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1. [bookmark: _Toc70676241]Research rationale, methodology and evaluation questions
[bookmark: _Toc70676242]Rationale of the assessment  
Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) is an essential tool to analyse the real impact investment interventions have on a given territory. Under cross-border cooperation Programmes, the TIA assumes an even higher importance, considering that the overarching objective of European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) is to promote a harmonious economic, social and territorial development of the Union as a whole, under the wider EU cohesion policy goals.
According to recent ESPON comparative studies on Territorial Impact Assessment for Cross-Border Cooperation[footnoteRef:1], multiple challenges arise when trying to capture the ex-post impact of a CBC programme. While cross-border-related issues are relevant for nearly 38% of the EU population which lives along the internal borders, the financial volume of CBC programmes tackling such issues is rather small compared to other EU-funds. In the 2014- 2020 programming period, only € 9 billion are made available for CBC programmes, which accounts for 4,5% of the ERDF funding (€ 199 billion in total) or less than 2% of the ESI funds combined (€ 468 billion).  [1:  See ESPON, Territorial Impact Assessment for Cross-Border Cooperation (2019), Synthesis Report available at: https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/attachments/TIA-CBC_Synthesis%20report.pdf] 

Additionally, the Interreg programmes’ impacts often occur in fields which are not covered by readily available statistical data, whilst different administrative structures and different measurement methodologies of statistical offices (e.g. varying definitions of unemployed persons or definitions of residents of a region etc.) pose further challenges for an ex-post CBC TIA.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/attachments/TIA-CBC_Synthesis%20report.pdf] 

Under the ESPON project “Territorial Impact Assessment for Cross-Border Cooperation” the following recommendations have been issued, that provide important guidelines for the development of the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027:
As concerns the programme intervention logics and related indicators framework:
· Compose a programme intervention logic ex-ante to help select indicators that are most likely to depict CBC programme effects; 
· Make use of the existing indicator lists and, if appropriate, modify them with expert help to fit the programme context; 
· Make sure that for each indicator systematic data collection is realistic.
As concerns statistical data:
· Establish a cooperation between CBC programme authorities and statistical offices in order to have a better overview of data availability as well as in regards to solutions for overcoming existing monitoring and data problems such as lack of appropriate geographical resolution as well as cross-border discrepancies in data; 
· Considering data sources and geographical resolution during selection of indicators; 
· Seek cooperation of other actors and institutions that are responsible for data collection.
As concerns the monitoring and evaluation system:
· Consider modifications in monitoring system in order to better account for geographical location of project outputs; 
· Complement monitoring systems with the data from statistical offices as well as data collected by beneficiaries for more flexible and rapid provision of necessary data.
Timing of the TIA:
· Plan a TIA in line with the project rollout at a stage late enough to capture impacts; 
· Ensure swift collection and processing of monitoring data.
Having regard of these recommendations, whilst a full ex-post CBC TIA on CBC Programmes under implementation might not be available at the time of preparing future CBC Programmes[footnoteRef:3], still a simplified CBC TIA exercise realised in an advanced phase of current Programmes might inform the next programming phase. An early TIA exercise, which we may call “on-going TIA”, will allow to embed the territorial impact assessment approach (ex-ante and ex-post), both at methodological and strategic level (lessons learnt), into the new generation of programmes, starting from the establishment of a proper intervention logics and monitoring indicators’ framework, oriented towards the “higher possible territorial impact”.   [3:  simply due to the overlapping of the programming phase with the last period of programmes’ implementation for the current programming period.] 

[bookmark: _Toc70676243]Assessment methodology and evaluation questions 
Under current TA contract, whilst ex-post TIA is not in the scope of the assistance, still it is a powerful tool to assess lessons learnt in relation to potential territorial impacts of the on-going programme, whilst allowing to define ex-ante some impact scenario of the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027. This will allow an informed selection of policy objectives and a better focus of strategic intervention from the perspective of promoting the wider territorial impact possible and positive outcomes on the two mainstream principles of CBC programmes, namely cohesion and cooperation.
Considering the stage of current programme implementation (which is still under implementation with around 25,26% certified expenditures, according to information dated 30.12.2020[footnoteRef:4]), which does  allow to observe Programme limited real results and impacts and in a more percentage the expected / planned results (as underlined under the  Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme Implementation Evaluation Report), our approach to the Territorial Impact Assessment of the previous Programme will thus be mostly qualitative and will consist in the following methods:  [4:  https://interreg-rohu.eu/en/programme-status/.] 

· Firstly, the meta-evaluation of available studies was made (ex. the Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme Implementation Evaluation Report) in order to acquire an overview on current results and lessons learnt that shall be taken into account in the current programming deliverables. 
· Secondly, a set of consultation workshops with the members of the PC and main local stakeholders involved as beneficiaries of the current RO-HU Programme (2014-2020) were organised, in order to collect local and qualitative information on perceived common priorities and barriers to cooperation. This has allowed to prepare the scenario for future concentration of resources and also provided input on the definition of strategic projects’ concept, with the highest possible impact on territories and involved communities, taking into account the contemporary context in relevant development fields and the new EU regulations. In this respect, the workshops were focused on the following three areas of discussion: 
1. The preliminary results from the territorial analysis;
2. Needs and expectations from the future Interreg Programme, including existing project ideas, existing partnerships, perceived barriers.
· Lastly, it was applied an additional qualitative method of analysis based on the realisation of a TIA quick scan workshop with relevant Programme actors (the 2014-2020 programme structures ex.: the Managing Authority, the Joint Secretariat, the Hungarian National Authority). The workshop has the purpose of presenting and discussing about the territorial impact assessment scenario emerged from both desk analysis (i.e. context indicators, programme indicators and Programme Implementation Evaluation Report) and consultation with programme structures and stakeholders. The territorial impact assessment scenario will be used as methodological tool to substantiate the proposals for the selection of priority policy objectives and will feed into the concept of “strategic project”. 
· Finally, it shall be mentioned that the meta-evaluation of the current Interreg V-A  Romania-Hungary Programme (2014-2020) analysis was completed with the desk analysis of Flagship Projects under implementation, which allowed to assess the main projects’ complementarity with other funds, interventions and their possible leverage effects, as well as the extent to which sustainability has been incorporated under projects’ proposals and has effectively been reflected into project implementation. Additionally, the analysis of Flagship Projects allows to identify additional difficulties met by the beneficiaries when formulating their proposals (Concept Note and Full Application). These activities also contributed to the Strategic Project Concept and respective prioritisation matrix for 2021-2027 	
The TIA exercise  thus helps  in developing the concept of projects’ “higher territorial impact”, taking into account the interest shown by local stakeholders in the different policy objectives and building on lessons learnt from the current and past Interreg Programmes between Romania and Hungary, especially with regard to the definition of the Programme intervention logics (with a stronger link between needs, proposed priorities and related monitoring indicators) and to the difficulties met by the beneficiaries during both planning and implementation.  



	[bookmark: _Hlk49870375][bookmark: _Hlk57301300]Research questions[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/attachments/TIA-CBC_Main%20report.pdf; https://www.maastrichtuniversity.nl/sites/default/files/extensivereports/item-cross-border-impact-assessment-2018_extensive-report.pdf ] 

	Assessment criteria 
	Indicators 
	[bookmark: _Hlk49870363]Sources 
	Collection methods 
	Tools 

	COHESION COMPONENT 
Regional Competitiveness: 
To what extent the Programme is having a certain impact on Socioeconomic/sustainable development in the cross-border region?

	The Programme is contributing to a certain extent to improve:

1. Water quality
2. Tourist flows 
3. Accessibility
4. Labour market trends
5. Health care management 
6. Emergency response / risk management 

In the cross-border area 

The Programme interventions are relevant to beneficiaries’ needs at cross-border level 

The Programme has produced sustainable results 

The Programme has produced a leverage effect with other funds and future joint initiatives  
	Programme indicators:

Water quality (ecological condition) of cross-border rivers at the measurement points in the eligible area

Tourist overnight stays in the eligible programme area

Cross-border population served by modernized infrastructure leading to TEN-T (nr of inhabitants)

Ratio of people to motorized road vehicles crossing the border

Employment rate in the eligible area as a percentage of the working age population

Average service level in health care institutions in the eligible area (Rate of service level of the health care institutions – survey

Quality of the joint risk management
(Quantitative survey (scale of 5) among the relevant organisations responsible for disasters and risk management in the eligible area)

Additional indicators:
Relevance of the Programme in relation with beneficiaries’ needs – territorial disparities (qualitative)

Sustainability of projects’ partnerships and results 

Complementarity with other funds (qualitative)

Leverage effect[footnoteRef:6] of the Programme (qualitative): future project ideas and complementarities with other funds  [6:  In the ESIF context, the leverage is the sum of the amount of ESIF funding and of the additional public and private resources raised divided by the nominal amount of the ESI Funds contribution (https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/2014/guidance_glossary.pdf). In qualitative terms, for the purpose of this paper, the leverage effect is assessed in terms of complementarities with other funds and the contribution of the 2014-2020 programming period to build the conditions for future cross-border interventions (i.e. project ideas, partnerships, institutional cooperation), as emerging from: the desk review of Flagship projects; the findings from consultations with stakeholders. ] 



	Statistical data 

2014-2020 Programme indicators 

Interreg Programme 2014-2020 evaluation report







Programme management structures (MA / JS / HUNA)  

[bookmark: _Hlk49870419]Programme beneficiaries (Members of the Programming Committee and other key actors at local level)   


Flagship projects evaluation grids 

	Desk research 

















TIA workshop 



Interviews/Workshops with members of the PC and other main local actors 



Desk research on Flagship projects 


	List of documents to be consulted 















Support documents  for TIA workshop 


Presentations for consultation workshops 

From Flagship Projects to Strategic Projects concept for 2021-2027 Paper 

	COOPERATION COMPONENT 
Cross-border cohesion:
To what extent the Programme is having a certain impact on the cross-border cohesion and cross-border governance structures in border regions (e.g. cooperation with governmental agencies, private citizens, the business sector, etc.)?


	The Programme is contributing to increased cooperation among cross-border public and private organisations 

Lessons learnt are being valorised under current Programming phase 

	Intensity level of cross-border cooperation
(Survey among the public institutions operating in the eligible area)

Additional indicators 
Difficulties met by beneficiaries under Programme implementation - territorial disparities (qualitative)

Leverage effect on the creation of cross-border cooperation bodies (qualitative): partnerships, agreements, joint structures  

Increased level of cooperation within programming structures (as compared to the previous programming period) 

	2021-2020 Programme indicators 

Interreg Programme 2014-2020 evaluation report


Programme beneficiaries (members of the PC and other key actors at local level) 

Programme management structures

Flagship projects evaluation grids 


	Desk research 








Interviews/Workshops with members of the PC and other main local actors 



TIA workshop 


Desk research on Flagship projects 

	List of documents to be consulted 



Presentations for consultation workshops
Support documents for TIA workshop 




From Flagship Projects to Strategic Projects concept for 2021-2027 Paper


 
1. [bookmark: _Toc70676244]Reconstruction of the Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme intervention logics 
The following graphs reconstruct the Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme intervention logics (for PA 1-PA 6, without Technical Assistance priority). Through the programme intervention logics, corroborated with the analysis of projects’ implementation state of play and the consultation of stakeholders, it will be possible to build the future programme on lessons learnt, whilst promoting synergies and continuity. 
Priority Axis 1. Cooperating on common values and resources, EUR 43,067,515.00 (EDRF contribution)[footnoteRef:7], 22,7% [7:  According to Programme updated version 2019.] 

Thematic Objectives: 6. Preserving and protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency
[image: ]


Priority Axis 2. Cooperating on accessibility, EUR 17,268,247.00 (EDRF contribution), 9,13%
Thematic objectives 7: Promoting sustainable transport and removing bottlenecks in key network infrastructures
[image: ]
Priority Axis 3. Cooperating on employment, EUR 30,673,795.00 (EDRF contribution), 16,22%
Thematic objectives: 8. Promoting sustainable and quality employment and supporting labour mobility
[image: ]

Priority Axis 4. Cooperating on health-care and prevention, EUR 72,347,288.00 (EDRF contribution), 38,25%
Thematic objectives: 9. Promoting social inclusion and combating poverty and any discrimination
[image: ]

Priority Axis 5.  Cooperating on risk prevention and disaster management, EUR 11,022,135.00 (EDRF contribution), 5,83%
Thematic objectives: 5. Promoting climate change adaptation, risk prevention and management
[image: ]

Priority Axis 6.  Cooperation of institutions and communities, EUR 3,411,372.00 (EDRF contribution), 1,80%
Thematic objectives: 11. Enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and an efficient public administration
[image: ]

The reconstruction of the intervention logics shows that established Programme indicators, both at output and result level, cannot always capture the real achievements, outcomes and impacts of envisaged interventions, as could be imagined from the expected results mentioned in the Programme document, which, in their turn, derive from context challenges. 
In particular, the output indicators were not designed to capture important components of the envisaged interventions, such as:
a. The joint character of interventions (i.e. joint strategies / plans / protocols / actions), which also reflect to a large extent the possibility that planned and implemented interventions will be also sustainable;
b. The territorial impact on certain areas, such as those most affected by unemployment and those affected by territorial isolation (i.e. less accessible to transport routes);
c. The social impact on certain vulnerable groups, despite the fact that many interventions explicitly mention equal opportunities and social inclusion as envisaged objective;
d. The potential ex-post impact of interventions on key context indicators, such as GHG emissions, mobility, public services delivered (coverage and quality).
However, these components have been assessed before contracting, being included as sections in the Application Form, annexes of the Financing Contracts.
Additionally, a positive evolution has been made for the 2021-2027 programming period, as the joint character and impact or sustainability of the impact of projects have been integrated in the indicators available in the EU Regulations and can be adopted by the 2021-2027 Programme.
It is thus of utmost importance that these aspects are considered since the very beginning, when planning future interventions, in order to allow proper monitoring and evaluation of the future Interreg Programme 2021-2027 immediate results, as well as its medium term impacts in the future.  
[bookmark: _Toc70676245]Progress and results obtained up to date under Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme 2014-2020   
[bookmark: _Toc70676246] Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme (2014-2020) outputs and progress up to date 
[bookmark: _Toc70676247]Contracted projects and stakeholders’ participation 
At the end of December 2020, the total value of contracted interventions amounts to around EUR 175,8 million, representing 119 projects, out of which 14 under TA priority axis. 
Table 3.1.1: Total contracted values and number of projects per Specific Objective 
	Specific Objective
	Number of projects 
	ERDF contribution

	SO/TA Effective and efficient programme and project implementation
	14
	10.242.757,32

	SO11/b Intensify sustainable cross-border cooperation of institutions and communities
	33
	3.811.723,22

	SO5/b Improved cross-border disasters and risk management
	10
	11.833.716,00

	SO6/b Improved quality management of cross-border rivers and ground water bodies
	2
	4.156.259,38

	SO6/c - Sustainable use of natural, historic, and cultural heritage within the eligible area
	17
	40.324.578,28

	SO7/b Improved cross-border accessibility through connecting secondary and tertiary nodes to TEN-T infrastructure
	2
	11.813.020,35

	SO7/c Increased proportion of passengers using sustainable – low carbon, low noise – forms of cross-border transport
	4
	5.455.226,81

	SO8/b Increased employment within the eligible area
	19
	29.242.256,80

	SO9/a Improved preventive and curative health-care services across the eligible area
	18
	58.907.753,41

	Total 
	119
	175.787.291.57


Source: extracted from eMS 
 According to the Programme progress published online (31.12.2020) a number of 50 projects have been completed by the time of drafting this paper. 
As compared to the previous HURO Cooperation Programme 2007-2013, when the number of contracted projects (amounting to 453)[footnoteRef:8] was much higher and the average value of projects (amounting to EUR 579.000) was much lower, the average value of contracted projects under ROHU Programme, amounting to EUR 1.6 million, is progressing towards the average value recorded by the other 51 Interreg Programmes (EUR 4.562 million), but it is still far than average. However, the analysis of allocation per partner reveals that, with around EUR 443.000 per partner, the ROHU Programme is in line with the average recorded by the other 51 Interreg Programmes (EUR 428.0000), which thus suggests that the lower project value is also associated with a lower number of partners per project.[footnoteRef:9] [8:  ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report.]  [9:  ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report, based on www.keep.eu database. ] 

In this respect, the total number of partners involved under current ROHU Programme is 257, whilst 75% of projects have no more than 3 partners (including the leader). However, compared to HURO Programme, in the current period there has been a trend towards the inclusion of a higher number of partners per project, as compared to the previous programming period, when 88% of projects had less than 3 partners (including the leader). 
An additional analysis of the Interreg Programmes[footnoteRef:10] database (https://keep.eu/statistics/) on selected cooperation themes shows that the average number of partners per project in the great majority of cases is between 4 and 5 components (being 5,26 on average), whilst the average value of projects is over 1,7 million euro. [10:  Data based on an extraction of information exclusively for the 54 Interreg Programmes under implementation in the current programming period 2014-2020. ] 

	project_theme_title
	sum_partnership_budgets
	count_distinct_projects
	count_distinct_partnerships
	average value
	average nr of partners 

	Tourism
	1.038.709.865,79
	729
	3434
	1.424.842,07
	4,71

	Cultural heritage and arts
	798.614.740,73
	640
	2710
	1.247.835,53
	4,23

	Health and social services
	750.040.459,13
	426
	2183
	1.760.658,35
	5,12

	Education and training
	434.322.393,88
	446
	1853
	973.817,03
	4,15

	Institutional cooperation and cooperation networks
	424.381.365,64
	385
	1608
	1.102.289,26
	4,18

	Managing natural and man-made threats, risk management
	391.768.915,52
	207
	986
	1.892.603,46
	4,76

	Infrastructure
	346.864.413,56
	88
	442
	3.941.641,06
	5,02

	Sustainable management of natural resources
	338.534.173,26
	253
	1282
	1.338.079,74
	5,07

	Social inclusion and equal opportunities
	287.171.703,87
	227
	951
	1.265.073,59
	4,19

	Water management
	257.158.591,50
	109
	612
	2.359.253,13
	5,61

	Climate change and biodiversity
	249.053.584,93
	150
	810
	1.660.357,23
	5,40

	Labour market and employment
	241.725.055,37
	245
	1044
	986.632,88
	4,26

	Renewable energy
	198.995.705,09
	93
	614
	2.139.738,76
	6,60

	Waterways, lakes and rivers
	192.895.706,00
	83
	433
	2.324.044,65
	5,22

	Green technologies
	161.168.200,40
	88
	533
	1.831.456,82
	6,06

	Cooperation between emergency services
	120.161.453,65
	81
	297
	1.483.474,74
	3,67

	Demographic change and immigration
	77.532.173,77
	45
	264
	1.722.937,19
	5,87

	Governance, partnership
	56.312.238,77
	51
	238
	1.104.161,54
	4,67

	Rural and peripheral development
	55.666.675,63
	42
	220
	1.325.397,04
	5,24

	Soil and air quality
	43.438.841,42
	32
	145
	1.357.463,79
	4,53

	Average 
	261.304.724,04
	166
	817
	1.757.899,93
	5,26


https://keep.eu/statistics/
 The inventory of difficulties met by stakeholders of the Interreg V-A ROHU Programme (2014-2020) made under the interim evaluation through interviews and surveys indicate that improvements for the future 2021-2027 may focus on the rapid start in the implementation of the programme, measures to address and help on the burdens be that administrative, or related to predictability, the trust and chances, language or involvement and ownership in the programme:
· Trust and chances of success are considered by the stakeholders equally important. Linked to this need, the stakeholders are encouraged to participate when they have proper funding opportunities, in the sense that competition is reasonable, the funding is adequate for the expected demand (projects submitted).  
· The administrative burden. The discussions with the beneficiaries indicated that they perceive this problem in several phases, starting with the application phase and continuing until the post-implementation phase of the projects. In this respect, some measures have been already adopted (e.g. regarding the support documents in the application phase, the notifications procedure) to simplify both the application and implementation procedures. 
· Involvement. The programming phase is the time when various stakeholders in the eligible area could be mobilized or could be offered the opportunity to contribute to the future programme. There are reasons to believe that the events usually organized in the previous programming phases are not anymore adequate, and not only because of the COVID-19 state of emergency. The shift to long-distance networking and working groups, adequate methods for creativity and cooperation should be considered.
Finally, it shall be underlined that the comparison with other Central and Eastern Europe Interreg Programmes (as illustrated in the table below)[footnoteRef:11] shows that the thematic concentration of ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 is much lower than under other Interreg Programmes.  [11:  ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report, Annex 2.13, based on www.keep.eu database.] 

Thematic concentration of Interreg Programmes 
	
	IPs funded by the Programme

	RO-HU
	5b, 6b, 6c, 7b, 7c, 8b, 9a, 11b

	AU-HU
	3d, 6c, 6d, 6f, 7b, 11

	RO-BG
	5b, 6c, 6d, 7b, 7c, 8, 11

	SL-HU
	6c, 11

	SK-HU
	6c, 7b, 7c, 11


Source: ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report (Annex 2.13) - data processed by evaluators, www.keep.eu, 27.04.2020

Despite an increasing concentration of investments, as showed by a lower number of projects and their increasing average value as compared to the previous HURO Cooperation Programme 2007-2013, there is still room to further concentrate resources under thematic priority interventions.
Larger partnerships under more focussed and strategic projects could be also envisaged to increase the participation of all relevant governance levels and projects’ coverage, in view to boost potential cross-border impact on both sides and long-lasting effects on the governance systems. 


[bookmark: _Toc70676248]Financial and physical progress 
As concerns the financial progress in Programme implementation, according to the last available centralisation of Programme financial progress (30.12.2020) the current absorption rate is 25,26%[footnoteRef:12],  out of the total allocation at Programme level, namely 189.138.672 ERDF. [12:  https://interreg-rohu.eu/en/programme-status/. ] 

The relative delay in programme implementation, as reflected in the low financial absorption rate, can be also observed from recorded delivered outputs (as compared to both planned project indicators and programmes targets), which, with few exceptions (Number of participants in joint local employment initiatives and joint training, Number of health-care departments affected by modernized equipment, Population safeguarded by improved emergency response services, Number of people participating in cross-border cooperation initiatives and outputs related to Technical Assistance activities) are close to zero, as the great majority of projects is still on going and many outputs can’t be reported before the end of works. 
However, according to the Programme Implementation Evaluation Report (2020), overall, the state of play of the Programme shows that all indicators have perspectives of achievement based on the targeted values envisaged in the projects’ application form: out of the 13 output indicators for all six (6) PAs, eight (8) are expected to be overachieved, as follows:
· PA1 - out of three (3) output indicators, one is estimated to overachieve its target, namely CO23 nature and biodiversity 2400%. Also, the output indicators CO09 has a double estimated overachievement of the target
· PA2 - out of four (4) output indicators one is expected to exceed three times its target, the others are also expected to be achieved 
· PA3 - the only output indicator is likely to double its targeted value
· PA4 - the two output indicators are likely to double their targets
· PA5 - the only output indicator is expected to triple its value
· PA6 - out of 2 output indicators one is expected to exceed nine times its target
Also, from the focus group and survey realised during the evaluation, the majority of beneficiaries indicated a very low or no risk of not achieving the project results and objective, although a quarter of them mentioned that a possible extension of the project with up to six months might be necessary. 
It shall also be noted that the great majority of outputs has been actually “planned” (through contracted projects) only from 2018 onward, thus revealing that the relatively low Programme financial absorption rate can be associated with cascade delays deriving from late/sequential launch of the Programme, impacting the contracting of the entire allocation, which all conduced to the late engagement of expenditures through the signature of grant contracts.  
The comparative analysis realised by the Evaluator under the ROHU Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Study confirms that, in comparison with other Interreg Programmes in the Central and Eastern Europe area, ROHU Programme 2014-2020 had an important delay in contracting projects. 
No of starting projects per year (2015-2019)
Source: ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report (Annex 2.13) - data processed by evaluators, 
www.keep.eu, 27.04.2020 

However, it shall be remarked that, as compared to other Programmes, Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme (2014-2020) has succeeded in recovering certain delays by contracting huge amounts of funds in only two years of effective implementation. Since the assessment of the evaluator, the contracting rate has further increased from 64,04% to 93.11% (always without TA).

ERDF Budget contracted under different Interreg Programmes (cut off date 27.04.2020)
	
	Budget contracted ERDF
	EU Allocation, without TA
	%

	RO-HU
	113,851,809
	177,790,352
	64.04

	AU HU
	62,517,469
	74,117,008
	84.35

	RO-BG
	219,115,478
	202,800,783
	108.04

	SL – HU
	11,431,541
	13,295,015
	85.98

	SK-HU
	60,017,920
	146,460,448
	40.98


Source: ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report (Annex 2.13) - data processed by evaluators, www.keep.eu, 27.04.2020

Despite a certain delay in launching calls and contracting projects, the delivery of output indicators under current Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme (2014-2020) shows a rapid progress in the last two years and there is no doubt regarding the probability that these will be attained by 2023. 
This suggests that the management system is able to adapt and tackle the programming or initial unforeseen requirements that determined the full-start implementation delays and succeeded in answering the need to ensure more effective and efficient implementation procedures (i.e. through the development of dedicated state aid schemes, where these were necessary although not initially foreseen, through effective and flexible projects’ selection and contracting procedures, through over contracting and quick reallocation of funds, where this was possibile/ needed, in order to ensure to ensure the maximum funds’ absorption), in order to speed up the process, diminishing the risks related to decommitment or non-attainment of targets. 

[bookmark: _Toc70676249]ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 results up to date 
Currently there are 50 projects finalised out of a total 119 contracted projects. The finalised projects sum up over 13.11 mil. Euro ERDF indicating that the ones remaining in implementation are projects with greater budget and lengthier duration or flagship projects. 
As concerns the results obtained up to date, the ROHU Programme Implementation Evaluation Report (2020) concludes that a measurement of the result indicators at this stage cannot capture achievement, either because the cause-effect link is too weak, or the methodology cannot measure the result and the contribution accurately.
It is also worth recalling the two main limitations regarding the achievement of the result indicators targets and their measurement mentioned under the Evaluator’s assessment, namely:
1. The result indicators defined are effects outside the area of influence of the interventions funded by the Programme with many other contributions 
2. Programme management structures identified several issues regarding the adequacy of the result indicators, to measure the achievement and the specific objectives’ targets. The concerns were confirmed by a study commissioned by BRECO in 2018: “Assessment of methodologies for defining the output and result indicators, the milestone output targets and the financial milestones for the Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme”. The study proved the result indicators have several weaknesses that will limit their ability to measure the programme achievements. They include weak cause-effect links between the intervention, outputs and the results, unreliable baseline, and target values due to insufficient rigour of the methodologies adopted for measurement. 
In particular, the weak cause-effect links between needs (challenges), expected results and established indicators is also underlined under chapter 1, where we have reconstructed the intervention logics, highlighting what kinds of indicators are actually missing in order to be able to measure Programme results, in terms of its capacity to address context challenges. These suggestions could be taken into account when structuring evaluation questions and methodology for the final and ex-post Programme evaluation. 
In conclusion, the assessment provides reasons to state that the programme will achieve the programme output indicators targets[footnoteRef:13]. However, the extent to which Programme results could effectively be assessed through the measurement of result indicators included in the Programme monitoring framework is considered limited due to the relatively limited relevance of these indicators in relation to the implemented interventions (weak cause-effect linkage), together with the incidence of external factors which may have an impact on the value of indicators that will be achieved after Programme closure.   [13:  This conclusion does not take into account the COVID-19 pandemic impact, which could be further analysed.] 

In any case, in this stage and for all these reasons, it is difficult to assess the potential territorial impact of the current ROHU Programme, by using result indicators that are partly available and would not be fully suited to the purpose anyway. For this reason, the analysis of Programme indicators has been completed through qualitative information collected through consultations and workshops, as well as with the realisation of a quick TIA exercise addressed to Programme management structures. 

[bookmark: _Toc70676250]Lessons learnt up to date from Flagship Projects desk review  
Until December 2020, out of total budget allocated to the 10 Flagship (94.5 MEURO ERDF). 9 Flagship projects have been contracted, amounting 83.1 MEURO ERDF (88%). In total, 6.7 M EURO has actually been certified following FLC validation. Main problems identified during implementation, based on last reports, are mainly related to delays due to public procurement procedures (ex. lack of compliant tenderers, appeals, no offers submitted). Since the start of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemics, restrictions have generated additional delays especially in relation to the implementation of soft measures involving the organisation of cross-border meetings and events or delays of the project progress due to infrastructure works and COVID related issues (temporary medical leave for workers/ project team, equipment and goods interruptions in supply, etc.). In some cases, projects are exposed to the risk of changes in the partnership composition and budget allocation. 
The analysis of assessment grids aimed at analysing main project weaknesses observed during Concept Notes and Full Applications’ selection stages, which may have further affected projects’ smooth implementation and may also have a negative effect on the expected results in the future. The analysis allowed us to provide the following conclusions:
The overall relevance of Flagship projects interventions and partnerships has been high, with strong linkages with previous projects and existing networks.
The relevance of interventions in relation to the investment priorities has also been high. However, the applicants encountered problems in defining baseline indicators on existing needs, defining methodologies for quantifying and selecting target groups and, consequently, they had difficulties in quantifying expected impacts on territories and people. This aspect reduces the possibility to assess the expected territorial impact of current Flagship projects.
With a limited perspective of assessing territorial impacts, the cross-border character, in terms of flagship project’ expected impacts on reducing territorial disparities, is equally limited.
Cooperation among institutions might also be affected by relatively weak coordination and management procedures in place, as emerged from the Flagship projects’ evaluation grids. The case studies included in the current Programme Implementation Evaluation Report also suggest that good cooperation and, in general, strong partnerships, are preconditions for smooth projects’ implementation[footnoteRef:14]. Internal partnership coordination and joint management of the projects, especially under wider partnerships and projects including several procurement procedures, shall be strengthened in the next programming period. This can be achieved both by building partnership and networking capacities of potential beneficiaries and by simplifying implementation procedures, whilst providing additional guidance before project submission and during implementation.  [14:  See chapter 4.2.] 


[bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0][bookmark: _Toc70676251]Programmes between Romania and Hungary: Lessons learnt   
[bookmark: _Toc70676252]Overall lessons learnt at Programme level (2014-2020) 
Main lessons learnt from the current Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme (2014-2020), suggested by the Evaluator (2020) are recalled below:
· The large number of priorities covered by the programme and the limited matching of the priorities of the eight counties led to a less focused concentration of the funds. For the next programming period, a more focused concentration of the funds would support and improve the potential to produce visible and perceptible impacts in the eligible area.
· In terms of Programme effectiveness, the Evaluator proposes an earlier launching of the calls for proposals as well as more simplified systems for project evaluation, contracting and monitoring that would improve the Programme effectiveness.
· The sustainability of the cross-border cooperation depends firstly on the capacity and experience of the beneficiaries but also on a proper monitoring system that should timely depict possible Programme evolutions and external factors and take the right measures in due time.
The Evaluator stressed that the higher concentration of resources was a lesson learnt from the previous programme (2007-2013) which was not fully capitalized in the actual programming period.
Whilst the sustainability and cross-border components can be dealt with by working with potential beneficiaries in the projects’ identification and planning phases, providing them ad hoc technical assistance for the enhancement of strategic and project planning capacities, it shall be noted that a higher concentration of resources and a streamlined Programme intervention logic may come in support of a more rapid launch of the Programme, as it would simply its operationalisation.
However, it is worth reminding that among important factors underlined by the Evaluator, when considering the relative delay in the launch of the current Programme, the following were included:
· delay in approving the Programme document. 
· the slow process of setting up the legal and administrative framework needed for starting the Programme implementation (the slow process in approval of MoI, DMCS, getting fully operational the Programme structures, or discussing the guide for applicants). 
· incidence of the State aid regulations on the investment priorities selected.
This means that the initial delays were generated by procedural, administrative and legal issues, including in respect to the application of State aid rules. As a lesson learnt from the current Programme, State aid rules thus deserve an additional attention in the Programming phase. As the current Programme was not designed to support State aid types of intervention, the modification of the approach during Programme implementation (in 2016) conducted to several delays determined by the need to:
· consult the relevant competent authorities (e.g. Romanian Competition Council, State aid monitoring office in Hungary);
· develop GBER / de minimis State aid schemes in collaboration with Romanian Competition Council;
· develop a special evaluation methodology dedicated to project proposals under State aid rules;
· contract specialised expertise to evaluate State aid incidence under submitted projects’ proposals;
· modify the Memorandum of Implementation on the recovery of illegal/ misused aid.
In conclusion, whilst the first calls not under the incidence of State aid rules were launched by the end of 2016, the State aid schemes have been launched, evaluated and contracted with significant delays, which can be summarised as follows:
· Approximately one year was needed to elaborate State aid schemes (2) and related legal framework, in collaboration with the Romanian Competition Council[footnoteRef:15]; [15:  Based on information provided by the MA / JS around 5 meetings and several consultations were needed in 2015, 2016 and 2017 for preparing and launching the calls for proposals linked to investment priorities under the State aid rules.] 

· Two-three months were needed for the intermediate evaluation of projects’ proposals in relation to State aid incidence;
· More than one year was needed to contract the projects under State aid incidence (selected in December 2018), as affected by the revision of the MoI. 
Among the difficulties mentioned by the Evaluator with reference to the definition of the legal and operational framework for launching Calls for Proposals under the incidence of State aid rules, there are:
· the framing of the interventions against the state aid criteria;
· the specificities of the economic advantage in the sense of using local impact or services of general economic interest; 
· the circumstances for applying the Altmark conditions;
· the definition of the indirect advantage;
· different conditions leading to different incidence on the two sides of the border (e.g Ip 9a – Healthcare).
Additionally, according to the Evaluator, the State aid incidence had multiple subsequent effects on the programme implementation, including the need to:
· Provide awareness, training and continuous support to beneficiaries to deal with State aid rules;
· The integration of the State aid assessment into the evaluation process;
· Integrate into programme processes the function of monitoring State aid schemes and their ex -post assessment, as well as the procedure for recovering unduly paid state aid;
· Amend the Memorandum between the states to cover the recovery from the Hungarian beneficiaries, as the state aid provider is a Romanian authority.
All these generated additional administrative burden on both the programme management structures and the beneficiaries. This additional administrative burden can be considered “disproportionate”, as compared to the benefit of granting assistance to a wider range of potential beneficiaries and activities, considering that only 11 out of 105 projects were found to be under the incidence of State aid rules. 
Coming back to the current Programme Evaluation, considering the findings from the analysis, the main changes recommended by the Evaluator for the next programming period are thus formulated as follows:
· Increase the concentration of funds with a focus on common problems and common priorities. 
· Beyond the common needs to be addressed, the stakeholders should work together to reach joint priorities to a larger extent than in the current programme so that the level of integration of the projects increases and, in this way, the cross-border feature and the contribution to the programme area cohesion is enhanced.
· Include the flagship projects in the programme document, using a competitive selection approach, assist in early preparation of the projects ensuring to mature projects at the start of the programme implementation.
· MA, NA and MC should analyse and reach a common vision whether the programme should open more for broader participation, with more projects, more partners in the partnerships. 
· Encourage the participation of the stakeholders in the programme management. Thematic working groups could be created during the programming phase and maintained and involved in ad-hoc assessments to inform MC decisions and connect the MC with each field. 
· The MA, NA and JS with the support of MC should continue joint efforts to reduce excessive bureaucracy and increase flexibility, to increase the level of the institutional trust.

[bookmark: _Toc70676253]Sector-wise lessons learnt (2014-2020) 
Under the current Programme 83.221.016,00 Euro have been allocated to Open Calls and 94.569.336,00 Euro to Restricted Calls reserved to Flagship Projects. 
For Open Calls, the allocation by Ip reveals that:
· nearly half of resources (46%) has been allocated to Ip8b, Employment friendly growth, 
· Ip 6 had an allocation of 22%, out of which 13% dedicated to water resources (Ip6b) and 9% dedicated to cultural and natural heritage (Ip6c);
· Between 9 and 10% were initially allocated to Ip5b (risk-prevention and disaster management), Ip7c (sustainable transport) and Ip9a (investments in health and social infrastructure);
· Ip11 (cooperation among communities) had an initial allocation of around 4%. 
Following the performances[footnoteRef:16] of the different open calls launched for each Ip line of intervention, some reallocations among Ips where decided, which led to the following actual allocation by Ip (May 2020)[footnoteRef:17]. In particular, it shall be remarked that: [16:  In terms of number of applications received. ]  [17:  Including over-contracting. ] 

· The allocation reserved to Ip8b has been substantially decreased and it is now amounting to 27% of total EDRF available for contracting under OC;
· On the other hand, the allocation to Ip9a has been increased by almost three times, and is today 29%;
· The initial allocation reserved to Ip6b has also suffered an important decrease, from 13% to 5%, whilst Ip6c allocation has increased to 16%;
· The allocation to Ip5b has also increased by 3 percentage points, whilst the Ip11b allocation has remained almost the same as initially planned. 
[image: ]
The following graph shows the amounts initially allocated and the amounts reallocated. 
[image: ]
From the side of Flagship project, the initial allocation of funds was concentrated on Ip9a (43%), which has been further supplemented[footnoteRef:18] to reach 54% of the total funds available for contracting under restricted calls. The second most relevant change to be underlined is the writing off of funds allocated to Ip7c[footnoteRef:19]. On the other hand, the availability of funds for Ip6c types of interventions, which was already hold a relevant share on total (representing 24% of total funds for restricted calls) was also supplemented[footnoteRef:20] (although the share on total only increased with 3 percentage points), whilst both Ip8b and Ip7b[footnoteRef:21] allocations’ have been decreased to a similar extent[footnoteRef:22].  [18:  ERDF Re-allocated from 8b/FSP3 to 9a/FSP2 and 6c/FSP3, Decision MC46 modified by Decision MC55.]  [19:  Developing and improving environmentally-friendly (including low noise) and low-carbon transport systems, including inland waterways and maritime transport, ports, multimodal links and airport infrastructure, in order to promote sustainable regional and local mobility. ERDF Re-allocated from Ip 7c/FSP2 to Ip 9a/FSP2 and Ip 6c/FSP3, Decision MC 46 modified by Decision MC55.]  [20:  ERDF Re-allocated from 7b/FSP1, 7c/FSP3 and 8b/FSP3 to 6c/FSP3 and 9a/FSP2, Decision MC46 modified by Decision MC55.]  [21:  Improving regional mobility through connecting secondary and tertiary nodes to TEN-T infrastructure, including multimodal nodes.]  [22:  ERDF Re-allocated from 8b/FSP 3 to 9a/FSP2 and 6c/FSP3, and from 7b/FSP3 to 9a/FSP2 and 6c/FSP3, Decision MC 46 modified by Decision MC55.] 
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The following graph shows the amounts initially allocated and the amounts reallocated. 

[image: ]
The final share of ERDF funding per Ip following reallocations is shown in the graph below:
[image: ]
The review of case studies included in the on-going evaluation of the current Programme may provide some qualitative hints on lessons learnt, in terms of general implementation issues, as well as in terms of the expected cross-border impact and the specific cross-border character of interventions. In particular, difficulties met (in relation to the cross-border component) and lessons learnt have been described as follows:
· Choosing the right partner and good collaboration are essential.
· The common challenges are easier and more efficient to be tackled together. Partnerships are key for a better common future.
· The effect of a cross-border initiative is higher than working separately (more effective solutions).
· The importance of communication in cross-border projects.
· Innovative solutions contribute to raising awareness and interest.
· The partnership plays a major role in the smooth implementation.
· Good collaboration with MA, NA and JS effectively helps programme and project implementation process
· The effect of a cross-border initiative is higher than working separately at national level
· Previous collaboration among partners plays an important role in all project stages, by securing the foundation for common needs, shaping the strategy and means of communication and creating a spirit of mutual trust among partners.
· Experience gained in project implementation and partnership management can substantially contribute to project sustainability. Make good use of project positive cross border side effects to further develop the region.
· Among those elements contributing to the overall quality of the projects and Programme implementation, the most relevant identified by beneficiaries would be: more beneficiary-friendly supporting tools for the potential beneficiaries and beneficiaries, improved the capacity of the programme authorities to provide support to beneficiaries, better communication among Programme authorities and project beneficiaries and the efficient implementation system
· Beneficiaries consider that concrete measures as “organizing several information and training sessions for beneficiaries” and “accepting the payment request to facilitate the purchase of high value equipment by hospitals”, improved the programme implementation process and performance.

 
The main conclusions from the analysis of the Ips performances and reallocations of funds during the current programming period can be summarised as follows:
i. Great needs and interest from stakeholders have been observed in relation to interventions in the field of health and social infrastructure, which concentrates more than half funds available for restricted calls and nearly one third of those available for contracting under open calls (42% on total share for both types of calls).
ii. Interventions in the field of sustainable transport have revealed to be less attractive than initially planned, especially for projects of strategic importance, where all funds initially allocated to Ip 7c have been reallocated to other measures, whilst the allocations to Ip7b were decreased (as a result the share of Ip7 on total funds available for contracting on total has decreased to 9% from initial 16%).
iii. Interventions in the field of employment friendly growth, especially under open calls, where they had been initially granted high share of allocated funds, have revealed to be less attractive than planned (and thus the share of Ip8b on total funds available for contracting for all types of calls has decreased to 17%, from the initial 29%).
iv. On the other hand, measures aiming at valorising natural and cultural resources revealed to be very attractive for stakeholders, and were thus finally allocated 22% of ERDF allocation available for contracting (overall, both restricted and open calls), whilst allocations to water management have been decreased to 2%;
v. Interventions in the field of risk prevention (funded only under open calls) also revealed to be more attractive than initially planned and finally received an increase of funds (from 9 to 13% total funds available for open calls, representing 6% on the total programme available ERDF funds).
vi. Finally, people-to-people interventions funded under Ip 11, only through open calls, were as attractive as initially estimated (with around 4% of ERDF available under open calls, representing 2% of total).
It shall be underlined that, although the above considerations provide an insight on the potential attractiveness of different types and fields of intervention in terms of stakeholders’ response to calls, still, one important lesson learnt from the current programming period, based on stakeholders’ consultation under both the Programme evaluation and programming exercises, is that changing needs and changing context, as well as specific funding rules, timing and conditions for accessing the funds are also important factors which may affect Programme implementation and absorption rates. In this respect, the experience of the current Programme shall be certainly corroborated with identified needs for the future and with perceived difficulties in accessing funds as experienced by the stakeholders. From one side, a certain flexibility shall be envisaged for reallocation of funds among priorities in the next programming period, as already acknowledged by the EC under proposed CPR. From the other side, it shall be mentioned that the reduction of bureaucracy, a clear communication on funding rules (including details on types of intervention and related indicators),  the involvement of the appropriate governance level, networking and partnership development for project generation and support offered for better
 communication and coordination procedures among partners, as well as for the organisation of procurement procedures (especially for projects of strategic importance) may increase the attractiveness of the different interventions to potential beneficiaries, thus facilitating the attainment of the estimated levels of funds’ absorption. From the perspective of cross-border impact and character of operations, case studies reveal a great cross-border potential in soft measures aiming at promoting peer-to-peer exchange, dissemination of information in national languages for population involvement and awareness, joint training and joint recognition of results, joint strategic planning and the involvement of the appropriate level of governance to tackle common needs that require a joint and coordinating action. Additionally, cross-border impact of joint interventions is usually expected as an indirect effect on cross-border population and final targets (i.e. patients, vulnerable groups, local communities in general). 

[bookmark: _Toc70676254]Lessons learnt from the previous programming period (2007-2013) 
Speaking about the lessons learnt from the programming period 2007-2013, the following are mentioned under Annex 2.17 of the Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme 2014-2020 Evaluation Report as not being applied or partially applied under current Programme (which may be taken into account under the future one) or were not applicable as there were no funds allocated to related interventions under ROHU Interreg Programme 2014-2020 (but may be relevant for the future):
	Theme 
	Lessons learnt 2007-2013 

	General 
	· The eight key areas of intervention and the large number of project categories unfortunately lead to a less focused programme, in which certain areas could not be reached, although initially were envisioned and there were specific needs. 
· The Programme has been concentrated on infrastructure developments, 78% of the total budget being allocated to this type of projects. However, the 2007 - 2013 programme period had limited focus on interventions that promote and enable the actual utilisation of the facilities created.

	Support for cross-border business cooperation
	· In some cases, the business facilities established rather serve local needs, with limited cross-border impact.
· The soft activities (trainings, conferences, exhibitions) have a comprehensive nature besides the infrastructural element with stronger cross-border character.
· The long-term utilisation of some business infrastructure facilities may be difficult.
· Most of the cooperation projects were unable to mobilise SMEs as they could not offer sufficient direct benefits to them.
· Lack of sectorial focus on key sectors of the region led to limited impact.

	Development of tourism: tourism attractions and infrastructure
	· Many projects had solely focused on infrastructure development, without relying on a joint thematic concept/common strategy resulting a limited impact and cross-border character.
· Typically, the thematic routes possess a high cross border character, as these create well established connections among the attractions from both sides of the border.
· In case of promotion activities, projects introducing a joint brand, theme and / or focusing on common target groups could reach a higher impact.
· Several of the promotion activities could not reach the target group, therefore had a lower visibility and a low impact.

	Promotion of co-operation in the field of R&D and innovation
	· Majority of the beneficiaries were universities.
· Support to research centre development projects have had overlaps with mainstream programmes.
· Lack of sectorial/thematic focus in the support of R&D projects has resulted in limited impacts, making the evaluation process more demanding from professional point of view.
· Several of the R&D projects are rather opportunity-driven and have had a limited real cross-border effect; in addition, they have not created new workplaces.

	Cooperation in the labour market and education
	· The open character of the call invited several small non-governmental organizations (NGOs) with limited capacity to apply.
· In most cases the key employers of the area have not been involved or at least consulted.
· The relatively high number of fragmented small projects has not been able to reflect a significant labour market impact.
· Many higher education projects involving joint training, joint doctoral programmes and introduction of joint curriculum have adequate cross-border character.
· The cooperation of primary and secondary schools, aimed at joint activities of students, are important as they bring people together at an early age, and thus have a strong cross-border character.
· Considering the small size of projects of primary and secondary education, in most cases the application and implementation procedures created a disproportionate administrative burden.
· Overall, this intervention can strengthen the real cooperation between educational institutions.

	Health care and prevention of common threat
	· There is a need for health care infrastructure developments in the region; however, this could be supported from mainstream programmes as well.
· The soft activities (e.g. knowledge transfer, surgery with a joint team) possess a high cross border character.
· There is a high need for cross-border health care services in the region. However, there are still questions regarding the regulatory environment, consistency with the national health care strategies and the transparency of the joint treatments.

	Cooperation between communities
	· The cooperation between communities in the border area has a strong cross-border dimension. However, the sustainability of these projects is low compared to the other interventions. On the other hand, they create and could maintain long-lasting relationship between communities in the border region.
· From an administrative point of view the application and implementation procedures are rather complicated for the beneficiaries, especially when considering the small grant amounts.
· Overall, this type of intervention requires small amount from the programme’s budget, and significantly increases its visibility.



To sum up, the lessons learnt from the previous HURO Interreg Programme 2007-2013 thus also underline the need to:
· Focus and concentrate resources, not only on infrastructure interventions but also on soft measures with high leverage effect and a potentially strong cross-border nature, such as tourism, education (especially focused on people-to-people actions), health-care services peer-to-peer exchanges and other soft interventions, having a great potential to increase cooperation and Programme impact on common needs and overall visibility;
· Ensure sustainability of project results, through higher beneficiaries’ capacities, institutional cooperation and long-lasting relations;
· Reduce the administrative burden on beneficiaries;
· Ensure the proper correlation between investments promoted under the Interreg Programme and mainstream national / regional programmes, in order to avoid overlapping, whilst ensuring a true cross-border impact.
[bookmark: _Toc70676255]Stakeholders’ and experts’ opinions on potential territorial impact of the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary, for the 2021-2027 period
[bookmark: _Toc70676256]Summary of results from previous surveys and consultations with stakeholders 
With the establishment of the Programming Committee for the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary for the period 2021-2027, in 2019 the MA, NA and JS launched the programming phase for 2021-2027. 
Up to date, the following technical meetings, workshops and online consultations with stakeholders have been held: 
	Date and type of meeting 
	Place 
	Main topics / conclusions


	

June 2020-present










10.07.2020
Stakeholders’ consultation 
	

Online meetings
(between Programme structures and programming external experts)



On line questionnaire
	

Topics such as projects of strategic importance to be listed in the future Programme, ensuring, technical assistance to potential applicants for the generation of high-quality projects from the current TA funds, Policy Objectives’/Interreg Specific Objectives’ selection, the use of simplified costs options, programming documents, programming calendar, etc.




The on-line survey approached the same themes included in the previous consultation held in February 2020.
The preferences indicated by 20 respondents in relation to policy objectives confirmed the relevance of PO 2 (17 preferences), followed by PO 5 (14 preferences) and PO 1 (13 preferences). 
All participants to the survey intent to submit proposals under the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027.
The survey also confirmed that 50% of respondents already have a project idea and 55% have identified the possible partnership. 
The thematic focus of project proposals includes:
· Renewable energy infrastructure (especially geothermal);
· Emergency response (including in the context of Covid-19 pandemics);
· Education and training (including on green procurement addressed to Public Administration);
· Joint environmental monitoring systems;
· Data exchange for joint services addressed to citizens. 
The indicative value of projects exceeds 500,000 euro in 70% of cases. 

	
	
	

	03.03.2020
Technical meeting 


	Gyula (Hungary)
	The Technical Meeting was called by the MA of 2014-2020, in the context of programming process for 2021-2027 period, in order to discuss on the technicalities and other important aspects related to elaboration of the new cooperation programme document.
The following subjects were discussed during the Technical Meeting:
1.	Outcome of the consultation process at local level and consultations on Policy Objectives to be selected for financing (the PO2 is an option in both MSs, which is also mandatory according to draft EU Regulation; ISO – a better governance is important for both MSs, which enables to finance project of limited budget; health-care investments, within PO4, are identified as the highest priority for the RO; economic development and tourism, as well as cultural heritage, within PO5, are priorities for HU)
2.	Simplified Cost Options in the context of the new programming period (the off-the-shelf SCOs are to be used by the future programme, based on further analysis regarding the appropriate percentages to be integrated. Also, the consultants will be required to address other available options, specifically the use of unit cost option (in case of events, to start with) and lump-sum (in case of preparation costs at first and to consider applying it also for closure costs). Therefore, the programme is open for further possibilities to provide as much flexibility as possible, conditioned by anticipated level of efficiency and effectiveness)
3.	Opportunity to use Small Project Funds in the future Interreg programme between Romania and Hungary, for the period 2021-2027
4.	Strategic project ideas and methods to effectively integrate them in the future cooperation programme (the strategic projects might be identified in the Cooperation Programme, further discussion is needed, but preparedness of project idea is very important for proper implementation, and they could start at the very beginning.

	24-28.02.2020
Thematic workshops
	Romania and Hungary 
	In the context of programming process, the Managing Authority of Interreg V-A Romania-Hungary Programme, with the support of National Authority, the Joint Secretariat and Information Points in Hungary, organized a new series of events, aiming at providing relevant information on the 5 Policy Objectives provided for in the draft regulations.

The events were organised on both sides of the border, with the scope of promoting the future cooperation programme between Romania and Hungary, in order to have well prepared applicants, ready to start the development of future projects. The thematic workshops were implemented as follows:
· 1st meeting: Nyíregyháza, on February 24th, on Policy Objective 3. 
· 2nd meeting: Békéscsaba, on February 25th, on Policy Objective 5. 
· 3rd meeting: Satu Mare, on February 26th, on Policy Objective 2.
· 4th meeting: Oradea, February 27th, on Policy Objective 4. 
· 5th meeting: Timișoara, on February 28th, on Policy Objective 1.
Altogether, more than 250 people attended the events, sharing their ideas and actively participating to discussions. 


	January 2020
	On line questionnaire (before the thematic workshops on field)
	The on-line survey approached aspects related to policy objectives (Interreg-specific objectives included), partnership, project ideas, estimated budgets and the importance of mature project ideas in the economy of future cooperation programme implementation. The stakeholders (79 respondents, out of which 76 answered to the question related to PO prioritisation) in the eligible area expressed their interest in all 5 Policy Objectives, with accent on Policy Objective 2, Policy Objective 4 (especially healthcare related activities) and Policy Objective 5. In relation to the 2 Interreg-specific objectives, “a Safer Europe” was also indicated as preferred policy option.

The survey also showed that more than 50% of participants already had an idea for the future submission of projects under the future Programme and many have identified a cross-border partner to implement it with, but 75% of the respondents expressed their interest in attending a partner-search forum.

Finally, the maturity of the project idea (already elaborated Feasibility Studies and/or other technical documentations) was considered as highly important / important for successfully implementing a programme (more than 80% of the respondents) and the estimated budgets ranked over 500,000 Euro.

	13.11.2019 First meeting of the PC 
	Nyiregyhaza (Hungary).
	Several important issues were discussed including the role of the Programming Committee and its responsibilities, as well as the indicative timing of the programming process. Also, the draft regulations on the cohesion policy of the European Union for 2021-2027 were presented and discussed, focusing on the 5 policy objectives.

	29.07-01.08.2019 Bilateral workshops and survey on 2021-2027 priorities 



















	Timisoara
Arad
Nyíregyháza Debrecen.





















	Between end of July and beginning of August 4 workshops were organised (in 4 different locations, out of which 2 in Romania and 2 in Hungary) with the purpose of identifying common fields of interest and specific project ideas, as well as methods for identifying new partners or consolidating the existing partnerships. A number of 183 stakeholders participated in the workshops. Additionally, the events were accompanied by a written survey/questionnaire, with 94 respondents (out of which 20 from Hungary and 74 from Romania). 
PO 2 obtained the highest rate of preferences (58 preferences) concerning the level of priority, followed by PO 4 and PO 5 (with 46 preferences each). A number of 18 organisations presented project ideas in the following fields: 
· Cultural heritage and tourism;
· Education, learning and employment, with focus on green economy and business development;
· Emergency situations and risk management;
· Renewable and clean energy;
· Crime prevention;
· Social inclusion;
· Health services; 
· Green spaces, green paths and protection of natural resources;
· Sustainable cross-border transportation.
As the respondents could choose more POs, the total number of preferences (223) exceeds the number of participants to the survey. 


	14.02.2020
First Technical Meeting 2020+
	Békéscsaba, Hungary
	On the agenda - Selection of Thematic Objectives: methodology, priorities, etc - Calendar of the programming activity: what, who, when; - Joint Working Group: size, competences, responsibilities; - Minimum requirements of the ToR;




[bookmark: _Hlk56082606]The following table illustrates the results of the online surveys and the total number of preferences by PO  
[image: ]
For an easier reading, the share of preferences of cumulated results is then presented in the graph below:
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The programming phase for the future Interreg Programme 2021-2027 has been launched early starting from 2019. The Inception Report of the Programming external contract has been approved and the Territorial Analysis is to be endorsed also by the Programming Committee. 
Up to date, several workshops, online consultations and technical meetings have been organised. 
The most important outcomes of these consultations regard the following issues:
[bookmark: _Hlk56082650]a. The participation to consultations has been high: respondents to surveys summed-up to 190 and, together with field workshops, the total number of stakeholders consulted exceeds 500 people, thus revealing a high interest of stakeholders in the future Programme;
b. Half of respondents already has an idea for projects to be submitted under the future Programme (although the maturity of this idea was not fully investigated) and has identified potential partners;
c. The PO of greater interest were: PO2, PO4 and PO5. Several potential beneficiaries have presented project ideas related to PO 2 (especially in the fields of renewable energy, emergency response and environmental protection), PO 5 (especially the development of balneary- facilities), PO 4 (especially in the fields of health services, training and employment) with high potential impact and interest from both sides of the cross-border area. Additionally, ISO 2 has received attention from some participants and a certain accent on data exchange, monitoring and improved governance have been also mentioned as important and strategic for leveraging funds and ensuring sustainability;
d. The majority of project ideas have a budget range of over 500,000 euro;
e. Strategic projects shall be included in the Programme document and the “strategic project” concept shall include a criterion related to projects “maturity” for ensuring rapid launch of the future Programme. In general, but especially in the case of projects with mainly “soft” character, maturity shall not be considered in terms of “technical documentation being already prepared” but shall also be assessed in terms of partnership maturity, the institutional framework established and the capitalisation of previous experience, including in relation to the understanding and strategy to tackle barriers to cooperation. This goes in the direction of promoting an early buy in of critical actors, at the adequate governance level, in order to promote effective results at “system governance” level. In order to boost project maturity, especially relevant for strategic interventions, the programming bodies have discussed about adopting a multi-faced approach, which includes: 1. Providing technical assistance during the development of projects’ pipeline, in order to help reaching the needed level “maturity” for including strategic projects into the future Programme; 2. Defining strategic projects’ prioritisation criteria which take into account the above aspects related to partnership and institutional maturity, as well as the importance of capitalisation; 3. Providing technical assistance to strategic projects’ beneficiaries, to prepare administrative and other technical documentation (i.e. procurement plans and feasibility studies where needed) needed to ensure the rapid launch of projects immediately after the Programme approval.   



[bookmark: _Toc70676257]Summary of results from the consultation workshops 
[bookmark: _Hlk56082857]Under the realisation of the Territorial Analysis, a series of six workshops have been organised in the period between 19th and 23rd October 2020. In line with our multi-level governance approach, four workshops were organised with local stakeholders (county level), whilst two additional workshops were organised for national stakeholders (ministries and national public authorities / agencies). In order to allow facilitate discussions using the national language, the events were organised in pairs of counties from Romania and Hungary separately and separately for the Romanian and Hungarian central governments, as follows:
· 19.10.2020 Local Workshop: Satu Mare and Arad counties;
· 20.10.2020 Local Workshop: Békés and Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg counties;
· 21.10.2020 Local Workshop: Hajdú-Bihar and Csongrád-Csanád counties;
· 22.10.2020 National Workshop (RO); 
· 22.10.2020 National Workshop (HU);
· 23.10.2020 Local Workshop – Timiș and Bihor counties.

Due to Covid-19 provisions on social distancing and restrictions to travel, the workshops were organised online through Zoom platform. During each workshop the TA team presented the preliminary findings of the territorial analysis (under the form of a synthetic SWOT), relevant for each PO, the following table summarises the focus of discussions held under each workshop, depending on stakeholders’ specific interest and priorities identified by them: 
	Date and place 
	no of participants
	PO 1
	PO 2
	PO 3
	PO 4
	PO 5
	ISO 1
	ISO 2

	19.10.2020 Workshop - Satu Mare / Arad
	 15
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	1
	1

	20.10.2020 Workshop - Békés / Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg 
	16
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21.10.2020 Workshop - Hajdú-Bihar / Csongrád-Csanád 
	33
	 
	 
	 
	1
	 
	 
	 

	22.10.2020 Workshop (RO) - National level
	 14
	 
	 
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	22.10.2020 Workshop (HU) - National level
	19
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 
	1
	 

	23.10.2020 Workshop - Timis / Bihor 
	33
	1
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	 

	total
	130
	2
	3
	2
	4
	1
	4
	2



The table reveals that the great majority of the participants preferred to focus discussions on PO 4 (especially health care services and health status of population) and ISO 1 (cross-border governance, legal barriers, joint strategies), whilst PO 2 (especially joint management of natural hazards) also gained the attention of participants during 3 out of 6 workshops.
It is also worth mentioning that the majority of participants stressed the importance of cross-border internal cohesion analysis and proper treatment of marginalised areas, in order to promote more relevant interventions from the perspective of reducing internal disparities and promoting a higher impact of future interventions on the whole cross-border territory. Also, the majority of participants highlighted to a certain extent the importance of correlation and cross-fertilisation across the policy objectives. Other cross-cutting priorities often identified by stakeholders at different governance levels include:
· The development of interventions aiming at stopping depopulation and retaining young people in the cross-border area and, in particular, in marginalised communities and territories;
· The development of mechanisms to ensure a strong complementarity with other programmes and policies;
· The need to better analyse and tackle administrative and legal barriers to cooperation. 

Last but not least, digitalisation was often mentioned as a transversal priority needed to improve public services in the whole area and for several fields, but especially for health-care and emergency services (however, also the digitalisation of cultural heritage, data exchange for border management and data exchange for climate change and environmental quality have been mentioned). 
	 
	Other cross-cutting priorities 

	
	Internal cohesion / marginalised areas
	Stopping depopulation and retain youth 
	Synergies within POs
	Complementarities with other programmes 
	Better assessing legal and administrative barriers 
	Digitalisation

	19.10.2020 Workshop - Satu Mare / Arad
	x
	 
	 
	x
	x
	x

	20.10.2020 Workshop - Békés / Szabolcs-Szatmár-Bereg 
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21.10.2020 Workshop - Hajdú-Bihar / Csongrád-Csanád 
	 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 

	22.10.2020 Workshop (RO) - National level
	 
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	22.10.2020 Workshop (HU) - National level
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	23.10.2020 Workshop - Timis / Bihor 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	x



[bookmark: _Toc70676258]Additional qualitative contributions received after the consultation workshops 
Following the workshops held in October 2020, some participants sent additional information and a written contribution to the discussions started during the meetings. In particular, great interest in providing additional input has been showed by the central government public administrations, which concentrated more than half additional contributions received, as shown in the graph below:

[image: ]
All additional contributions included the provision of written answers to the questions submitted during the workshops, in relation to perceived priorities and common challenges. The fields of activities of local and central authorities and institutions providing additional inputs were:
· Coordinating functions (such as Prime Minister’s Office from Hungary and the General Directorate for Public Administration from Romania);
· Internal affairs (including emergency services and local authorities’ coordination function from Hungary) and County Police Inspectorate (Romanian local level);
· Human resources, youth and sport (central level from both countries); 
· The health sector (central level, from Romania);
· The water sector (central level, Hungary);
· Local governance (county and city levels from both countries). 

Local government institutions provided additional information and reference documents on their sector strategies with special focus on climate change adaptation and energy sectors from the perspective of Agenda 2030 targets. These include specific local targets for the reduction of GHG emissions and the transition towards a carbon-free economy, including a strong accent on renewable energies, energy efficiency, circular economy and the valorisation of natural assets for carbon storage. Additional priorities stressed through the written input include the importance of digitalisation to improve local governance, the enhancement of digital infrastructure and digital competences, as well as the value added of cross-border initiatives on the improvement of community participation in digital transformation and an increased impact of strategies. 
Cross-border value added was also remarked in relation to the planning and delivery of public services, that shall be further studied, in view to assess barriers to cooperation, in terms of administrative procedures, quality and legal requirements, with the final aim of reducing the administrative burden on citizens, by disseminating good practices, harmonising sector legislation and increasing the capacities of local public administrations and institutions. In this respect, the role of national government institutions should be valorised and increased starting from the planning phase of the future Interreg projects.  
Strong accent of the written contributions also regarded the importance of valorising cultural linkages and resources for tourism, promoting creative industries, facilitating twinning relations between administrations and people-to-people interactions, especially addressed to youth, in close connection with dedicated education and sport activities (both formal and informal education), NEETs and marginalised communities. Digitalisation and cultural routes (including religious tourism routes) were also remarked as important tools to support cultural activities and creative industries. The respondents also stressed the opportunity to continue existing joint interventions in the field of cultural heritage protection and valorisation for touristic purposes.
Another common challenge confirmed by written contributions is the need to improve water management and emergency services, in order to tackle the effects of climate changes and extreme weather conditions, especially focussing on floods and draughts, including through a better enforcement of the Convention signed between Romania and Hungary with the aim of strengthening cooperation for the protection and sustainable use of cross-border waters. In particular, the objectives of the Convention include: achieving good water status; prevention of deterioration of waters and control of pollution; Prevention, mitigation, reduction and control of cross-border adverse effects; Development of water status monitoring and assessment systems; Ensuring the sustainable use of water resources; The promotion of joint research and technological development activities. The joint and sustainable management of cross-border waters would have an important positive impact on the protection of both natural habitats and cross-border area population.  
Finally, it was remarked that the Covid-19 crisis has revealed the fragility of the health sector, its response capacity and its capacity to plan and manage risks. In this respect, cross-border cooperation could, again, provide a strong value added, through an increased and unitary response capacity in case of sanitary emergency. In this respect, the Ministry of Health from Romania sent some references to existing strategies, standards and regulations that shall be taken into account for planning future interventions in the field of health. 

[bookmark: _Toc70676259]Scenario analysis and TIA quick scan workshop with the current and future Programme implementation bodies 
[bookmark: _Toc70676260]Lessons learnt from other TIA scan exercises done in relation to Interreg Programmes expected impacts 
In 2018 the European Committee of the Regions (CoR) was invited by DG REGIO to carry out a 'quick scan' territorial impact assessment on European Territorial Cooperation (ETC), as part of cohesion policy. This assessment looked into the cross-border territorial impact of ETC, with the aim to contribute to the impact assessment of cohesion policy as part of the preparatory measures for the future cohesion policy package post 2020. The TIA exercise focused only on the Interreg A component, with particular reference to key possible impacts of the Interreg Programmes on the main fields of development policies: Governance; Economy; Society; Environment. Main experts’ conclusions[footnoteRef:23] are recalled below: [23:  https://cor.europa.eu/en/our-work/Documents/Territorial-impact-assessment/tia-workshop-etc-post-2020.pdf ] 

· As concerns governance:
· Generally, the experts judged the activities of cross-border projects carried out through INTERREG A as a positive factor for any cooperation across borders leading to a better quality of life in cross-border regions. 
· It was assumed that in the post-2020 regulatory framework of the ETC a paradigm shift could occur, with CBC programmes going from primarily managing and distributing funds to CBCs perhaps coming to act as a sort of institution of exchange, bringing together cross-border ideas, facilitating cross-border activity and being a centre for strategic planning. 
· Different governance practices and even administrative settings are the main challenges when establishing cross-border projects. Post 2020 the major added value of the ETC will still be in the field of cross-border governance. Shared governance arrangements driven by the institutions managing cross-border programmes can contribute to improving the quality of governance.  
· As concerns economy:
· The experts agreed that in the economic sphere, CBC programmes do not have the power to create a direct measurable impact on jobs or growth, especially when dealing with the smaller NUTS 3 units of territories. Consequently, the success of the ETC should not be measured against the metrics of jobs and economic growth. 
· However, several experts stated that a CBC project’s economic effects might rather be felt in the following positive "ripple effect" they create in the wider economy. In particular, a positive indirect effect of the ETC on improving governance might strengthen the labour market in the region, therein allowing for the creation of jobs, which, in turn, provides positive economic outcomes. 
· If CBC post 2020 promotes the sharing of public services in border regions CBC can lead to a more efficient use of public infrastructure and consequently it could result in cost savings for public services at national, regional and local levels. 
· As concerns society:
· A majority of participants stated that one of the foremost benefits of CBCs is their ability to facilitate people-to-people connections. CBC programmes do have the ability to reduce prejudice between peoples across borders. However, these benefits are exclusively immeasurable effects of cross-border cooperation. 
· If there were a renewed focus on human capital post 2020, CBC programmes could contribute to the development of the language skills, cultural intelligence and professional training of border populations. The development of these skills would improve the quality of the workforce in cross-border regions, and in particular enable greater flexibility for cross-border working. 
· This investment in human capital could then contribute to a shift of the CBC paradigm to one that fosters innovation through sharing of expertise on either side of a border, sharing knowledge through people-to-people contact.
· As concerns environment:
· One significant and clear impact of the ETC on the environment which was identified is the increased protection of valuable environmental/natural areas and resources in border regions. The strength of this aspect was said to be linked with governance cooperation as the ETC has enabled strong environmental protections and standards to be applied uniformly across borders.
· In relation to future potential for the environment within the post-2020 framework, there was discussion of how the ETC could aid in increasing the resilience of border regions to natural and man-made hazards. For example, a significant number of European national boundaries lie at areas of natural and geographical importance. CBC programmes could allow the border regions to pool resources, such as emergency services, when confronted with a landslide or the long-term consequences of climate change. 
· It can occur that CBC programmes are both beneficial for one aspect of cross-border life, and detrimental to another. For instance, an increase of cross-border economic activities could lead to an increase in the transportation of goods which then in turn may have a negative impact on the environment in a given cross-border region.

[bookmark: _Toc70676261]Scenario development under the programming exercise for the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027
The construction of scenarios will inform the Policy Objectives’ selection process by:
· Providing a qualitative assessment of the potential impacts of future interventions on internal cohesion and disparities observed in the cross-border area, in order to identify those sets of interventions that may better respond to common needs, whilst valorising cooperating opportunities and strengths of the area;
· Providing a qualitative assessment of risks associated with the realisation of a set of interventions, where risks are mainly generated by external factors and by the intrinsic nature of envisaged interventions;
· Providing a qualitative review of complementarities with other programmes and funds, which will allow to identify alternative ways to fund a given set of interventions that may respond to a local need, but for different reasons (notably low cross-border character / impact or high risks in the Interreg context) it could be better funded under other sources. 
The scenario matrix is presented below:
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	High 
	High 
	High 

	Medium
	Medium
	Medium

	Low
	Low
	Low 



Specific objectives (underlining a set of possible interventions) with high potential cross border impact, low risks and low complementarities shall be prioritised for selection. In particular, as methodological approach:
· The specific objectives underlying common challenges and existing common resources, derive directly from the results of the Territorial Analysis;
· The potential cross-border impact of interventions in these fields has been assessed considering the nature of the possible interventions (with the help of possible output and result indicators)[footnoteRef:24] and the importance of the intervention field as emerged from the consultation of stakeholders; [24:  For the purpose of this analysis, “Type a” interventions are ERDF indicators related interventions (investments / hard infrastructure), whilst “Type b” interventions are Interreg specific / soft interventions.] 

· The level of “risk” assigned to a given intervention derives from lessons learnt from previous programming period, mainly in relation to existing barriers to cooperation, sustainability and cost-effectiveness of the investments;
· The level of complementarity assigned derives from the desk review of other programmes planned for the next programming period 2021-2027.
Scenarios’ construction can thus be described in the following steps:
1. Common needs and challenges have been translated into possible specific objectives of the future Interreg Programme, in line with the specific objectives identified under proposed ERDF and ETC Regulation 2021-2027;
2. The specific objectives have been correlated with possible output and results indicators, as defined under proposed Regulations, in order to have a clear overview of what is expected in terms of achievements from future interventions;
3. Considering the needs observed and the (possible) programme expected outputs and results, the potential impact of specific objectives has been assessed: for example, if expected outputs and results cannot be correlated with a cross-border impact, then the impact of the specific objective will be considered low.
4. The risks, which may hinder the obtainment of required cross-border impacts have been considered;
5. The results of these assessments were illustrated in a graph;
6. Finally, the results of impact / risk assessment have been correlated with potential complementarities with other funds, under the assumption that a set of interventions that may be “risky” for the Interreg programme or may have a low cross-border impact may still be relevant for observed needs and could thus be funded from other sources;
7. The above steps have been realised for each need and potential impact, which has allowed to draft two unitary graphs with the assessment of impacts, risks and complementarities of possible specific objectives to be included in the future Interreg Programme. 

At the end, we have obtained a set of comparable graphs for each Policy Objective: the Policy Objectives collecting a higher number of “green bullets” on impacts and no “red bullets” on risks nor complementarities (reflecting low possibility of funding from other sources), have been proposed for selection. 
[bookmark: _Hlk63427981]The following table shows the summary of results from the Scenario analysis:
	
	Impact vs Risks 
	Impact and Risks vs Complementarities 

	PO 1
	3a
1a
1b
2b
3b
2a

	3b
1b
2b
3a
1a
2a


	PO 2
	1a
1b


2b
2a
3a
4a


5b
5a
4b
3b



	2a
1a
1b
5b
4a
3a
4b
5a
2b
3b


	PO 3
	4a
1a
1b


4b
2b

3b


	4b
3b
2b
1b
4a
1a


	PO 4
	3a
1b
1a


2b
3b
2a




	3a
3b
2b
2a
1a
1b


	PO 5
	2a
1b
2b
1a

	1a
2a
1b
2b


	ISO 1 
	2b
1b
3b

	1b
2b
3b


	ISO 2 
	1b

	1b




Following the assessments realised and in line with EC country recommendations, as well as considering existing strategies priorities and perceived needs at national and local level[footnoteRef:25], the following Policy Objectives are suggested for consideration for future selection under the Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027: PO2, PO4 and ISO 1.  [25:  As emerged from policy analysis and stakeholders’ consultations. ] 

Soft measures identified under PO1, PO3, PO5 and ISO2 (as well as under PO2 and PO4 specific objectives that are not suggested for being selected), with medium to high potential impact and low risk could be financed under ISO 1 as preconditions for better understanding the opportunity and feasibility of cooperation in the future (next programming period, after 2027). Due to the existing missing / inappropriate enabling environment, to the nature of interventions and / or to the current knowledge of needs (which are, to some extent, limiting the possibility of cooperation or limiting its potential cross-border impact), measures under these POs are not considered a priority. 
The following tables present the reasoning behind the opportunity and pre-selection of policy objectives and specific objectives suggested for consideration under the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027, as per methodological approach described above[footnoteRef:26] [26:  The tables have been simplified, by eliminating the column related to ERDF / Interreg specific indicators underlying possible outputs and results and thus indicative types of interventions. ] 


PO 1. A smarter Europe
	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	Although there are emerging economic sectors in high - value fields (such as IT and bioeconomy) the cross-border region is characterised by a low innovation capacity and an economic system with low added value  
	SO 1. Supporting the innovation capacity of the PA economic system with accent on strategic sectors for smart specialisation 

(Ref. RSO 1.2 common EDRF indicators)  
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:27] related interventions (type a):  [27:  Investments.] 

M / L 

Although the cross-border relevance of supporting SMEs innovation and joint research could derive from the existence of the “same” need in the PA, the real impact of this kind of interventions at system level would be low due to complex problems and the weakness of the enabling environment 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
M

Soft measures have a good cross-border demonstration potential and facilitate institutional building and networking processes 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a.): 
M / H 

Barriers to joint management of joint research infrastructures and activities 

Limited funds available to deliver effective and large- scale research

Brain Drain 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b.):

L
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a.): 
H 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
SME Instrument 
COSME Programme 
National SMEs and large enterprises support schemes for innovation and job creation 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes for SMEs competitiveness)


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):

L
Soft measures specifically aimed at increasing cross-border strategic cooperation in research are not financed under other funds

	The economic tissue is characterised by SMEs with very low capacity (limited number of employees) and low productivity (although an improving trend is observed) which reduces the capacity of the overall system to innovate and be competitive on both national and global markets.
	SO 2. 
Supporting SMEs from the cross-border area for increasing competitiveness

(ref. RSO 1.3) 
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:28] related interventions (type a):  [28:  Investments.] 

L 
Although the cross-border relevance of supporting SMEs competitiveness could derive from the existence of the “same” need in the PA, the real impact of this kind of interventions at system level would be low due to complex problems and the weakness of the enabling environment 
For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)M

Soft measures have a good cross-border demonstration potential and facilitate institutional building and networking processes 

In case of the business sector soft measures may be used to improve the cross-border business environment 
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:29] related interventions (type a):  [29:  Investments.] 

M / H 

Limited funds available to deliver large-scale effects on the PA economy 

External factors hindering effective results on competitiveness 


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)L
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:30] related interventions (type a):  [30:  Investments.] 

H 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
SME Instrument 
COSME Programme 
National SMEs and large enterprises support schemes for innovation and job creation 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes for SMEs competitiveness)

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):

L
Soft measure specifically aimed at improving cross-border business environment and other exchanges are not financed under other funds

	There are disparities in relation to the availability of business support services such as industrial parks with a predominant concentration on the Hungarian side 

Although the tertiary education infrastructure is well developed especially in main urban centres, the PA confronts with a decrease in the number of students’ enrolment 
	SO 3.
Developing the cross-border area SMEs business support services’ and investing in SMEs skills’ improvement 

(ref. RSO 1.4)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:31] related interventions (type a):  [31:  Investments.] 

M 
Although the cross-border relevance of promoting business support services could derive from the existence of the “same” need in the PA (i.e. in terms of SMEs creation and an increased survival rate), the real impact of this kind of interventions at system level would be medium to low, due to the weakness of the enabling environment , to the territoriality of incubation sites and to the (not cross-border) nature of grant support for training eventually provided directly to SMEs

However, training and consultancy schemes can demonstrate a medium impact if properly designed 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
M
Soft measures have a good cross-border demonstration potential and facilitate institutional building and networking processes 

In case of the business sector soft measures may be used to improve the cross-border business environment
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:32] related interventions (type a):  [32:  Investments.] 

M / H 
Barriers to joint management of business support infrastructures and activities 
Unbalanced needs in the PA territory.













For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:33] related interventions (type a):  [33:  Investments.] 

H 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
SME Instrument 
COSME Programme 
National SMEs and large enterprises support schemes for innovation and job creation 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes for SMEs competitiveness) and ESF (grants for skills upgrade among SMEs or grants addressed to training providers)






For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing cross-border business support services and other exchanges are not financed under other funds

	A common challenge of the cross-border area is low degree of public services’ digitalisation and e-governance
	We recommend to consider the option of inserting digitalisation as cross-cutting issue other the other POs and ISO 1, instead of selecting it as a specific objective under PO1. In this way, it will directly contribute to the digitalisation of services envisaged under specific POs, being mainstreamed, instead of being a purpose itself.  



PO 2. A greener Europe
	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	The PA presents common challenges related to climate change adaptation strategies and the management of natural hazards, especially linked to the incidence of floods (especially in the norther and southern areas of the PA), land-slides and fires deriving from draughts and land abandonment. 
	SO 1. 
Promoting climate change adaptation and disaster risk prevention (climate and non-climate change related)
Specific interventions could be then established by type of natural hazard / climate adaptation action 

(ref. RSO 2.4)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:34] related interventions (type a): [34:  Investments.] 

H 
Strong cross-border impact deriving especially in the cross-border areas near to the green border 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
H 

Soft measures have a good cross-border demonstration potential and facilitate institutional building and networking processes 

In case of the emergency services for climate change adaptation, soft measures are especially needed to build capacities on both sides and for developing joint working procedures, but could be also useful for raising awareness among population 

	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:35] related interventions (type a): [35:  Investments.] 

M/L
Some risk can derive from the need to establish adequate coordination and joint management structures 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:36] related interventions (type a): [36:  Investments.] 

L / M
LIFE + Programme 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / energy / climate change)
National programmes funded under the EARDF (Rural Development Programmes)

However, mainstream programmes funded under ERDF or EARDF usually lack cross-border relevance, whilst LIFE foresees a transnational approach but has a low EU co-funding rate (usually up to 60%) 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing cross-border exchanges, strategic planning and capacity building for climate change adaptation are not financed under other funds. The initiatives of the European Network for Rural Development are relevant, however, they do not provide direct funding

	Common challenges do also exist in relation to water management and, in particular, there is the need to improve water basins management and quality on both sides.

The PA presents disparities in the capacity to ensure adequate waste and waste-water management and treatment (with the Romanian side of the border lagging behind).
	As the water management indicators under RSO 2.5 actually refer to water supply infrastructure and waste-water treatment plants, the needs related to water basin management shall be included under previous SO 1, in correlation with ERDF RSO 2.4 

	As defined under SO 1 above 
(for water basin management)

The cross-border impact of the waste-water collection infrastructure improvement can hardly be demonstrated and shall rather be considered a need to be tackled at national / local level 


	As defined under SO 1 above 
(for water basin management)

	As defined under SO 1 above 
(for water basin management)


	Although the renewable energy potential is substantial, there are few data available to substantiate interventions in this field and thus further technical research to find valorisation solutions is needed. 
	SO 2. 
Promoting renewable energy resources as a cross-border territorial asset  
(ref. RSO 2.2)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
The potential impact of investments in renewable energies in the PA is medium to high, taking into account the needs, the potential (renewable resources as specific territorial asset), the stakeholders’ interest and the fact that there are EU targets and national engagements towards a low carbon economy.[footnoteRef:37]  [37:  There have been attempts to study the feasibility of cross-border cooperation in this field (ex. SzSzB-SM-Geo project). There is great untapped potential and examples across EU of cross-border projects in this field: please see the Interact study on ETC Energy Projects. There are 23 projects dealing with geothermal energy across Europe. Out of these, some have also small-scale pilot investments. Geothermal sources are considered a strong cross-border asset (pag. 80), still not fully exploited. An example of cross-border pilot action in this field is the DARLINGe project - co-funded by the European Regional Development Fund (1612249,99 €) (Interreg Danube) and by the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance II (534646,6 €). Under this project a Geothermal Action Plan for the HU-RO-SRB pilot area has been produced so far. Considering that there is an interest and potential on both northern and southern sides of the cross-border area, as well as at macro-region level, the promotion of renewable energy from geothermal resources looks like a regional asset and a joint opportunity. See also https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/energy/renewable-energy/cross-border-cooperation-on-renewable-energy/. "Cross-border cooperation on renewable energy delivers multiple benefits for the participating countries: more efficient and cheaper electricity generation, increased certainty in the market, open access to new resources and opportunities, and facilitation of other international projects. Cross-border cooperation can also contribute to the integration of the EU internal energy market, the harmonisation of national legislative and policy approaches across EU Member States and the achievement of EU energy targets."] 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
H 
The potential impact of soft measures in this case is high because they may directly respond to the need of further assessing feasibility, mapping resources, planning joint solutions, including through pilot actions (i.e. aiming at valorising existing geothermal potential for different purposes)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M 
Barriers to joint management of renewable energy infrastructures and activities. Different regulations. However, the risk may be transformed in the opportunity to exchange experience, in view to build a brand on “cross-border renewable energy communities”. 

Medium risks related to investment rentability have been stressed by the EC 


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)

L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch) and only in relation to joint training and live events 
 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): L / M 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
LIFE + Programme 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / energy / climate change)
National programmes funded under the EARDF (Rural Development Programmes)

However, mainstream programmes funded under ERDF or EARDF usually lack cross-border relevance; LIFE foresees a transnational approach but has a low EU co-funding rate (usually up to 60%); Horizon 2020 implies the involvement of a higher number of countries and actors across EU  

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing exchanges, studies, strategic planning and capacity building for renewable energy and smart systems at cross-border level are not financed under other funds. The initiatives of the European Network for Rural Development are relevant, however, they do not provide direct funding

	In general, data related to the energy efficiency of the local systems and built environment are not available, which reduces the possibility to plan evidence-based policies targeting the reduction of GHG emissions in the PA.
	SO 3. 
Promoting the opportunities deriving from joint interventions for improving energy efficiency of the built environment in the PA 

(ref. RSO 2.1)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a):  L / M
The potential cross-border impact of energy efficiency intervention on the built environment is relatively low due to the territoriality / localisation character of these types of intervention. 
However, joint investments in GHG emissions monitoring system could be useful and have an impact on the improvement of cross-border urban environment. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): M 
The potential impact of soft measures related to exchanges, pilot monitoring systems, joint studies could have a medium impact on the improvement of cross-border urban environment, whilst joint information campaigns on energy efficiency could also have a medium impact on the behavioural change of population in the PA.
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M 
Barriers to the joint management of energy performance monitoring systems. However, the risk is not high because the system could be digitalised and would just depend on proper data exchange protocols  







For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch) and only in relation to joint training and live events 

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
LIFE + Programme 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / energy / climate change)

In particular, large funds are allocated to cities for the improvement of the built environment energy efficiency   


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing exchanges, studies, capacity building and information campaigns on energy efficiency across the border are not financed under other funds. 

	Data on waste recycling rates are not available for the cross-border area which reduces the possibility to plan evidence-based policies targeting circular economy in the cross-border area
	SO 4. 
Promoting the opportunities deriving from joint interventions for the development of the circular economy in the PA 

(ref. RSO 2.6)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / L
The potential impact of investments in circular economy in the PA is medium to low, taking into account that the cross-border institutional and economic systems in this field may not mature for supporting the circular economy. Additionally, the localisation of investments in waste facilities reduces the potential cross-border impact  

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
M / H
The potential impact of soft measures in this case is medium to high because they may directly respond to the need of further assessing feasibility and mapping resources (i.e. potential biomass use)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
Barriers to joint management of waste recycling infrastructures and activities (including logistic issues)












For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch) and only in relation to joint training and live events 
 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): L / M 
Horizon 2020 Programme 
LIFE + Programme 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / energy / climate change)
National programmes funded under the EARDF (Rural Development Programmes)

However, mainstream programmes funded under ERDF or EARDF usually lack cross-border relevance; LIFE foresees a transnational approach but has a low EU co-funding rate (usually up to 60%); Horizon 2020 implies the involvement of a higher number of countries and actors across EU  

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing exchanges, studies, strategic planning and capacity building for the development and piloting circular economy projects at cross-border level are not financed under other funds. The initiatives of the European Network for Rural Development are relevant, however, they do not provide direct funding

	The PA is characterized by a green border and high potential for the valorisation of natural resources. However, the current management of protected sites is hardly coordinated and does not reflect the real cross-border nature of the natural landscape. 

Additionally, both the sides of the border are affected by deforestation trends, which may further deteriorate the exposure of the territory to natural hazards and the impact of climate change.
	SO 5. 
Investing in the joint protection of natural resources in the cross-border area and reducing all forms of pollution

(ref. RSO 2.7)
 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): H 
Strong cross-border impact, especially in the cross-border areas near to the green border 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
H 

In case of natural resources valorisation and protection, soft measures are especially needed to build capacities on both sides and for developing joint working procedures and management systems, as well as for planning joint actions for the sustainable valorisation of natural resources 

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M/L
Some risk can derive from the need to establish adequate coordination and joint management structures 



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): L/M
LIFE + Programme 
National programmes funded under ERDF (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure and/ climate change)
National programmes funded under the EARDF (Rural Development Programmes)

However, mainstream programmes funded under ERDF or EARDF usually lack cross-border relevance, whilst LIFE foresees a transnational approach but has a low EU co-funding rate (usually up to 60%) 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing cross-border exchanges, strategic planning and capacity building for the joint management of natural resources are not financed under other funds. 



PO 3. A more connected Europe
	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	The PA area is characterized by a low level of railway density which makes this type of transport not suitable for work commuting 


	SO 1.
Improving railway connection in the cross-border area 
(ref. RSO 3.2 and 3.3)

	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:38] related interventions (type a): M  [38:  Investments.] 

An increased permeability of the border though improved railway connection may have an important impact on the PA. However, this cannot be considered high because the improvement of the railway connection does not bring automatically to an increased use of railway as means of transportation (i.e. for commuting) nor to increased permeability of the border due to Romania not being in the Schengen agreement
.  
For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)M / H  
The potential impact of soft measures related to assessing joint solutions and reducing barriers to railway connections in the PA could be medium to high. However, the adequate levels of governance, as well as adequate technical expertise shall be involved.
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:39] related interventions (type a): H   [39:  Investments.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk56077522]High costs for the realisation of works[footnoteRef:40] and possible administrative or technical barriers (i.e. related to different electrification systems and other railway standards) shall be considered important risks under the condition of limited funds and time available. [40:  See details on costs and trends in the railway sector in EU MSs in: https://ec.europa.eu/transport/sites/transport/files/modes/rail/studies/doc/2015-09-study-on-the-cost-and-contribution-of-the-rail-sector.pdf ] 









For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:41] related interventions (type a): H  [41:  Investments.] 

National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / transport)
National programmes funded under the EARDF (Rural Development Programmes)








For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)
L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at developing cross-border strategic planning for the improvement of railway connections in the PA are not financed under other funds.

	There is a general lack of data in relation to cross-border mobility patterns and characteristics of beneficiaries, which limits the possibility to plan adequate transport services, in line with existing needs.
	SO 2.
Improving the knowledge and forecasting capacity (including joint systems) related to the flow of people and goods across the border.

(ref. Interreg specific objectives)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
The potential impact of soft measures aiming at improving the knowledge base on transport flows in the PA could be high in this case, as it would directly respond to an observed information need.
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
Soft measure specifically aimed at improving the knowledge base and forecasting capacity of PA institutions are not financed under other funds.

	Romania not being into the Schengen area / agreement is a great barrier to the transport connectivity of the PA.
	SO 3. 
Assessing the impact of Romania not being in Schengen in the cross-border cooperation with Hungary 


(ref. Interreg specific objectives)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
The potential impact of soft measures aiming at assessing legal and administrative barriers to cooperation in the specific field of transports and connectivity could be high in this case, as it would directly respond to an observed need.
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
Soft measure related to assessing barriers to cooperation are not financed under other funds.

	The public transportation among main city centres (ex. no direct train route between Szeged-Timișoara, Nyíregyháza – Satu Mare) is underdeveloped
	SO 4. 
Improving road and rail connection, as well as transport services between main cross-border cities 

(ref. RSO 3.2 and 3.3)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / L 
An increased permeability of the border though improved road and rail connection between main cities may have a medium impact on the PA. However, this cannot be considered high, as the intervention would be limited to specific transport axis that are already benefitting of better infrastructures without considering minor urban and rural settlements. In other words; improving the connectivity among main city centres may not increase internal connectivity of minor centres and rural areas, thus limiting the overall impact on the PA.


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)M 
Soft measures have a good cross-border demonstration potential and facilitate institutional building and networking processes. In the case of public transport services between main cities a pilot intervention may lead to the signature of collaboration protocols between public and private entities which are already providing road transport services in RO and HU in order to extend their territorial coverage, both for urban and rural settlements.
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): H  
High costs for the realisation of works and possible administrative or technical barriers (i.e. related to different road and rail construction standards in the two countries) shall be considered important risks under the condition of limited funds and time available.

The management of road transport services (i.e. buses) outside the city administrative borders is usually left to the initiative of private operators. The rentability of cross-border road transport services shall be demonstrated in order to be desirable for an investment of the private sector.

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): H 
National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes and Sector Programmes dedicated to large infrastructure / transport, including integrated urban development projects)


















For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b)L 
Soft measure related to facilitating cooperation in the field of public transport services at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.




PO 4. A more social Europe
	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	The PA is characterized by an uneven distribution and quality of public social services and infrastructure, with main gaps found in rural areas and small cities:
The uneven distribution of social infrastructure and services is particularly evident in the health sector, including in relation to ambulatories, beds in hospitals, number of health professionals and community services.
	SO 1.
Improving the resilience of the cross-border health care infrastructure and services, including pilot actions for innovative and community services  

(ref. RSO 4.4)

	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:42] related interventions (type a): M / H  [42:  Investments.] 

Strong cross-border impact deriving from the common need across the PA territory to ensure higher resilience of the health sector, deriving from: the existing endowment and quality of health infrastructure and services; the health status of population; the impact of Covid-19 pandemic.[footnoteRef:43]   [43:  On the value added of cooperation in the health-care sector, please see Study on Cross-Border Cooperation, Capitalising on existing initiatives for cooperation in cross-border regions, Cross-border Care (2018) https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/52088b97-3234-11e8-b5fe-01aa75ed71a1/language-en. Additional readings and guidelines on cross-border health services in the context of Covid pandemics see https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/guidelines_on_eu_emergency_assistance_in_cross-bordercooperationin_heathcare_related_to_the_covid-19_crisis.pdf. ] 

However, the impact is considered medium to high, due to the need to better demonstrate the cross-border impact of cooperation in the health-care sector in terms of its effects on the patients’ flows.


For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
Soft measures, including pilot actions, may have a high cross-border demonstration function and may contribute to reducing barriers to cooperation, developing joint working procedures and testing new forms of cooperation and new community services 
	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:44] related interventions (type a): M / L  [44:  Investments.] 

Barriers to joint management of health-care infrastructures and services (i.e. different administrative procedures, more than legal issues)

Low digital skills among population and health sector professionals 





For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L  
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For ERDF indicators[footnoteRef:45] related interventions (type a): M  [45:  Investments.] 

National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes, National Health programmes)
National programmes funded under ESF (Sectoral Programmes for Education and Employment)

Although there will certainly be national and sector programmes in support of the health sector, the future Interreg Programme can bring value added, whilst developing innovative health services, promoting the exchange of experience and contributing to the valorisation of existing partnerships / previous experience of cross-border actors in this field, which can be hardly funded under other funds. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
Soft measure related to cooperation in the health sector at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.
 

	The education dropout rate is increasing on both sides of the border, which exposes low-skilled workers to long term unemployment and inactivity.
	SO 2.
Supporting the resilience and attractivity of the education offer, especially for youth, in the cross-border area (ref. RSO 4.2)
 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M  
The potential cross-border impact of investments in education infrastructure (including digital services), especially professional education, is medium: the cross-border character of the impact can be ensured through data exchange and digital services / platforms delivered to both sides of the border (which are especially relevant following the Covid-19 pandemic crisis). 
Lower impact would be estimated for “classic” hard infrastructure. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
H 
Soft measures, including pilot actions, may have a high cross-border demonstration function and may contribute to reducing barriers to cooperation, developing joint working procedures and testing new forms of cooperation, especially between education and business sectors, in order to improve the relevance of professional training to labour market needs and an increased employability of workers (especially youth).
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
Barriers to joint management of education infrastructures and services (i.e. different administrative procedures / accreditation standards / qualification frameworks)

Low digital skills among students, unemployed / low skilled workers, teachers / education personnel  







For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L  
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M 
National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes)
National programmes funded under ESF (Sectoral Programmes for Education and Employment)

Although there will certainly be national and sector programmes in support of education and employment, the future Interreg Programme can bring value added, whilst developing innovative education services, in close connection with business needs, promoting the exchange of experience and contributing to the valorisation of existing partnerships / previous experience of cross-border actors in this field, which can be hardly funded under other funds. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L 
Soft measure related to cooperation in the education / employment sector at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.
 

	Although steadily decreasing in the last years, in both sides of the border the rate of people exposed to the risk of poverty and social exclusion is still above the national averages on both sides of the border. 
	Social inclusion issues, especially in relation to social care facilities and social housing is strictly a local governance competence with a strong localisation character (i.e. social housing). It is thus hard to think about common cross-border interventions / added value without community proximity 
	-
	-
	National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes)
National programmes funded under ESF (Sectoral Programmes for Education and Employment)
Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived (FEAD)
County and city councils’ funds 

	Although the cross-border area is endowed with rich cultural and natural resources, the PA lacks a common vision and branding strategy, whilst the tourists’ flow reveals low attractiveness of the PA as a tourist destination (i.e. decreasing duration of the stay).   
	SO 3. 
Increasing the role of culture and tourism as drivers of cooperation and socio-economic development in the cross-border area 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M/H 
The potential cross-border impact of interventions in support of tourism sites of common interest would be high, as it would contribute to the creation / consolidation of tourism routes, to the benefit of the PA socio-economic development and diversification. However, the potential impact on tourists’ flows could be only medium, due to crisis of international mobility following COVID-19 pandemic. A measure to increase potential impact in the medium term would be to prioritise the attraction of domestic (HU and RO) tourists’ flows. In general, tourist flows are subject to external factors and conditions (including the general economic trends and orientation of consumers towards spending vs saving) that may occur over time, for this reason, beyond COVID-19, it is still relevant to consider that there is always a degree of uncertainty in the capacity of any programme to really influence tourists’ flows. 
The social impact of increasing the role of culture in the PA through higher cooperation is, however, high, as it brings several tangible and intangible positive effects on the whole community, especially social impacts.

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):H 
Soft measures, including pilot actions, may have a high cross-border demonstration function and may contribute to developing joint strategies, plans and tools in support of a more integrated touristic destination management approach in the whole PA.
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M
Slow recovery of the touristic sector as a whole, especially in what concerns external / non-national tourists’ flows. Romania not being in Schengen may still reduce the movement of people across the border.  



For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L 

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M 
National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes)
National funds and programmes for tourism development 

Although there will certainly be national programmes in support of tourism development, based on national strategies, the future Interreg Programme can bring value added, whilst developing integrated, innovative and joint tourist destination management strategies and routes with cross-border impact, and contributing to the valorisation of existing partnerships of relevant cross-border actors in this field, which can be hardly funded under other funds. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):L 
Soft measure related to cooperation in the field of tourism at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.





PO 5. A Europe closer to citizens 
	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	The PA is characterized by an uneven distribution of public social services and infrastructure, with main gaps found in rural areas (including “inner peripheries” in the mountain area on the Romanian side) and small cities, especially from the northern part of the PA.

	SO 1.
Promoting integrated territorial interventions addressing rural peripheral areas and minor city centres 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / L 
[bookmark: _Hlk56074035]The impact of integrated territorial interventions addressing internal disparities in the PA would be medium to low, considering that this tool shall cover only a limited number of population and a limited surface area, which would not cover all needs (and these are very scattered throughout the whole PA). Besides being a complex tool, higher potential impact could be attained by “mainstreaming” rururban cohesion and north-south cohesion across the other POs. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
H 
Soft measures, including micro-regions studies, may have a high cross-border demonstration function and may contribute to developing joint strategies, integrated plans and personalised cross-border tools and mechanisms in support of a more integrated approach to the internal cohesion problems. 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): H
[bookmark: _Hlk56074295]Integrated territorial interventions are based on: multi-stakeholder, multi-sector and multi-level governance of the mechanism. 
Integrated territorial interventions are complex tools, which imply long community animation processes, multi-stakeholder consultations and a detailed analysis of common needs and opportunities of “proximity communities”, in order to allow the preparation of an integrated strategy – preferably encompassing more sources of funding. In the current ROHU context, integrated tools shall be personalised and constructed bottom up, devoting adequate time and resources.  

Administrative and legal barriers may be also underlined for the delivery of integrated territorial interventions at cross-border level. ITI and SIDU experiences have shown, up to date, that the integration component and the multi-funds management pose many challenges to both beneficiaries and MA / IBs.
For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes – measures for integrated urban development)
National programmes funded under EARDF (measures addressed to the creation of LAGs)
National programmes funded under ESF for the development of administrative capacities 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
Soft measure aiming at promoting territorial studies and integrated territorial development solutions at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.


	Main urban centres act as an economic engine and attractive pole on both sides of the border, with the risk of further polarization, increasing the peripherality of small cities and rural areas. 

	SO 2. 
Supporting potential Functional Urban Areas at cross-border level 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / L 
[bookmark: _Hlk56073985]Besides being a complex tool and the real “functionality” of potential FUAs not being fully demonstrated yet, higher potential impact could be attained by “mainstreaming” the role of urban centres as engines of the economy and innovation potential in the area across other POs. 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
H 
Soft measures (ex. including the definition of a cross-border smart specialisation strategy, focused on main city centres and main universities), may have a high cross-border demonstration function and may contribute to create the basis for further cooperation and synergies between cities’ development strategies for 2021-2027. 
	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): H
Idem as above 














For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For ERDF indicators related interventions (type a): M / H 
National programmes funded under ERDF and Cohesion Fund (Regional Operational Programmes – measures for integrated urban development)
National programmes funded under ESF for the development of administrative capacities 

For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b):
L 
Soft measure aiming at promoting territorial studies and integrated territorial development solutions at cross-border level are not financed under other funds.




ISO 1. A better cooperation governance [footnoteRef:46] [46:  For more details on ISO 1 see: https://www.interact-eu.net/events/qa-session-iso-1-better-interreg-governance] 


	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	Although there are many examples of cooperation (cultural, economic, and so on) among public administrations and with private and non-governmental actors, the policy decision-making centres and services delivery competences remain anchored on traditional administrative units on both sides of the border.
Traditional administrative barriers bring with them traditional legal and administrative barriers to cooperation that need to be further investigated.
	SO 1.
Reducing legal and administrative barriers 
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
Soft measures for reducing cross-border barriers to cooperation may have a high impact, as they could contribute to create the basis for sustainable and effective cooperation, especially in those policy areas / specific objectives that may not be selected for funding under the future Interreg Programme.
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L / M 

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)
However, a certain degree of risk is underlined in the identification and possible involvement of high-level policy (line ministries / public authorities) with delegated competence in related policy field. 
Due to this potential risk, barriers to cooperation shall be better assessed at sector level under specific POs or  the assessment shall be coordinated at the adequate policy level (line ministries / Secretary General / Prime Minister Offices, responsible for policy coordination within government institutions)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
Soft measure aiming at reducing cross-border legal and administrative barriers are not funded under other Programmes. Close correlation with the other POs shall be ensured, to avoid overlapping.


	There are many data gaps (including on the quality of public services in the PA) that need to be tackled in order to better substantiate joint policy and strategic planning
There is the need to improve public administrations’ strategic planning capacity towards a more “cross-border” approach, starting from the understanding and analysis of cross-border impact, both ex ante and ex post.
	SO 2. 
Improving the capacities of public authorities and stakeholders related to joint strategic planning 
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
Soft measures for improving data set, joint strategic planning and institutional cooperation may have a high impact, as they could contribute to create the basis for sustainable and effective cooperation, especially in those sectors that may not be selected for funding under the future Interreg Programme

Depending on the promoter, cross-cutting living labs for increasing capacities and promoting the exchange of experience among potential beneficiaries can also be imagined for better coordination and equal opportunities.
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
Soft measure aiming at improving data set, joint strategic planning and institutional cooperation are not funded under other Programmes. Close correlation with the other POs shall be ensured, to avoid overlapping.


	There is the need to support local communities’ and social partners’ initiatives in order to contribute to identify “proximity communities” and communities of practices, through bottom-up initiatives, which may contribute to the future definition of tailor-made solutions for community-led initiatives at cross-border level
	SO 3. 
Promoting people-to-people actions, social partners and community support initiatives
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
People-to-people actions, including joint events, trainings, exchange of experience and small-scale pilot actions (i.e. to develop community-care services) may have a high demonstrative value, as they may pave the way to the further development of more structured tailor-made solutions for community-led local initiatives. Besides, small-scale pilot actions may have a positive impact and a direct effect on local population living conditions and the business environment, when involving social partners in people-to-people exchange in the field of economy, digital skills and innovation practices.
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 

No major risks can be identified for soft measures, except the possible incidence of pandemic in the future (hopefully low risk by the time of programme launch)

	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): L 
People-to-people actions at the level of cross-border small communities are not funded under other Programmes (although other ESF / ERDF / EARDF integrated projects can finance local / national communities). Close correlation with the other POs shall be ensured, to avoid overlapping.



ISO 2. A safer Europe [footnoteRef:47] [47:  For more details on ISO 2 see: https://www.interact-eu.net/library?title=iso+2&field_fields_of_expertise_tid=All&field_networks_tid=All#3159-paper-interreg-specific-objective-2-iso-2-%E2%80%93-safer-and-more-secure-europe ] 

	Needs and challenges 
	Specific objectives 
	Cross border Impact 
(H / M / L)
	Risks 
	Complementarities 

	There is the risk that the Balkan route of migrants changes its pattern towards ROHU border
There is an increasing trend of illegal crossing of the border from the Balkan migration route
	SO 1.
Strengthening the ROHU border management through cooperation 
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): M / L 
The potential impact of border management interventions in the area is medium to low, due to the fact that an effective approach would need to involve a third party, namely the Serbian border management, which makes border management interventions more feasible for another Interreg Programme (the programme between Serbia and Hungary or Romania)
	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H  
There is the risk that interventions under this specific objective are not feasible due to the need to involve high policy level, at national level, considering the nature of the interventions, falling under national security policy governance. 

	For Interreg specific / soft interventions (type b): H 
There are other EU funded programmes, namely future Asylum and Migration Fund, AMF, and the Integrated Border Management Fund, IBMF) with increasing allocations between 36% and 197% in the next programming period, which will allow to better coordinate and manage both migration and border management policies under a wider EU context.



[bookmark: _Toc70676262]Results of the scenario and TIA workshop held with MA / JS / HUNA 
On 2nd February 2021 an internal consultation on proposed scenario for the selection of policy objectives, as part of the Territorial Impact Assessment (TIA) exercise was organised between the TA team, the MA 2014-2020 representatives, Hungarian National Authority 14-20 and the JS.
The purpose of the meeting was to present in detail the methodology and the conclusions deriving from the scenario analysis proposed by the programming experts’ team, as a qualitative method to reach a consensus among PC members on the future selection of Policy Objectives. In particular, the meeting aimed at discussing eventual comments and modifications before submitting the proposed scenario to the PC members. 
It shall be underlined that the participants received the scenario analysis paper in electronic version and have subsequently provided written feedback before the meeting scheduled on 2nd February 2021. This has allowed to focus the discussions on main aspects underlined, thus optimising the meeting effectiveness.
The main conclusions and recommendations for each PO, following the open discussions can be summarised as follows:
PO1. As the analysis could not allow to identify value chains and strategic sectors of common relevance for both sides of the border the cross-border impact and relevance of PO1 related interventions is considered relatively low. 
PO2. The potential cross-border impact of RSO 2.1 (energy efficiency) and RSO 2.6 (circular economy) shall be considered low, as related interventions may have a low cross-border impact / relevance. 
Green paths, green-related tourism or green awareness are rather types of interventions to be funded under PO4, under measures valorising tourism as a means for socio-economic development. Under PO 2 they are “accessory” to other types of interventions whose scope is actually the environmental protection and green transition (i.e. see green infrastructure and protection of natural areas) based on common natural assets, with high cross-border relevance. For this reason, the impact of RSO 2.7 (Nature protection and biodiversity)-related interventions is considered high. Also, of high priority and strategic importance are considered RSO 2.4 (Climate change adaptation) measures.
RSO 2.2 (Renewable energy) -related interventions as interventions that may valorise the common territorial assets for the promotion of renewable resources, under a joint vision for “renewable energy communities”. In this respect, the analysis shows that the cross-border area presents a specific territorial asset, which is represented by geothermal resources. During the meeting, the programming expert stressed that these resources shall be considered an opportunity to build the future Programme on common opportunities also, instead of focussing only on common problems to be tackled. Of course, under PO2, not geothermal stations for touristic purposes shall be financed but projects truly addressing joint visions / strategies / pilot actions to valorise common resources towards greener societies and economies, which could become a special brand of the cross-border area. 
PO 3 is not a priority for the future programme (both for many existing complementarities and, especially, for the risk that costs are prohibitive / too high for the types of interventions that may be needed), still it  has been underlined in the scenario that there are possible soft interventions (i.e. studies, plans) that could be worth considering for ISO 1, as they tackle the need to ensure a better understanding of transport flows, purpose, characteristics from the perspective of a more effective governance of transport services in the area. In this respect, the analysis of Romania being or not being in Schengen would be surely a theme to consider as umbrella to the studies, because this affects directly the free movement of goods, services and people between Romania and Hungary. Of course, it would be an analysis only from the perspective of the cross-border area. 
PO4. RSO 4.3 (Integration of marginalised communities) -related intervention (social inclusion / social assistance) can hardly be considered a cross-border issue. Also, joint initiatives in the education sector (RSO 4.2) could meet barriers related to the accreditation and joint recognition of curricula from both sides of the border. On the other hand, high cross-border impact and added value could come from RSO 4.4 (Access to health-care) and RSO 4.5 (Enhancing the role of culture and tourism in economic development, social inclusion and social innovation) related interventions, which shall be thus considered as priorities for the future Interreg Programme. 
In conclusion: an overall consensus has emerged regarding the proposed scenario for the selection of POs and related specific objectives. However, the Hungarian National Authority expressed the need to provide additional arguments in support of proposals to select the specific objective related to renewable energies under PO 2.  

[bookmark: _Toc70676263]Results of the national consultations on scenario analysis  
In April 2021 a series of national consultations were held with national, regional and local government actors (ministries,  county and cities administrations), including (without being limited to) the members of the PC, to present and discuss on the scenario analysis prepared by the Programming experts. The purpose of the meetings was to validate the analysis and enrich it with the feedback from the government institutions having a strategic perspective on the priorities of the PA for cross-border cooperation.
The following graph shows the total number of organisations invited to participate, by type of organisation, grouped by the following categories: PC member; national level governance; local level governance (cities and cities with county rights). The total number of organisations invited was 80, out of which 29 members of the Programming Committee, 27 representatives from national level governance institutions and 24 representatives from main cities (including county capitals). 

Initially planned to take place in a single day, on 14th and 16th April, for a duration of two hours and half, following the active participation of stakeholders and considering the complexity of the topics, both  meetings were rescheduled for a second day (on 21st and 22nd April), in order to complete the presentation and draw conclusions. 
The synthesis of the number of participants for each of the consultation days is illustrated in the table below:
	Consultation day 
	Stakeholders from_
	Nr of invitations sent* 
	Nr of participants*
	Nr of online voters**

	14.04.2021
	Romania
	42
	42
	36 (85%)

	16.04.2021
	Hungary 
	38
	40
	21 (50%)

	21.04.2021
	Romania
	42
	24
	23 (96%)

	22.04.2021
	Hungary 
	38
	19
	14 (72%)


* without info points 
** without current programme MA / JS / HUNA and the TA team. 
*** average on all live consultation slides[footnoteRef:48].  [48:  This average may include some programming structures who answered to the question related to the value added of cooperation. Programming structures, however, have not participated to the consultation on priority policy objectives and specific objectives.] 


The agenda of the meetings was structured in 5 main sessions:
· An introductory session dedicated to the presentation of the status of the programming exercise, lessons learnt and the main principles of the approach to the intervention logics and an interactive part where participants were asked to answer to some questions related to the presentation and they were able to illustrate their comments and suggestions.
· Three sessions dedicated to the presentation of the scenario for a group of policy objectives, grouped as follows: PO 1 and PO 2, first session; PO 3 and PO 4 second session; PO 5, ISO 1 and ISO 2, third session. Each presentation was followed by an interactive part where participants were asked to answer to some questions related to the scenario presented and they were able to illustrate their comments and suggestions.
· A closure session, dedicated to conclusions and programming experts’ proposals for the selection of policy objectives and specific objectives, which will be submitted to the members of the PC.  
The rate of participation was high during all meetings, with more than half participants getting connected with their phones[footnoteRef:49] to answer to the questions in real time. However, the second rounds of consultations showed a certain decrease in the number of participants, that initially confirmed their presence for the dates 14 and 16th April. The main outcomes of the consultations and open discussions are described below with the help of the results recorded on the system in real time. The outcomes are grouped by main session.  [49:  The Aha Slides platform was used for the interactive sessions. ] 


5.4.4.1 Introductory session
After the presentation made by the Programming expert the audience was asked to answer to a question about the most important principle for guiding the programming process, from the ones mentioned in the presentation. The answers show that the audiences put greater accent, from one side, to concentration and simplification and, from the other side, to partnership and sustainability, and to a lesser extent, to the results-oriented approach. On average, 37% of participants[footnoteRef:50] has chosen concentration and simplification, 34% partnership and sustainability and 27% results-oriented approach.  [50:  59 participants to the online session on both sides of the border. ] 
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The second question in this phase of the consultation was related to the most important aspects to improve programme effectiveness. In this case, the use of simplified costs options and the identification and solutions to barriers on cooperation were often mentioned by Romanian participants, whilst on the Hungarian side, greater accent was on the use of project results after project closure, the involvement of local communities, and also on barriers to cooperation. On average, more than 25% of participants[footnoteRef:51] has chosen analyse and solve barriers to cooperation, 24% the use of SCOs and around 22% (almost equally) use projects’ results after closure and involve local communities.  [51:  51 participants to the online session on both sides of the border. ] 
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Open discussions during the introductory sessions regarded, in particular, lessons learnt during the current programming. These concerned the following observations made by some participants:
· The absorption rate of the different intervention fields may not fully reflect the interest of stakeholders .The reallocation between interventions sometimes was linked to the timing of calls for proposals launch: (which, for example, affected the access to funds dedicated to the valorisation of natural and cultural and health-care infrastructure).
· The access of funding allocated to some interventions (ex. economic development and employment) was somehow limited due to unclear understanding of the types of interventions funded. 
· The quantitative analysis may not reflect other qualitative aspects of the programme performance.
· Other aspects affecting line projects’ implementation include: legislative changes; unpredictable situations such as the Covid-19 crisis; state aid rules and above all, the realisation of public procurement procedures. 
· The concentration of resources on topics that were not much funded under the previous programming period would also be considered as an option for the selection of policy objectives, in order to cover other needs that were not previously addressed. 
The answers to the above observations can be synthetised as follows:
· the sector-wise analysis of the lessons learnt from the current Programme represents only one of the components taken into account in the analysis. Other analyses realised include: the review of case studies included in the Evaluation Report of the current programme; the in-depth analysis of Flagship projects; the policy analysis and consultations with stakeholders. Additionally, in order to better assess beneficiaries’ capacities and difficulties met by them under the implementation of Interreg projects, in the next period, immediately after the approval of the policy objectives by the PC members, the TA team will organise a survey on potential beneficiaries.
· In relation to the concentration of resources on interventions not much funded under the previous programming period/s, it was clarified that the proposed approach is to build on the previous experience, under the following preconditions:
· The actions proposed do cover a common need, as emerged from the Territorial Analysis; 
· The actions are relevant for the policy framework (national and local strategies);
· There is a partnerships framework and previous experiences that need to be supported to ensure continuity and sustainability.
The health-care sector was given as an example of the type of action that, although it was strongly supported in the current period, still the needs exist up to date (and have even increased and changed by nature due to the Covid-19 pandemics), the policy sector is strongly supported at all governance levels and there are many initiatives being funded in the current period / partnerships that would need further support in order to get consolidated. 
· Cooperation shall be seen as a pattern that needs to be strengthened and a process that needs to be supported across several programming periods.  

5.4.4.2 Scenario analysis for PO 1 and PO 2 
As concerns PO1, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling over 88% of participants)[footnoteRef:52], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below (only one participant did not agree, out of 50 voters on both sides of the border, however no additional details were provided on the reasons for disagreement).  [52:  On total participants, around 36% agreed to a large extent and 52% to some extent, whilst around 10% of total participants answered “I don’t know”.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives[footnoteRef:53], around 13% of the participants[footnoteRef:54] had no preferences in relation to PO1, 31% expressed preference for SO4, mainstreaming digitalisation and around 20% expressed  preference for SO 1 (research) and SO3 (business support services). [53:  Participants were allowed to pick up to two options. ]  [54:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 49 people totally).] 
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It was confirmed by participants that e-government shall not be considered a priority for cross-border cooperation, through the allocation of a dedicated specific objective, considering the amounts of funds available under both national and European programmes and the centralised management of main services and platforms at national level. 
There were no additional observations on the analysis of PO 1 from both sides. 

As concerns PO2, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling over 87% of participants)[footnoteRef:55], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below. Only two participants did not agree, out of 47 voters on both sides of the border and their observations are found among the topics discussed during the open session mentioned below. It shall be stressed that the reasons for disagreement were not linked to the substance of the analysis but rather on the formulation of some specific objectives.   [55:  On total participants, around 32% agreed to a large extent and 55% to some extent, whilst around 8,5% of total participants answered “I don’t know”.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives, around 13% of the participants[footnoteRef:56] had no preferences in relation to PO2, 34% expressed a preference for SO2 (renewable energies), around 30% for SO 5 (joint protection of natural resources) and around 26% expressed preference for SO 1 (climate and non-climate change adaptation measures). [56:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 47 people totally).] 
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The participants’ observations in relation to PO 2 were especially related to:
· The need to have the full list of specific objectives from proposed Regulations, in view to obtain the full picture and the exact formulation from the Regulation.
· The extent to which the preparation of strategies shall be integrated in future interventions.
· The formulation of some specific objectives, in order to avoid focussing on data collection and analysis and / or to ensure it is more comprehensive and able to reflect the needs and the possibility to submit smaller projects not necessarily focussing on strategies and plans.
· The problems deriving from barriers depending on the higher policy and governance level (ex. legislative and administrative gaps related to the bilateral cooperation framework at national level), which may hinder cooperation effectiveness and sustainability.
The answers to the above observations can be synthetised as follows:
· The formulation of specific objectives is justified by the needs emerging from the various analysis realised during the programming exercise (i.e. the need to further collect and analyse cross-border data and to consolidate the strategic planning capacities of actors at cross-border level). However, they can certainly be revised, still taking into account the formulations included in the Regulation.
· The future Interreg programme specific indicators are strongly oriented towards soft measures, including the preparation of strategies and increasing stakeholders’ capacities. These indicators are strongly recommended to be used as primary option in the future Interreg programmes’ intervention logics. However, in the proposed intervention logics there is accent also on the possible territorial impact of future interventions and for this reason a limited set of ERDF-type investments related indicators will be also proposed in order to reflect this tangible impact on territories and people. 
· However, the vision of the future programme shall be oriented towards the valorisation of the Interreg programme, and its beneficiaries, as the centre for a consolidated cross-border strategic planning, under a long-term and sustainable vision, going beyond the duration of projects. 


During the live consultation, participants were also asked to choose some words that better define the value added of cooperation in the two policy objectives analysed (PO 1 and PO2). The results illustrated in the two graphs below show that participants see a strong value added of cooperation in relation to resilience, innovation and sustainability. 
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5.4.4.3 Scenario analysis for PO 3 and PO 4 
As concerns PO3, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling around 86% of participants)[footnoteRef:57], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below. Only four participants did not agree, out of 36 voters on both sides of the border and their observations are found among the topics discussed during the open session mentioned below. However, it shall be noted that one participant who did not agree explained that he was not actually intending to disagree nor to contradict the analysis and had no additional observations. [57:  On total participants, around 41% agreed to a large extent and 45% to some extent, whilst less than 3% of total participants answered “I don’t know”.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives, around 15% of the participants[footnoteRef:58] had no preferences in relation to PO3, 48% expressed a preference for SO4 (road and rail connection of main cities) and around 30% for SO 2 and SO3 (soft type interventions). [58:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 32 people totally). However, it shall be noted that due to a technical problem the Hungarian participants could not pick up the “no preference” option. ] 
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The participants’ observations in relation to PO 3 were especially related to:
· The fact that the analysis does not allow to draw certain conclusions due to lack of data: data collection should be a simple exercise to be done on field, but eventually these conclusions suggest that such an exercise was not realised in-depth and data were not collected properly.
· Stakeholders in the railway sector are only two, and these are the two national railway authorities. 
The answers to the above observations can be synthetised as follows:
· The data needed at micro-level and on field could not be collected under the Territorial Analysis exercise within the programming process. The need to improve data series at cross-border level, at a lower level of analysis, is a well-known problem at EU level and it is exactly a purpose itself of the cross-border programme, encompassing the improvement of cross-border governance through evidence-based joint strategies. 
· Although the need for investments in the transport sector may exist,  it would be more effective (also considering the limited resources available) to increase the understanding of the transport flows and to better study the feasibility of the investments before selecting the dedicated PO 3 to launch the investment.
As concerns PO4, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling around 94% of participants)[footnoteRef:59], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below. Only two participants did not agree, out of 33 voters on both sides of the border and their observations are found among the topics discussed during the open session mentioned below in relation to the fields of health and education (whilst the observations on culture were not linked to a disagreement on the analysis).  [59:  On total participants, around 36% agreed to a large extent and nearly 58% to some extent, whilst none answered “I don’t know”.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives, only 5% of the participants[footnoteRef:60] had no preferences in relation to PO4, 45% expressed a preference for SO1 (health infrastructure and services) and around 40% for SO 3 (culture and tourism). [60:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 32 people totally). ] 
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The participants’ observations in relation to PO 4 were especially related to:
· The possibility to include in the future programme a wider concept of culture (i.e. the knowledge transfer among professionals, artistic exhibitions, joint arts festivals, joint cultural events; manuals / handbooks for children in schools on the local traditions and cities; etc).
· There is the need to ensure continuity and sustainability of past experiences (ex. investments made under the current programme need further support to become operational or to keep their functionalities, especially in the culture and health sector, which are being hardily hit by the Covid-19 crisis).
· The analysis does not seem to be well based on data: the situation and the experience gained show that huge investments have been done in the health sector in the last two programming periods, but the cross-border impact was not tangible. Data on patients’ flows do exist and these shall be collected and used to substantiate the analysis of potential cross-border impact.
· The education sector shall be also considered a priority field of intervention. However, some participants also intervened to stress that barriers in the formal education sector are huge, due to the different, and most centralised governance systems, whilst the health sector seems more flexible, as services are managed at local level (thus cooperation is eased). 
The answers to the above observations can be synthetised as follows:
· Culture is considered a priority and may possibly be integrated under PO 4 or ISO 1, depending on the focus and on the scale of the project. More details will be developed and presented to stakeholders after the approval of policy objectives by the members of the PC.  
· The scenario analysis is a qualitative exercise: the impact of interventions in the health sector shall not necessarily be assessed only from the perspective of their direct impact on changing the patients’ flows, as the impact of cooperation in the health care sector shall much be related to the exchange of experiences among professionals and working procedures, including (without being limited to) to address emergency situations.
· Data on patients’ flows are also not collected by the national statistics, so the effort to collect them is, again, at another level of analysis and should be considered a purpose of the future programme itself. Further interventions of participants confirmed that the data collection related to patients’ flow may reveal a very complex exercise.
· The Covid-19 crisis has shown the importance of international cooperation in a global pandemics context and has revealed that national, regional and local health-care systems are still fragile and have low capacities to promptly react to unforeseen situations. In this context, increasing the resilience of the health sector, including through consolidated cross-border cooperation, shall be a priority for the future Interreg Programme. 

The live word cloud exercise realised by participants (at the end of the session dedicated to PO 3 and PO 4) actually confirmed this vision is shared by them, as several participants choose to reflect the value added of cooperation in PO 3 and PO 4 fields with the word “resilience”. 
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5.4.4.4 Scenario analysis for PO 5, ISO 1 and ISO 2
As concerns PO5, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling around 93,5% of participants)[footnoteRef:61], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below. Only two participants did not agree, out of 31 voters on both sides of the border and their observations are found among the topics discussed during the open session mentioned below.  [61:  On total participants, around 58% agreed to a large extent and more than 35% to some extent, whilst two participants answered “I don’t know”.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives, 43% of the participants[footnoteRef:62] had no preferences in relation to PO5 and another 43% expressed a preference for SO1 (integrated interventions in rural areas), whilst 14% of participants has chosen SO 2 (integrated interventions in urban areas). [62:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 31 people totally). ] 
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In relation to PO 5, one participant intervened saying that it was expected from experts to provide proposals on how to implement integrated interventions in the cross-border area. 
In this respect, the Programming expert answered that some proposals were actually advanced, as follows:
· first of all, the future Interreg programme may invest resources in animating those local communities which may be targeted by integrated interventions in the future, similarly to what has been done for other integrated intervention tools, such as Local Action Groups, under a “long-term” process approach; 
· then, any interested stakeholder may propose to further study the specific mechanism that shall be more suited to the ROHU border area for the delivery of integrated interventions. The development of a tailor-made integrated intervention tool may take a long time for formulation, as it shall necessarily involve many stakeholders at different governance levels, as well as the so called “non-state actors”. 

As concerns ISO1, there was an unanimity agreement[footnoteRef:63], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below.  [63:  100% of total participants (30 voters) agreed on the analysis, out of which 73% to a large extent and 27% to some extent.] 
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When it comes to preferences in relation to the different specific objectives, 53% of the participants[footnoteRef:64] has chosen SO3 related to people-to-people actions and 29% expressed a preference for SO2 (capacity building and strategic planning), whilst only 18% for SO 1 (barriers to cooperation), and actually only the Romanian stakeholders stressed their preference for this topic. [64:  taking into account the total number of participants voting on the AhaSlides tool on both side of the border (amounting to 32 people totally). ] 
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In relation to ISO 1, main comments were related to the following aspects:
· Barriers to cooperation were also sufficiently approached under the current period, so it is not seen as a priority to further focus on this topic. 
· It is not clear / justifiable how research and analysis ON cooperation could be realised under ISO 1, instead of doing cooperation in practice (the rationale of these types of intervention is not fully understood). 
· Some details on indicators would be needed, in order to better understand the feasibility of certain interventions for all POs, but especially in order to better separate and clarify what can be funded under POs and what can be funded under ISO 1, instead. 
· The extent to which ISO 1 would finance feasibility studies in the fields of rail-road development considering the high costs underlying these studies and the overall financial allocation on ISO 1. 
The answers to the above observations can be synthetised as follows:
· A better understanding and the definition of possible solutions to barriers to cooperation is a specific purpose for the future Interreg Programmes. 
· Similarly, the change in the “paradigm” of cooperation as compared to the previous period also stands in the very important objective of building cross-border actors’ capacities to think strategically (and based on evidence), about their cooperation and joint intervention, in line with the EU Territorial Agenda 2030.
· More details on indicators preselected by the Programming experts will be provided in the next phase, in preparation of the PC meeting, as they are included in the intervention logics that will be submitted to approval. 
· After the selection of POs, additional consultations (including the online survey on stakeholders) will be also organised and on these occasions the TA team will present the definition of the indicators and the types of correlated interventions. 
· As regards the separation between SOs and ISOs, this will be also better explained before the PC meeting, as it is part of the programme intervention logics. In brief, it was explained that all types of intervention (investments and soft-type interventions) in a field that is relevant for a selected PO and specific objective will be funded under related selected PO. For topics that are not included in selected POs and specific objectives still it will be possible to finance (mainly) soft-type interventions that are in line with ISO specific objectives. 
· As regards the possibility to realise costly feasibility studies under ISO 1, the Programming expert explained that the Regulation foresees the possibility to allocate a maximum of 20% ERDF funds to ISO 1. 

In relation to ISO 2, there was a general agreement (to a large extent or to some extent, totalling around 94% of participants)[footnoteRef:65], on the analysis presented, as it is shown in the graph below. Only one participant did not agree, out of 32 voters on both sides of the border and her observations are found among the topics discussed during the open session mentioned below.  [65:  On total participants, around 53% agreed to a large extent and more than 40% to some extent, whilst one participant answered “I don’t know”.] 
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The main observation related to ISO2 concerned the fact that ISO 2 is not only related to migrant flows and that there are additional needs that may be tackled without the involvement of EC services. These needs encompass, for example, the development and improvement of cross-border crossing points, in order to increase the border permeability. 
The scope of ISO 2 was clarified, with the support of an Interact presentation: this specific objective still seems to be focussed on external borders, although the Regulation allows to select this specific objective also for internal borders; the accent of the possible interventions is on border management, migrants and refugees’ management, although there is some room for including also other topics; for Interreg A programmes, Interact suggests to focus on border management capacities (to be realised in close connection with FRONTEX) and the consolidation of green lanes. 
The online word clouding exercise realised by participants shows that Trust is considered the word better representing the added value of cooperation under PO 5, ISO 1 and ISO 2 objectives, followed by Partnership, Cooperation, Friendship and Capacity Building. 
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5.4.4.5 Conclusions drawn from the consultations 
The national consultations show a general agreement on the scenario analysis prepared by the experts, thus confirming the validity of the outcomes and proposals for PO selection. 
Main observations were related to:
· the formulation of some specific objectives, in order to make them fully relevant for the needs observed.
· the need to take into account other qualitative aspects and factors influencing the programme effectiveness by type of interventions, in terms of stakeholders’ interest in submitting proposals and the absorption rate (such as the timing for calls for proposals and other funding rules).
· the methodology of the analysis, that, in certain cases, was considered as not fully reflecting the reality of possible impacts due to limited data available for ex ante and ex post impact assessment.
· the need to work closely with potential beneficiaries, in order to ensure the full understanding of the programme intervention logics and delivery methods, as well as the full understanding of what is expected from projects in terms of outputs and results.
In this respect, the TA team underlined that the scenario analysis is a qualitative exercise: as underlined  in the present document, the territorial impacts are often difficult to depict exactly because of missing data and factors influencing these impacts at cross-border level. The choice of realising a qualitative analysis, as ex ante impact assessment exercise, in view to substantiate the strategic choice of policy objectives to concentrate on, resides exactly in this widely demonstrated assumption. 
As concerns the need to go deeper in the analysis of problems encountered by stakeholders during projects’ submission and implementation will be tackled in the next programming phase, with an extensive survey on potential beneficiaries. The qualitative analysis made by experts in the current phase of the programming exercise has been based on a meta-evaluation methodology (as a recent Programme evaluation report was available, which included case studies in all fields of intervention) corroborated with interviews and continuous discussions with the programme managing bodies. 
Besides, in the TA team approach, the starting point for the selection of policy objectives shall be the observed needs, which means to focus on priority and in some cases “emergency” actions that may have a higher impact on both sides of the border, and where lack of action may also have a high socio-economic and environmental costs (climate and non-climate change mitigation actions, joint protection of natural resources, cross-border cooperation in the health-care services), as well as on actions with a potential high leverage effect on sustainable development of territories and communities (such as the promotion of renewable energies, the valorisation of culture and tourism for the socio-economic development of the PA and people-to-people interventions). 
Some important needs may still exist, of course, as highlighted in the territorial analysis notably, in the fields of: economic development, transport infrastructure, circular economy, energy efficiency, where further analysis of cross-border flows are needed to substantiate a tailor-made strategic approach, or where there are systemic changes, that need to be tackled at national level first; as well as in other sectors that are considered as being centred on national level governance systems, such as e-government services, education and social inclusion. However, for the sake of concentration of funds, under the limited financial allocations available, and higher immediate impact on the population and territories (impacts that may be more direct, although both tangible and intangible, as in the case of health-care and culture), according to the technical assistance experts, some of these remaining needs may better approached under other funds and at another level of governance, first of all at national level, in the next programming period. 

The consultations show that participants from all governance levels have a great interest in the opportunities for cooperation under the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary and many of them already have projects’ ideas and proposals. It shall be remarked that the ministerial level participated actively in the consultations, which may be considered a good omen for future partnerships linking the national and the local level, including from the perspective of higher impact, sustainability, replicability and the solutions of barriers to cooperation. 
Additional details on the programme intervention logics and proposed indicators will be also provided to the members of the PC in preparation of the 2nd PC meeting for the selection of POs, whilst potential beneficiaries will be involved in a survey, after POs selection. The intention of the TA team is to ensure the full involvement of stakeholders from all governance levels in order to build a detailed programme intervention logics, that shall be able to respond to observed needs and perceived stakeholders’ priorities, whilst facilitating the process of joint projects’ formulation under wider partnerships, able to produce the expected change and sustainable cooperation included in the programme vision.
[bookmark: _Toc70676264]6. Answers to the evaluation questions, conclusions and recommendations 
[bookmark: _Toc70676265]6.1. Assessment of the cohesion component 
In order to assess the contribution of the current Programme to an improvement on the internal cohesion of the cross-border are, the research question was formulated as follows:
To what extent the Programme is having a certain impact on Socioeconomic/sustainable development in the cross-border region?
In order to answer to this question, we have looked at:
· the Programme result indicators 
· the relevance of the Programme as compared to beneficiaries’ needs at cross-border level 
· the sustainability of results 
· the leverage effect with other funds and future joint initiatives  
As concerns the first point, although the selected Programme output and result indicators will probably be attained, it has been argued that they will not be able to fully depict the socio-economic and territorial impact of the Programme, mainly due to a weak linkage between result indicators and the funded interventions, many Programme indicators (i.e. unemployment rates, tourists’ flow) being too much influenced by external factors and not really deriving from beneficiaries’ interventions, or due to the initial definition of result indicators and methodology for the quantification of targets. On the other hand, the consultation workshops with stakeholders regarding the Territorial Analysis showed that local and national actors have a clear idea on the cross-border area priorities and identified cooperation interventions in the fields of climate change adaptation, protection of natural resources, health sector, culture and tourism, TVET, digitalisation and, in general, measures aiming at reducing internal disparities between development centres and minor urban and rural areas as the ones where the higher possible impact on the whole cross-border area would be attained. 
As regards the projects’ relevance in relation to beneficiaries’ needs at cross-border level, the analysis of Flagship projects has revealed that on-going and implemented interventions are always considered relevant to Programme priorities (this being one of pre-selection criteria of flagship projects, under concept notes phase). The written feedback provided by stakeholders after the consultation workshops also confirmed that data gaps do exist and that the public actors in the cross-border area have a very limited experience in relation to ex ante assessment of projects’ potential impact (only some central government institutions having a certain experience in this field).  
The sustainability of results is usually ensured through the commitment of beneficiaries to maintain the investment destination / objective. However, a real assessment of this component will be possible only by looking at the results and impacts of the interventions after at least two years from the projects’ closure. In this respect, an assessment of sustainability could be the focus of the future Programme ex post evaluation and should be realised through case studies and / or dedicated survey. In any case, the analysis of Flagship projects’ evaluation grids has revealed that impact and sustainability were found to be weak points in several cases, including due to weak project joint management and coordination mechanisms enforced within project partnerships, which may also potentially affect future projects’ sustainability.
Similarly, to sustainability, the leverage effect of funded interventions can be assessed only ex post and, in any case, after projects’ closure. Due to the share of projects’ finalisation it was thus not possible to assess the leverage effect Programme level in this stage. However, considering the high interest shown by stakeholders in the future Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary 2021-2027 and the importance attributed to projects continuity and to the valorisation of existing twinning and institutional partnerships previously set up within cross-border cooperation projects, it can be argued that the current Programme is already having a certain leverage effect, acting as catalyser for future joint actions.

[bookmark: _Toc70676266]6.2. Assessment of the cooperation component 
In order to assess the contribution of the current Programme to an improvement of the cooperation component, the research question was formulated as follows:
To what extent the Programme is having a certain impact on the cross-border cohesion and cross-border governance structures in border regions (e.g. cooperation with governmental agencies, private citizens, the business sector, etc.)?
In order to answer to this question, we have looked at:
· the contribution to increased cooperation among cross-border public and private organisations 
· the lessons learnt being valorised under current Programming phase 
As regards the cooperation component, Programme indicators quantified in this stage, having a lack of 2014-2020 evaluation data (i.e. from a dedicated survey on beneficiaries), cannot reveal the extent to which the Programme has effectively contributed to an increased level of cooperation among cross-border public and private organisations. 
However, the increased share of projects having more than 3 partners (from 12% in 2007-2013 to 25% in 2014-2020) as compared to the previous programming period, suggests that the increased average value of projects has also brought in the Programme an average highest number of partners, which may have a concrete contribution on an increased level of cooperation across the Programme area, especially under projects of strategic importance, where this may be especially promoted, in order to drive a more effective involvement of multi-level policy actors, towards more sustainable cross-border governance mechanisms, owned by local and national stakeholders (and / or all relevant actors). 
The surveys (2019-2020) and consultation workshops with stakeholders (held in October 2020) also revealed that the majority of respondents / participants already has an idea of partners to be involved in future interventions under the Interreg Programme between Romania and Hungary in the next programming period and some stakeholders (at both national and local levels) highlighted the importance of ensuring continuity between previous projects’ experiences and partnerships, which was also highlighted by the current Programme beneficiaries involved in the case studies analysis under the current Programme Implementation Evaluation Report. This suggests that the Interreg Programme is having a positive impact on the willingness and openness to cooperation from the stakeholders’ side. Besides, this is confirmed by the results of the assessment realised under the current Programme evaluation, where the main factors that made the Programme attractive, according to the beneficiaries’ opinion include the following: 
· the only source of funding covering the cross-border cooperation needs (61.63%);
· positive experience with CBC programmes (54.65%);
· previous long-lasting partnerships across the border (67.05%).
As concerns the lessons learnt from the current programming period, the programming process is pursuing the objective of increasing stakeholders’ participation (with 3 surveys already organised and several workshops delivered face-to-face and then at distance (following the Covid-19 social distancing restrictions) for informing and involving the wider possible range of stakeholders at national and local levels, as well as public and private sectors, in the programming exercise. Additionally, an online platform has been launched for the continuous dissemination of consultation documents and information with the members of the Programming Committee. As concerns the need to increase planning capacities and support potential beneficiaries to submit and implement cross-border projects, the JS and Info Points shall facilitate by using Technical Assistance funds access to a dedicated specialised external expertise in order to support potential beneficiaries to submit applications, immediately after the approval of the future Programme. In this way, it is expected to ensure a more rapid launch of the future Programme, whilst increasing the quality of submitted projects, especially the ones that will be pre-selected (without double procedure, Concept Notes / Full Application) as strategic projects, for which, also Technical Assistance is envisaged. 
For the purpose of simplification, the team in charge of supporting the programming exercise is assessing possible, tailored and feasible, solutions to extend the SCOs, as these were much appreciated by current beneficiaries as having a very positive impact on reducing administrative burdens during projects’ implementation. An additional, critical, issue, for future overall simplification of procedures and line Programme implementation, is to take in due account the possible incidence of State aid rules, in order to avoid future bottlenecks and delays in implementation.  
Additionally, the strategic orientation of the future Programme is pursuing the primary purpose of promoting higher concentration of resources, with possible impact on a higher average value of future projects, which shall lead to higher territorial impact, based on key common assets and priority challenges on both sides of the border (as identified under the Territorial Analysis, through stakeholders’ consultations and having regard of national and local strategic priorities). 
  
[bookmark: _Toc70676267]6.3. Conclusions and recommendations for future programming 
In conclusion, although it is too early to assess the socio-economic and territorial impact of the current Programme, some lessons learnt can be drawn from the TIA exercise: 
· The selection of indicators is a key issue in view to ensure the future evaluability of Programme territorial impact, in terms of internal socio-economic cohesion. In this respect, indicators shall be as far as possible directly linked to implemented interventions and shall be owned by beneficiaries. The ex-ante identification of cross-border area priorities and a higher concentration of resources is also a crucial issue to ensure that interventions with the highest possible impact on the main common challenges and opportunities are effectively tackled and, respectively, valorised under the future Interreg Programme.
· Projects’ relevance shall not be assessed only generally, in relation to priority investments (or future policy objectives), but shall be directly related to the way the project contributes to the expected change and results, in line with the intervention logics and considering the highest possible impact on established indicators (i.e. in terms of population coverage, protected surface, number of organisations involved in joint actions, and so on). In this way, the potential beneficiaries are, in a certain way, “necessarily oriented towards” a better (and a more precise) estimation of the expected results on targeted population, organisations and territories. This issue can be addressed under the projects’ selection methodology, where some rewarding criteria can be inserted to provide a higher score to projects that are better describing their needs and are correlating in a clear way planned activities with these needs and expected results (i.e. with a stronger projects’ intervention logics) 
· The basis for sustainability and leverage effect shall be built starting from the programming phase, by strengthening the requirements (already existing in the current programming period) in the project selection grids in relation to the joint management of infrastructures and systems, including requirements concerning the signature of institutional protocols and joint working and coordination procedures, which will ensure a stricter orientation of potential beneficiaries towards the institutionalisation of cooperation , as basis for sustainability. Similarly, the leverage effect can be promoted by establishing rewarding criteria (i.e. higher scores) for projects demonstrating continuity with previous interventions, consolidated partnerships and (especially) complementary measures, capable of boosting the impact of interventions. In order to increase sustainability and leverage effects, due attention shall be also paid to embedding the future Programme interventions into the EUSDR (i.e. through a close correlation with established objectives and planned actions), thus boosting the contribution of the programme to the implementation of the relevant macro-region strategy.  
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

Number of measurement points positively affected by the interventions 

(after the completion of the project)

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

Sustainable management of water resources (i.e. nr of joint mechanisms, 

structures, protocols)

Communication and joint actions on pollution related issues (i.e. nr of 

joint events and related participants)

Actions supporting agriculture adaptation (i.e. irrigation systems)

Sustainable Tourism: Increase in expected number of visits to supported 

sites of cultural and natural heritage and attractions 

Tourist overnight stays in the eligible programme area

Nature and biodiversity: Surface area of habitats supported to attain a 

better conservation status (ha)

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

Joint promotion strategies of the touristic destination

Sustainable management of natural and cultural resources (i.e. nr of joint 

mechanisms, structures, protocols)

Increased accessibility of the touristic area 

Joint management of touristic infrastructure

Extent to which implemented actions deal with the improvement of 

waste management thus improving the overall environment quality 

Water qualityincreased 

Sustainable use and management of existing water resources

Improved prevention -protection against pollutions, especially 

flood-related pollutions

Efficient communication and joint actions to reduce the negative 

effects of pollutions. 

Improved horizontal principle of sustainable development and the 

protection of natural habitats.

Improved conditions of the most important values –including 

physical facilities but also the intangible elements of the joint 

heritage

Increasednumber of visitors. 

Joint promotion and formulation of a joint and integrated tourism 

destination

Increasedvisitors'nights staying 

Increased protection and rehabilitation of the natural and cultural 

heritage from the perspective of sustainable development.

CH9. Natural disasters and civilization-origin hazards threaten 

localities (e.g. risk of floods threatens 376 towns and villages) 

including their population, businesses and agriculture which causes 

permanent uncertainty and material damages 

CH10. The eligible area can expect a strong increase in mean 

temperature, in summer days, and a strong decrease in frost days 

and in precipitation during summer months, which requires higher 

adaptation of agriculture and other sectors. 

CH13. The eligible area is rich in surface water –preserving its 

CH11. Increasing human activity in agriculture, forestry, transport, 

certain industrial sectors, tourism and the increasing amount of 

the municipal solid waste may threaten the nature (air pollution, 

water pollution, biodiversity loss, etc.), which causes a reduction in 

quality of life.

CH12. The insufficient public transport links to the sights, the lack 

of the tourism infrastructure, services, and programme packages 

reduce the attractiveness of the eligible area, and make the joint 

development of complementary attractions difficult.

CH13. The eligible area is rich in surface water –preserving its 

quantity and quality requires coordination and major resources.

PA 1

Cooperating 

on common 

values and 

resources
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

Cross-border population served by modernized infrastructure leading to 

TEN-T (nr of inhabitants) 

Roads: Total length of newly built roads (km)

Roads: Total length of reconstructed or upgraded roads (km)

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

The extent to which small settlements are better connected to main 

transport routes 

Improved road safety

The extent to which cross-border mobility has effectively improved (i.e. 

ex post analysis of cross-border road passengers' flux)

Reduced access time in the cross-border area

Ratio of people to motorized road vehicles crossing the border

Number of cross-border public transport services developed / 

improved

Total length of newly built bicycle road (km)

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

The extent to which cross-border GREEN mobility has effectively 

improved (i.e. ex post analysis of cross-border passengers' flux through 

bicycle traffic and public services created)

Reduced GHG emissions in the cross-border area 

Improvedmobility 

Small sections of transport routesin support of improved access to 

TEN-T networks from peripheral settlements in the neighbourhood 

of the state border 

Better connection of small villages and the one to larger cities

Improved road safety.

CH14. Deficiencies of the cross-border public transportation 

system (railway and bus) hinder the economic and labour 

market integration, and indirectly make difficult the 

achievement of the CO2 reduction targets. 

CH15. Problems with the density and the quality of roads with 

cross-border impact cause mobility inconveniences (long access 

time, risk of accidents, etc.) directly and economic 

disadvantages indirectly. 

CH16. Shortcomings of the bicycle road infrastructure weaken 

the mobility of people living in the border area. 

Improved conditions and increased role of cross-border public 

transport. 

Increased cross-border bicycle traffic –at the expense of passenger 

car transport. 

Increasedproportion of passengers using public transport, bicycle 

transport, and facilitate a gradual shift towards more sustainable 

(low emission and low noise) forms of cross-border transport.

Reduction of transport-related GHG emissions and other negative 

environmental impacts.
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

Employment rate in the eligible area as a percentage of the working age 

population

Labour Market and Training: Number of participants in joint local 

employment initiatives and joint training

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

Joint strategies and protocols development (i.e. for labour mobility, 

partnerships between education / labour market / economic operators )

Reduction in the unemployment of mainly affected areas (i.e. gross value 

nr. of unemployed could be more suitable than unemployment rates)

Increased cross-border employment opportunities for vulnerable groups 

(i.e. including minorities, NEETs, rural population and low qualified 

people) and women 

Increased economic cooperation in competitive advantage sectors 

CH17. Due to the weak economic potential of the eligible area and 

to the partial lack of adequate job opportunities the selective 

outmigration is growing. Because of it and of the natural decrease 

of the population the labour force potential of the eligible area 

reduces, which –as a self-reinforcing process –weaken the 

economic performance of the cross-border region in the long run. 

CH18. Administrative obstacles, language issues, improper flow of 

information make cross-border labour market mobility marginal 

and the development of a joint labour market more difficult.

CH22. The high number of early school leavers and the inadequate 

cooperation between the education system and the business 

sectors erode long-term the labour market potential of the eligible 

region.

Increased employment and growth in the eligible area 

Integrated strategies of specific territories based on their 

endogenous potentials (mainly in the fields of agricultural 

production and food production) will be in place and implemented

Improved businessenvironment

Improved cooperation, enabling increasing cross-border sales of 

local products. 

Decrease of the unemployment rate of the territories being in the 

worst employment position. 

Strengthened equal opportunities, contribution to non-

discrimination and equality between men and women.
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

Average service level in health care institutions in the eligible area (Rate of 

service level of the health care institutions – survey

Population having access to improved health services

Number of health-care departments affected by modernized equipment

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

The  type of services established (including telemedical infrastructure 

available)

Joint protocols in place in the health sector (i.e. including as concerns 

communication and information of patients on new services available)

Increased coverage of services addressed to vulnerable groups (i.e. 

including minorities, disabled and low income households especially from 

rural areas)

CH19. Inequalities in health and social care infrastructure and 

services contribute to patient migration from Romania to 

Hungarian hospitals, worse health status on the Romanian side of 

the border. 

CH20. Failure to create proper administrative conditions for cross-

border health care financing may lead to the increase of semi-

legal or illegal practices and hinders the evolvement of a 

consistent cross-border health care system 

CH21. High number of people at risk of poverty and of population 

living in poor areas results in permanent problem of the eligible 

area because the socio-economic marginalization of the 

concerned social groups and areas

Coordinated and mutually agreed service specialisation will be in 

place among all hospitals in the entire area. 

Improved conditions ofthe health care infrastructure 

New diagnostic, screening and curing equipment installed 

Reduced imbalancesin the access to major health services,

especially for disadvantaged groups.

Comprehensive and coordinated information channelsin place to 

inform residents about the importance of health status screening 

and prevention measures through the entire eligible area.

Joint protocols in place for the exchange of patient information 

and medical history 

Knowledgetransfer 

Telemedical infrastructure available 

Increased number of people benefiting from improved health 

services across the border 

Positive impact also on anti-discrimination and social inclusion.
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

PA 5

Quality of the joint risk management

(Quantitative survey (scale of 5) among the relevant organisations 

responsible for disasters and risk management in the eligible area)

Population safeguarded by improved emergency response services

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

Joint protocols / mechanisms / structures created to tackle common 

emergency situations response and eliminate obstacles to joint actions

The extent to which cross-border cooperation in risk management has 

effectively improved (i.e. ex post analysis of reduced emergency response 

time)

Increased coverage of rural settlements through joint emergency services 

CH9. Natural disasters and civilization-origin hazards threaten 

localities (e.g. risk of floods threatens 376 towns and villages) 

including their population, businesses and agriculture which causes 

permanent uncertainty and material damages 

CH10. The eligible area can expect a strong increase in mean 

temperature, in summer days, and a strong decrease in frost days 

and in precipitation during summer months, which requires higher 

adaptation of agriculture and other sectors. 

Emergency response actions jointly handled with common (and 

thus larger) capacity 

Key obstacles of joint actions eliminated 

Joint protocols in place. 

Reduced emergency response time 

Increased number of people benefiting from joint emergency 

response system 

Enhanced adaptation of the eligible area to the negative impacts of 

climate change.
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MAIN CHALLENGES  EXPECTED RESULTS (synthesis) INDICATORS 

Intensity level of cross-border cooperation

(Survey among the public institutions operating in the eligible area)

Number of institutions directly involved in cross-border cooperation 

initiatives

Number of people participating in cross-border cooperation initiatives

No indicators are defined in relation to: 

Joint protocols, regulations, permanent exchange of experience (i.e. 

platforms) and permanent joint structures created 

Reduced administrative burden of cooperation (i.e. protocols and specific 

regulatory framework overcoming administrative burdens / related 

studies and research)

The extent to which cross-border institutional cooperation has a positive 

impact on equal opportunities and non-discrimination (i.e. envisaged 

targets of joint cooperation measures)

Increased efficiency of services delivery (i.e. performance frameworks 

established for cross-border cooperation services)

CH23. Administrative and institutional burden, trust deficiencies 

and language barriers reduce the possibility to create regular 

connection and sustainable cooperation between institutions 

(e.g. labour market and emergency response institutions) and 

communities of the eligible area. 

CH24. Many of the existing institutional cooperations are one-off, 

project-based initiatives with limited sustainability partly because 

of the restricted financial capacity of the partners. 

Increased cross-border cooperation of various institutions

Harmonized protocols, regulations, sharing of information and 

good practices. 

Increasedefficiency of service delivery

Reduced administrative burden

Increased equal opportunities and non-discrimination among the 

population of the eligible area.
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1 A smarter Europe 38 26 13 77

2 A greener, low-carbon Europe 58 43 17 118

3 A more connected Europe 35 31 11 77

4 A more social Europe  46 38 10 94

5 A Europe closer to citizens 46 44 14 104

Nr participants 223 76 20 319

Total  Policy Objective January 2020 no

Survey July / 

August 2019

July 2020


image16.png
Stakeholders' surveys cumulated results

Asmarter | Agreener,low- | Amore Amore social | AEurope closer
Europe carbon Europe | connected Europe to citizens
Europe

1 2 3 4 5





image17.png
Additional feedback received after workshops

Other public
institutions; 2;
13% National
government
institutions; 8;
54%
Local
governments
institutions; 5;
33%

= National government institutions = Local governments institutions
= Other public institutions




image18.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 o

What is the most important principle to you?

50%

353%

11.8%

29%

Results-oriented

Concantration and Complementarity Partnership and
simpliication sustainability approach

cmenecm ) (] 834





image19.jpeg
- )

What is the most important principle to you?

16

5

and c vip and Results-oriented
simplifiation sustainabilty approach

[v] ) 25

c





image20.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

o,

Which aspects would you consider more important to improve

programme effectiveness?

8.5%

20.8%
27.7%
19.1%
149%
Use more Use project Taentity and solve Involve local
‘Simplified Costs results after barrers to communties
‘Options. projectclosu cooperation

€0 lnterreg

Tnvolve national
Suthories

w29




image21.jpeg
Which aspects would you consider more important to improve
programme effectiveness?

323%

258%

226%
. I

Use more Use project Tty sove Involve ocal
communties

‘Simplifed Costs
Options.

RO T v )

results ater
projectcosure

coopersimn

o,





image22.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis on PO 1?

50%

toa large extent
0 foterreg

to some extent o, | don't

Idon't know





image23.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis on PO 1?

778%

111%

5.6% 5.6%

to some extent no, | don't Tdon't know.

€ lnterre W o





image24.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 [Anc ]

Please click on your preferred SOs. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

103%

205%

103%

50 1. Supporting
the innovation
capacity of the PA

= O

502 Supporting
SMEs from the.
cross-border area
forincreasing.

503, Developing
the cross-border
area SMEs business

support.

Manstreaming "No preference
digtalization and
e-governance




image25.jpeg
G,

Please click on your preferred SOs. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

28%

20% 20%
16% 16%

Mainstrearing.
dtalzation and
-governance

502 5Més 503, 5Més

competitveness
et RSO 13)

50 1. innovation

research and smart
specalsation
et RSO.

o Q

sl et RSO
14

20





image26.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2
Do you agree with the analysis of PO 2?7

448%

41.4%

69%

o, | don't

6.9%

| don't know

w29




image27.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of PO 2?

778%

11.1%

toa large extent to s0me extent o, Idon't
€0 lnterreg

11.1%

Idon't know

18




image28.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 [ana:

Please click on your preferred SOs. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

367%

267%

20%

67% 67%
33%
501 Developing 50 2.Exploring S04 Exploring 505 Investingin N preference
cross border and testing the the ot
clmate change opportunies protection of

adaptation Telated to natural resources

€0 lnterreg





image29.jpeg
R
Please click on your preferred SOs. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

20% 20%

16% 16%

16%

12%

50 1. Climate and
non cimate risks
management systems
ws044)

wersm @)

502 Renewable
energy resources
ret 50 22)

503, Energy 50 4. Circutar

505 Jont
efficency of the  aconomy fret RSO
28

protection of

but enveonment naturalresources
(RS041) rel RS0 27)

20




image30.jpeg
o,

To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO 1
and PO 2 fields (ex. protection, innovation, resilience, sustainability, etc)

i2

protectle iy
sustainability
e = 2resiliences
g development
£ B

cooperation

Nnovation

responsibility

cumen @




image31.jpeg
G,

Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO 1
and PO 2 fields (ex. protection, innovation, resilience, sustainability, etc)

preservation
protection =
development . 8
adaptation = 8

__innovationg
resilience”® ™3

w2 competitiveness v'!

33

wmecsm ()





image32.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis of PO 3?

57.1%

333%

48%

48%

to0a large extent
0 lnterreg M

%o some extent o, I don't

1 don't know

G,

#21




image33.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of PO 3?

60%

20%

to some extent o, | don't

0%
Idon't know




image34.jpeg
Tojoin, go to: ahaslides.com/ WGER2 o,

Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

522%

26.1%
21.7%
0% l
S0 1 Improving 50 4. Improving road ke No preference
railway and rail
i the cross-border a5 well as transport g0 e,
area ref. RSO. services. analysis, etc)

w22




image35.png
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/N3R51

o,

Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for

this PO, please click on "No preference"

0%

20%

SO 1, Railway connection
(ref RS0 3.2 and 3.3)

50 4. Road and rail
connection and transport
services between main

cities (ref. RSO 3.2 and
33)

40%

“Soft-type" cooperation
(502 and SO 3 - studes,

analysis, etc)

$10 80200




image36.jpg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis of PO 4?

55%

40%

5%

0%

Toatarge extent
< lnterres W

o some extent, no, | don't

Tdon't know

W20




image37.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of PO 4?7

846%

7.7%

0%

o, [ don't

Tdon't know

i3




image38.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 o,

Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference”

519%

25.9%

148%
7.4%

SO 1. Improving the 50 2. Supporting the

S0 3. Increasing the No preference

resilience of the resilience and role of culture and
cross-border health attractivity of the. tourism as drivers
are.. education... o,

meresm )




image39.jpeg
GTR.
Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

70%

30%

0% 0%
50 1. Health care 50 2. Education 50 3. Culture and No preference
infrastructure and infrastructure and tourism for

services (ref. RSO services (ref. RSO socio-economic

44)
cpeme @

2 development

10




image40.jpg
o,

Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO 3
and PO 4 fields (ex. internal cohesion, innovation, resilience, etc)

To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

i » et COMECEViY
aresilience 3
E §s g -=
oo FEE innovationwsiensd  caoperston
£ knowing better neighbours £
£ 8

cmosm @)





image41.jpeg
G,
Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO 3
and PO 4 fields (ex. internal cohesion, innovation, resilience, etc)

sustainability

cohesion
flexiblity
" carong ehe erecl €Silience
£ strong cb effect
% internal cohesion
2
€0 lnterreg I o K}




image42.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis of PO 57

68.4%
21.1%
53% 53%
103 large extent to some extent o, | don't I don't know
0 interreg





image43.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of PO 5?

58.3%

417%

o, don't





image44.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 %

Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

545%

27.3%

SO 1. Promoting integrated

SO 2. Supporting
potential Functional Urban

No preference

territorial interventions
addressing rural
peripheral areas and.

s

Areas at cross-border





image45.jpeg
TR
Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

66.7%
25%
83%
SO 1. Integrated S0 2. Potential No preference
tenitorial interventions. Functional Urban Areas

for rural peripheral areas
‘and minor city centres

€9 lnterreg





image46.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis of ISO 1?7

632%

368%

0% 0%
103 large extent to some extent o, | don't Tdontknow

0 lnterreg W

w19




image47.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of ISO 1?

90.9%

9.1%
%

0%

G,

to some extent o, don't

Tdon't know




image48.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 D,

Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

39.3%

32.1%

286%

0%
0 3. Promoting No preference
ople

S0 1. Reducing legal
and ive
barriers

cueesn )

50 2. Improving
a data

set, joint strategic
planning and.

actions, social
partners and
communty.

20




image49.jpeg
o,
Please click on your preferred SO. If you don't have preferences for
this PO, please click on "No preference"

75%

25%

0% 0%
501 Legal and 502, Capaities, No preference
administrative analysis, joint

barriers strategic planning

cuesm ()

#12





image50.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2

Do you agree with the analysis of ISO 2?7

55%

45%

0%

0%

to some extent o, don't

T Toa large extert
€9 laterres M

Tdon't know

&20




image51.jpeg
Do you agree with the analysis of ISO 2?

50%

333%

83%

no. | don't

83%

I don't know

&2




image52.jpeg
To join, go to: ahaslides.com/WGER2 [ano-

Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO5,
1SO1 and ISO2 fields (ex. internal cohesion, social inclusion, trust, etc)

building trust
cooperare 5
©

trust ;

rdare integrata
i
peace

tinkage

partenership

divided but together

partnershi

reducere bariere 3
devetopr
cooper:

S T )





image53.jpeg
o,

Please insert a word represeting the added value of cooperation in PO5,
1SO1 and I1SO2 fields (ex. internal cohesion, social inclusion, trust, etc)

institutional co
smooth border crossing
sharing assets

tnersh
j partnership
Trust occohesion
friendship phighgpll
strong cb relationship & capacity building
§ capacity bulding

internal cohesion

- [v] 3 w23





image1.emf

image2.emf

image3.png
zzzzzzzzzzz

Romania-Hungary
European Regional Development Fund




