28 @5
ek T |8 |55z el et
Phases
1 Inception
2. Document/procedures review 0o ° o ° °
3. Socio-economic situation/SWOT ° o
4. Key informants ° o o ° o °
5. Review of indicators ) o
6. Review of applications ° ° ° °
7. Survey of successful applicants o o o ° ° o
8. Survey of unsuccessful applicants o °
9. Survey of potential applicants o o o
Source: Mid Term Evaluation of the Ireland-Wales INTERREG IlIIA Programme, p5.

3.3.1 THE BALANCE BETWEEN DESK AND INTERACTIVE METHODS

Top down, macro-economic evaluation approaches are clearly unsuitable for this type of pro-
gramme and so do not figure in these studies. In terms of the bottom-up approaches employed,
several different methods were used. Dividing methods used into desk-based and interactive, the
review found that all the MTEs included both desk research and contact with at least core pro-
gramme management staff. There were three main responses in terms of the balance between
these two types of investigative method.

e Largely desk-based approaches with key stakeholders used to steer the study or verify find-
ings, but with written sources predominating. This was often a deliberate choice where few pro-
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jects had yet been approved and little progress made, but it also (to a certain extent) reflects
recognised national evaluation styles."

o Desk research, supplemented by a broader programme of interactive research, but still con-
fined to key stakeholders (programme administrators and managers, and core partners, e.g.
committee members).

o Desk research supplemented by a more extensive programme of surveys, including not only
core stakeholders, but also applicants and grant-holders and in some cases, potential or un-
successful applicants to the programme. Survey results sometimes formed a large proportion
of report contents.

Table 3.4: Commitment to Structural Fund evaluation in EU Member States (2000)

Member State

Commitment to evaluation

Comment

Austria Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements.
However, it is gradually being seen less as an obligation and
valued as a management tool and integrated in the program-
ming process.

Belgium Evolving Evaluation goes beyond regulatory requirements. Extensive
investment in interactive monitoring system for programme
management and modelling for impact assessment.

Denmark Strong Evaluation goes beyond the regulatory requirements. Studies
have been conducted independently to improve the effective-
ness of the programmes.

Finland Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements, but
active efforts to improve quality and relevance.

France Variable Evaluation organised to meet regulatory requirements, but
examples of regions using studies also to address programming
issues.

Germany Variable Evaluation organised to meet regulatory requirements, but
examples of regions using studies also to address programming
issues.

Greece Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements.

Ireland Strong Evaluation goes beyond regulatory requirements. Institutional-
ised management of evaluation and extensive investment in
modelling for impact assessment.

Italy Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements.

Luxembourg Evolving Meet regulatory requirements.

Netherlands Strong Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements. Effort
to establish national frameworks.

Portugal Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements.

Spain Variable Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements.

2 Bachtler J, Polverari L, Taylor S, Ashcroft B and Swales K (2000) Methodologies used in the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Euro-
pean Structural Funds: A Comparative Assessment, Final Report to the Scottish Executive Development Department, Edinburgh.
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Member State Commitment to evaluation Comment

Sweden Evolving Evaluation generally restricted to regulatory requirements, but
pro-active responses.

United Kingdom Strong Evaluation organised to meet regulatory requirements, but
regions frequently use studies to address programming issues.

Source: Bachtler J, Polverari L, Taylor S, Ashcroft B and Swales K (2000) Methodologies used in the Evaluation of the Effectiveness of
European Structural Funds: A Comparative Assessment, Final Report to the Scottish Executive Development Department, Edinburgh.

Desk research is more likely to predominate where administrative cultures see evaluation as a
regulatory requirement rather than a management tool. By way of illustration, perceived national
approaches to Structural Fund evaluation at the start of the current programming period are sum-
marised in Table 3.4 above. Of course under INTERREG, outcomes may need to be a compro-
mise between the contrasting outlooks of their participants.

3.3.2 SCOPE OF DESK RESEARCH

In terms of the range of activity, certain elements of desk research were common to virtually all
MTEs:

e analysis of programme-related documents (annual implementation reports, application
forms, etc);

e analysis of wider strategic documentation;
e accessing updated statistics; and

e reviewing the original SWOT analysis and ex ante evaluation.

Other elements were undertaken more sporadically. In particular, it appears that not all pro-
grammes undertook a coherent analysis of financial programme progress and that very few
undertook a full analysis of the profile of approved projects and their anticipated and achieved
physical targets, using either application and claims forms or monitoring system data. Although
little could be said about programme effectiveness at this stage using these data, such analyses
could have provided timely inputs helping to inform priorities for future project selection. Commit-
ment levels are already fairly high in many programmes, making it important to target remaining
resources towards areas where programmes have not so far secured sufficient projects. A minority
of evaluators did address this area to some extent, however.

Also surprising was the limited use of methods which could have helped to capture more elements
of INTERREG specificity, including the use of maps to show the geographical distribution of pro-
jects or reviews of the organisational and geographical distribution of programme participants. The
latter analysis was undertaken in some programmes, especially IlIB (e.g. CADSES IlIB), but this
was not common. Likewise, limited formal attention was given to comparative techniques such as
benchmarking between programmes, although there were some interesting initiatives to trace
synergies and common problems.
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Updating of statistics about programme areas was attempted in most cases and used diverse
sources. In Oresundsregionen llIA, use was made of Orestat data, regional reports of the Ore-
sundsinstitut, an OECD Territorial Review and Oresundkompass for the first quarter of 2003. Sta-
tistics were compiled on economic development, unemployment, population movement, higher
education students, travel, labour market integration and industrial sectors. The most useful of
these reviews drew out key messages or established baselines against which to assess the impact
of future activities. A coefficient was used in some Greek evaluations to measure the degree of
cohesion.

Some INTERREG programmes have (relatively) significant budgets for infrastructure investment,
e.g. Greek IlIA programmes. A small number of such programmes proposed the use of evaluation
techniques such as cost-benefit analysis, but ultimately these were not used because pro-
grammes were at such an early stage of development. Whether in any case they would be suc-
cessful is debatable given that INTERREG tends to fund ‘gaps’ in infrastructure provision, e.g.
completing networks, rather than large or more self-contained investments whose impact can be
captured reliably.

Unusual or useful methodological additions included the following.

e Documentary analysis: Thorough documentary analysis in external programme MTEs in-
cluded relevant reports about parallel programmes (e.g. Phare CBC for the Austrian IlIA exter-
nal programmes).

e Analysis of processes: In CADSES IlIB, ‘process metrics’ techniques were used to assess
the timing of all stages of administrative procedures.

e Benchmarking: Sachsen-Poland IlIA benchmarked implementation arrangements with IN-
TERREG programmes in Germany, Austria and Wales. Likewise, for CADSES, comparative
analysis was carried out looking at other IlIB programmes. Evaluators started by comparing
basic programme information (number of countries, start date, budget) and then considered
programme management structures and process metrics; this was used to identify best prac-
tices in management structures and procedures which could be applied in a limited way to the
programme.

e Cost effectiveness: Some Greek evaluations developed indicators to compare the initial unit
cost of investments with their final unit cost, although these were not used because of the early
stage of the programmes.

3.3.3 USE OF INTERACTIVE OR PARTICIPATIVE METHODS

With regard to interactive methods, there was less emphasis overall on very inclusive or participa-
tive styles of evaluation than might have been anticipated for initiatives which operate on the basis
of dialogue and cooperation and for which broadening participation and building partnerships are
frequently primary aims. To understand the nature and extent of interaction, it is worthwhile con-
sidering the constituencies which were consulted and how this was done.

Less interactive approaches confined their consultations to core programme actors (managers and
administrators), while more interactive ones also encompassed other stakeholders, including
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committee members or intermediary bodies and the applicant/grant holder population. Among this
latter group, some consultations were confined to organisations which had been successful in win-
ning funding, while others also addressed unsuccessful applicants or organisations which had so
far not got involved but would potentially be eligible.

In terms of techniques, evaluations demonstrated the value of a range of interactive methods, in-
cluding written surveys, individual face-to-face or telephone interviews using semi-structured
questionnaires and more free-flowing group events such as focus groups and workshops.

An analysis of the INTERREG Ill MTEs and reference to the wider evaluation literature suggests
that interactive evaluation methods, encompassing programme managers, stakeholders and appli-
cants/grant-holders, could offer a range of benefits which make their wider use worth considering.

e Ensuring full understanding. It was emphasised in South West Europe IIIB that, while struc-
tures and management principles were documented, it was only by interviewing the actors in-
volved that a real understanding emerged of the processes by which the programme is now de-
livered.

e More robust findings. Obtaining an independent viewpoint on programmes from the client
group provides the opportunity for the triangulation of views between actors with different per-
spectives, leading to more robust findings. In particular, views are elicited from the client group
which might not otherwise have been expressed to programme managers, so genuinely deep-
ening understanding of the way the programme is performing.

e Sense of ownership. Interactive approaches ensure that there is broad awareness that the
evaluation is taking place, they build a sense of ownership of the evaluation and of the well-
being of the programme itself and they help to ensure that results are anticipated, well-founded
and therefore more likely to be taken forward.

¢ Home-grown solutions. Where evaluation is very interactive, involving both individual and
group dialogue, evaluation can shift from an ‘expert-oriented’ approach in which evaluators act
as detached experts charged with scrutinising a programme and delivering their conclusions for
consideration by programme actors, towards a ‘participative’ one where they act as facilita-
tors.” Here, the emphasis is placed on the knowledge and expertise of programme actors as
well as their abilities to understand the different dimensions of issues and to undertake joint
problem solving. The evaluator facilitates interaction, reflection and problem solving, and this
process is seen as being as important as the final report itself.

e Marketing the programme. As a by-product, targeted surveys and interviews with non-
participants can raise awareness about the programme among potential future participants or
help to identify the reasons why they have so far not got involved.

Taking up participative approaches has implications for the organisation of evaluation. More time
may be needed at the preparation stage in order for programme managers to communicate with
the partnership about the aims of evaluation, to draft terms of reference reflecting a more participa-
tive approach and to secure the services of evaluators with appropriate skills. During the study

'3 Raines P and Taylor S (2002) Mid Term Evaluation of the 2000-06 Structural Fund Programmes, IQ-Net Thematic Paper, 11(2),
European Policies Research Centre, University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, p41-42.
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itself, more time may be needed to enable the chosen evaluators to engage in dialogue, verify im-
pressions including allowing criticisms to be answered, disseminate conclusions and assist in the
development of action plans." INTERACT could play a role in helping to drive debate and ensuring
those programmes which are considering taking or continuing with this approach are well pre-
pared.

The following sections highlight some interesting features of the consultations undertaken by
evaluators in the 2003 INTERREG MTEs.

3.3.4 STAKEHOLDER INTERVIEWS

Stakeholder interviews were those involving programme managers, administrators and sometimes,
committee members, including representatives from the European Commission, national authori-
ties and regional and local-level partner organisations. Some distinctive approaches to the stake-
holder interviews are highlighted below.

e Inclusivity. Some programmes were exceptionally inclusive in the scope of their surveys. The
North West Europe IlIB process included 34 interviews (24 face-to-face) with representatives of
Contact Points (nine out of ten), North West Europe Committee members, the Joint Technical
Secretariat, the Managing Authority, the Paying Authority, regional and municipal representa-
tives, the European Commission, the ESPON office and three project partners.

e Workshops. Workshops or focus groups were used to test consensus and explore the reasons
for differing opinions. In Austria-Slovenia IlIA, there were two workshops with Austrian grant-
holders, during which opinions were shared about the programme and aspects of programme
delivery, as well as management issues pertaining to projects. Focus groups were also used
for the Germany-Denmark IlIA programmes (see box).

Box 3.3: Focus groups in the German-Danish IlIA programmes

A range of experts were involved in the three German-Danish IlIA evaluation exercises through
the use of focus groups. The aim was to gain an impression of participant views about the quality
of the programme and a qualitatively important picture of the cooperation between the different
actors involved in single projects.

In two of the three regions, cross-border focus groups were set up, while in the third region, time
constraints meant that separate groups were set up on either side of the border. The groups in-
volved:

— stakeholders (members of monitoring and management committees as well as secretariat staff);
— all project implementers;

— all those involved in a single project.

" For a fuller discussion, see: Taylor S, Bachtler J and Polverari L (2001) Structural Fund Evaluation as a Programme Management
Tool: Comparative Assessment and Reflections on Germany, Informationen zur Raumentwicklung, Special issue: Evaluation und
Qualitadtsmanagement der EU-Strukturpolitik, Heft 6/7, Bonn, p341-357, pp353.
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The focus groups addressed the following themes:
— the relevance and coherence of the strategy;

— outputs, results, effects so far;

— the quality of implementation and monitoring.

3.3.5 SURVEYS OF PROJECT MANAGERS

Project manager surveys often took the form of written questionnaires. These were often distrib-
uted electronically, but in some cases they were more interactive, involving telephone or face-to-
face interviews and project visits. Among the interesting examples of project manager surveys
were the following.

e Gathering multiple partner views. Some evaluators interviewed more than one project actor
per project to capture the views of both lead and supplementary partners. In Nord IlIA, 73 pro-
ject participants were interviewed, the aim being to get an impression of how project owners
experienced the interplay with their national implementation organisations at the start of the
programming period. Where possible, more than one person was interviewed per project since
this provides input about the relationship to the programme of actors on different sides of the
border.

e Interviewing unsuccessful applicants. A small number of surveys encompassed not only
successful applicants but also unsuccessful ones as well as those organisations which could
have applied to the programme but had not yet done so (see box). This enables more informa-
tion to be captured about weaknesses in programme marketing, project development support
or decision-making.

e Understanding INTERREG project management. A further idea was to undertake surveys
which included not just opinions about the operation and performance of the programme, but
also explored the experience of designing and delivering an INTERREG project (e.g. France-
Spain IllIA). This creates a genuinely new information resource for programme managers and
administrators, and enables them to better target their future support activities. Programmes
rarely have a mechanism to capture the experiences of projects, so evaluations can provide a
valuable service here.

Box 3.4: Ireland-Wales IlIA — applicant surveys

The Ireland-Wales IIIA evaluation provided an unusual example of the effective use of a wide
range of surveys, including of successful, unsuccessful and potential applicants.

— Visits to successful applicants: This phase