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Introduction

This document presents the results of the Strategic Evaluation in the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 (the Programme). The objective of this evaluation is to (1) analyse and improve the Programme performance with a view to its relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and consistency, (2) analyse external factors having impact on the Programme implementation and (3) present the Programme impact and results to a broader public thus increasing the awareness of the Programme’s achievements in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR). The results of this evaluation are to contribute to the improvement of the Programme implementation during the remainder of the programming period 2007-2013 and to the discussion of the future programming.

This evaluation includes assessment of the Programme’s achievements over the period starting from the day of the Programme’s approval on 21 December 2007 up till 1 October 2010. It covers the results of the Programme’s first three calls for proposals with 65 approved and on-going projects. 

This strategic evaluation foresees an in-depth analysis of six themes or blocks of evaluation questions presented under Point 6 of the Terms of Reference for Strategic Evaluation in the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013. These include: (1) EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region as new policy framework, (2) impact of the BSR Programme in the region, (3) differentiation and complementarity of the BSR Programme to other EU funded programmes, (4) analysis of participation of different groups of beneficiaries in the Programme, (5) impact of non-available ENPI funding for Russia and (6) analysis of the Programme Communication Strategy. Each of these Evaluation Questions have been presented in a separate section in the Report providing information on approach and methods, scope and background, findings, conclusions and recommendations for each.

This evaluation has been carried out and this Evaluation Report has been prepared by the Latvia-based consultancy company DEA Baltika over the period from October 2010 to March 2011.
Methodology

The approach and methods used for this evaluation has been structured around each of the six Evaluation Questions and presented separately in the respective Sections of the Report. At the same time, as a general approach answers to the evaluation questions were sought through: 

· desk research of the relevant policy and programme related documents, project related information, statistics and other quantitative data (for full list of documents reviewed please refer to Annex 7.1 of this Report); 

· open-end interviews with the members of Monitoring Committee, High Level Group, National Contact Points, Priority Area Coordinators of EUSBSR, Flagship project managers, representatives of the European Commission, European Parliament, NGOs, National Sub-committees, Managing Authority, and Joint Technical Secretariat (for EQ1, 4, 5 and 6). Interviews were carried out according to a standardised questionnaire with open-end questions. A total of 37 persons have been interviewed (for the standard questionnaire for interviews please refer to Annex 7.2 of this Report, for full list of persons interviewed – to Annex 7.3);
· a total of four web-based surveys of different target groups: 

1. beneficiaries of the selected EU funding instruments (for EQ3). A total of 56 respondents were approached, out of which 18 (31%) have returned back the filled-in questionnaires. The most responsive were academic and scientific institutions (72%), followed by NGOs (17%) and national public authorities (11%). (For the template of survey questionnaire please refer to Annex 7.4 of this Report, for full list of respondents – to Annex 7.5);
2. potential and existing beneficiaries of the Programme represented by national, regional and local authorities that are the primary target audience of the Programme, organisations representing these authorities and the existing project partners (for EQ4, 5 and 6). A total of 70 persons were approached, out of which 21 (30%) valid response was obtained representing all 10 countries eligible for funding from the Programme (BY, DE, DK, EE, FI, LT, LV, NO, PL, SE). (For template of survey questionnaire please refer to Annex 7.6 of this Report, for the full list of respondents – to Annex 7.7);
3. Programme information multipliers – institutions other than the Programme’s Managing Authority and JTS that have been involved in dissemination of information about the Programme (for EQ6). A total of 42 information multipliers have been approached, out of which 13 have returned back the filled-in questionnaires although only 11 of them (26%) were valid representing 7 countries (BY, DE, DK, FI, NO, PL, SE). (For template of survey questionnaire please refer to Annex 7.8 of this Report, for the full list of respondents – to Annex 7.9);
4. communication managers of the approved projects (for EQ6). A total of 46 communication managers representing all projects approved under the first two calls for proposals of the Programme have been approached, out of which 11 (24%) have returned back the filled-in questionnaires. (For the template of survey questionnaire please refer to Annex 7.10, for full list of respondents – to Annex 7.11 of this Report).

· analysis of the gathered data.

The responsiveness during the web-based surveys was fairly low (response rate varied from 24 to 31%), therefore the acquired results have been used in the report for highlighting trends rather than forming a basis for making conclusions.

The information provided by the respondents during the surveys and interviews that have been summarised in this Report is individual thoughts and views of the respective person. It has not been corrected by the Evaluator.

Based on the analysis of the gathered data and the main findings by following a logical argumentation path conclusions have been drawn by the Evaluator. For those conclusions requiring further action, recommendations have been proposed.

1. EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region
1.1 Approach & Methods used
Originally Evaluation Question 1 as defined by the Terms of Reference was composed of two sub-questions: 

1. To what extent does the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region present the future main policy framework of the region?

2. How can the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 contribute to the implementation of the Strategy, even beyond its current Priorities?

With regards to sub-question 1 it was agreed with the Contracting Authority that the evaluation should not question what already is becoming acknowledged around the Baltic Sea, i.e., that the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (EUSBSR or the Strategy) is turning into the main policy framework for the region establishing a base for co-ordination of actions. This conclusion is based on the general support EUSBSR has from the main policy stakeholders: the European Parliament, the European Commission (EC) and the governments of the countries participating in it. Having the Strategy in place for a bit more than a year it is felt somewhat inappropriate to question its relevance for the region at this early stage. Same way any possible analysis of the Strategy itself might be premature as it is unlikely that the opinion and support of the main policy makers would have changed since October 2009. The background analysis of EUSBSR has been published by the EC as recently as May 2010 and implementation of the Strategy has only just commenced.

Considering the above and in agreement with the Managing Authority (MA) and the Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS)
 of the BSR Programme, the sub-question 1 was reformulated into two questions seeking to establish the relevance of the Strategy for the BSR Programme:

· To what extent does the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region present the future main policy framework for the BSR Programme? and 

· In which EUSBSR areas would the BSR Programme have the biggest potential to deliver useful results?

As a result, Evaluation Question 1 is composed of the following three sub-questions:
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Answer to sub-question 1 was sought through the interviews with the representatives of all main Programme stakeholders - members of the Monitoring Committee (MC), MA and JTS, as well as selected stakeholders of the EUSBSR: members of the High Level Group, National Contact Points (NCP), relevant Priority Area Coordinators (PAC) and/or members of other coordination bodies, European Commission (EC) and European Parliament (EP) representatives, selected flagship project managers and umbrella NGOs. Altogether opinion of 27 persons was obtained through standard open-end interviews. Three of the invited interviewees representing EUSBSR High Level Group, NCP and PAC refused from the interview revealing that their knowledge about the Programme is scarce.
The interview questions were designed in order to obtain information on the possible evolution of the Programme and its potential in addressing the priorities of EUSBSR. This allowed for collection of individual opinions from the interested parties with regards to the future of both the Programme and the Strategy.

Thus the analysis part of this sub-question is composed solely of the statements from the interviews keeping the stakeholders’ opinion authentic. The analytical part includes also respondents’ views on some of the issues of the other two evaluation questions. This way all the information obtained through interviews is kept in the same chapter. 

Answer to sub-question 2 was sought through a desk research of the relevant Strategy and Programme documents. Analysis and co-relation of the design process and scope of the Strategy and the Programme was carried out to establish to what extent the two are aligned as regards objectives, priorities, targets, indicators, beneficiaries, geographic scope, implementation and coordination mechanisms, and budget. The details of the comparison are attached in Annex 7.12 to this Report.

To answer sub-question 3 a content analysis of each single on-going project was carried out and the Evaluator provided its assessment on how important is the project for implementation of each EUSBSR priority area. Thus the actual contribution that the 65 approved projects from the first three calls for proposals of the Programme should have towards the achievement of the Strategy targets was identified. This assessment was based solely on the project application forms because the projects of the various calls for proposals are in different progress stages. Thus at present their equal comparison is possible only based on the information they have submitted upon applying for funding. 

The Evaluator is aware that a number of the Programme’s projects have been nominated as the, so called, flagship projects, i.e. projects whose particular contribution to either of the Strategy priority areas has been acknowledged by the respective Priority Area Co-ordinator. Due to the fact that selection of the flagship projects has no clear criteria and that, in case chosen, the project is deemed to benefit one single priority area, in its methodology the Evaluator decided to assess the flagship projects on the same basis as the other projects. In Evaluator’s opinion that should result in an unbiased assessment of all the projects. 

The applied methodology according to which the projects were assessed against all the 15 priority areas of the Strategy is considered to provide a holistic view as to their contribution to the Strategy. It has resulted in a situation where the projects having contribution to more priority areas in the Evaluator’s opinion provide more contribution than some of the flagship projects benefiting only one priority area. Moreover, the contribution to each of the priority areas has been rated by the Evaluator answering the following question: “in your opinion does implementation of the specific project contribute to the EUSBSR Priority area 1, 2, …, 15 and, if so, to what extent?” The Evaluator assessed the extent to which the projects contribute to implementation of EUSBSR for each of the priority areas on a scale 0 – 10 by using the following criteria:

	10
	Contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact

	9
	Contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent, but it has a comparatively little long term potential impact

	8
	There is contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, but it has no potential for long term impact

	7
	There is contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, though the expected effect will be marginal

	6
	Implementation of the respective priority area is rather facilitated than not facilitated

	5
	Implementation of the respective priority area is partial

	4
	There is little facilitation of implementation of the respective priority area 

	3
	There is an indirect support for implementation of the respective priority area

	2
	There is a very distant support for implementation of the respective priority area

	1
	Implementation of the respective priority area is rather not facilitated than facilitated

	0
	Implementation of the respective priority area is not facilitated 


When rating the extent to which the projects contribute to implementation of EUSBSR for each of the priority areas the Evaluator judged the following features of each individual project: 

· the overall added value of the project’s activities and results;

· sustainability in terms of practical application of the project results after its implementation;

· whether the project’s partnership is capable of practical introduction of the foreseen project results. 

Based on the above criteria the projects being implemented under each of the Programme priorities were assessed. Each project’s contribution to each priority area of the Strategy was thus measured, the results were summed up and a degree of contribution to EUSBSR was determined. The results have been depicted by a radar-type chart for each of the Programme priorities and complemented by explanatory notes.

Taken the applied methodology the ratings of the projects made by the Evaluator reflect their sustainability and practical applicability, whereas a tendency was observed that the Strategy flagship projects in most cases have a strong focus on political involvement even to the extent that in some of them objectives and results are expressed as a number of politicians involved. The political involvement has not been a criterion for the assessment made by the Evaluator and thus in some cases a flagship project may have been rated lower due to the fact that their practical applicability may not be that strong or there are certain risks seen in case it does not succeed in getting the desired political support. At the same time the Evaluator is fully aware that from the Strategy’s future perspective political involvement is of utmost importance. It is another angle to look at the projects when assessing them. Thus for those flagship projects whose rating is lower (usually by one or two scores) an argumentation is provided. 

1.2 Overall Scope and Background

The BSR Programme is one of the most visible and recognised territorial cooperation programmes in the EU. Development of the 2007-2013 Programme took place during 2005-2007 and it was approved by the European Commission on 21 December 2007. The Programme was developed through a highly collaborative process which involved extensive analysis of the socio-economic, environmental and territorial data in the BSR region, common setting of the priorities and a wider public consultation process involving BSR, national, regional and local level actors. National and regional level actors are also represented in the Programme’s decision making body – Monitoring Committee.

The overarching strategic objective of the Programme is “To strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region by connecting potentials over the borders”. The Programme has four thematic priorities:

· Priority 1: Fostering of innovations across BSR;

· Priority 2: Improving external and internal accessibility of BSR;

· Priority 3: Managing the Baltic Sea as a common resource;

· Priority 4: Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions.

The Programme is focused on preparation of investments and actions aimed at improving the territorial potential of the region, minimising the considerable differences in the level of socio-economic development between the Western and Eastern parts of the region and at resolving several issues of common concern for all the countries around the Baltic Sea.

In late 2006 the European Parliament published a report calling for a strategy for BSR. On 14 December 2007 the European Council in its Presidency Conclusions invited the Commission to present a European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea region no later than June 2009. The Strategy and the proposed actions and Flagship Projects were designed by the European Commission in close and intense consultations with the EU Member States and stakeholders and adopted on 10 June 2009. 

The EUSBSR addresses the four key challenges in the Region:

· To enable sustainable development;

· To enhance the region’s prosperity;

· To increase accessibility and attractiveness;

· To ensure safety and security in the region;

By:

· Establishing an integrated approach on the regional level;

· Better coordination and a more strategic use of Community funds and results of research programmes;

· Using the opportunities provided by closer cooperation and co-ordination to improve the effectiveness of the existing financial and legal frameworks;

· Carrying through specific actions to respond to the identified challenges;

· Benefitting from cooperation with interested third countries.

The Strategy consists of four pillars and 15 priority areas being subordinated to the respective pillar, namely:

Pillar 1: To Make the Baltic Sea Region an Environmentally Sustainable Place

1. To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels;

2. To preserve natural zones and biodiversity, including fisheries;

3. To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances;

4. To become a model region for clean shipping;

5. To mitigate and adapt to climate change;

Pillar 2: To Make the Baltic Sea Region a Prosperous Place

6. To remove hindrances to the internal market in the Baltic Sea Region including to improve cooperation in the customs and tax area;

7. To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation;

8. Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources;

9. To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries;

Pillar 3: To Make the Baltic Sea Region an Accessible and Attractive Place

10. To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets;

11. To improve internal and external transport links;

12. To maintain and reinforce attractiveness of the Baltic Sea Region in particular through education, tourism and health;

Pillar 4: To Make the Baltic Sea Region a Safe and Secure Place

13. To become a leading region in maritime safety and security;

14. To reinforce protection from major emergencies at sea and on land;

15. To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime.

The BSR Programme was launched before the EUSBSR was developed. With the approval of the EUSBSR by the European Council on 26 October 2009 a certain new expectation has been added towards the Programme. The BSR Programme is now considered as one of the instruments to be used in the implementation of the Strategy. Hence, one of the evaluation tasks as understood by the Evaluator was to determine the extent to which the Programme with its current scope is contributing to the Strategy, as well as to identify what potential it may have in the future. 

1.3 Findings

1.3.1 EUSBSR – Policy Framework for BSR Programme

Though the Programme was already in place when the Strategy was adopted, all of the interviewed stakeholders agree that no big difference and conflicts are being observed between the two. Some respondents are of the opinion that the Strategy initially has stemmed from the Programme. Indeed input of the latter into EUSBSR is important and it was made during drafting the Strategy. Both documents – the Strategy and the BSR Operational Programme are very much in line with each other and do not contradict. 

A few stakeholders pointed out that at the beginning there were some problems to see co-operation between the Strategy and the Programme and there even was some competition. Now these are being overcome to some extent, but still there is much to be done in order to reach a full conformity. The BSR Programme’s MC members consider that for the given programming period the Programme must not neglect its own goals in favour of satisfying the Strategy. 

Some stakeholders deem that as a result of its development origin and process, the present EUSBSR is more focused than the Programme, whereas some others think that the Strategy has a broader concept and approach than the Programme. In fact both parties are right since there are areas that overlap, namely, three out of four EUSBSR pillars fully or partly coincide with three out of four thematic priorities of the BSR Programme. In some areas the Strategy is more focused, whereas in other areas it is the Programme, which is more concrete.

The overlap, however, is not identical. For example, some stakeholders pointed at the fact that Priority 4 of the BSR Programme aims at cultural, regional and territorial cohesion of the region, including urban-rural relationships and West-East divide, whereas the Strategy does not particularly address cultural and regional identity and cohesion. Cohesion in their view is an important asset of the current BSR Programme. At the same time EUSBSR addresses security and employment issues that are not directly supported by the Programme. 

The areas, in which the priorities of the Strategy and the Programme are aligned, are environment, energy, transport and economy. At the same time the Programme’s Priority 1 is wider than the EUSBSR priority area 7 “To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation”. The Strategy focuses on high level academic research and R&D, while the Programme offers a broader platform for innovation on various possible levels including SMEs, creative industries etc. 

Most of the stakeholders acknowledged that the Strategy sets the framework for the Programme even though it does not replace the Operational Programme as its legal basis. In addition, “contribution to the Strategy” has been introduced as one of the project assessment criteria of the Programme. 

Some stakeholders suggested that adoption of the Strategy has also strengthened the strategic relevance of the Programme and its projects. The Strategy has also completed the missing overall strategic framework on the BSR macro-regional level. Its launch has improved the Programme’s reputation and recognition and has contributed to increased interest from the national authorities and their participation in projects. 
As for the Strategy, some stakeholders considered that existence of the Programme provides it certain credibility meaning that a strategy without a single funding source associated with it could be deemed as another “piece of paper”. This way both the Programme and the Strategy have benefited and are still benefiting from reciprocal development and implementation. Presently the Strategy provides a wider framework for development in the region where the Programme has its own place. 

In the stakeholders’ opinion the Programme’s potential to contribute to the Strategy is most significant in the following areas:

· environment, but eutrophication, in particular;

· innovation in various areas and at various levels;

· economy and specifically internal markets and SME development;

· maritime aspects such as clean shipping and maritime safety.

As for transport, the Strategy puts a focus on investments to which the Programme cannot contribute due to its limited financial resources. The added value of the Programme here is rather in providing assistance to coordinated action in planning the regional infrastructure and preparing for the investments, for example, developing the relevant studies and analysis for the Rail Baltica Growth Corridor project. 

In opinion of some stakeholders, the Programme could increase its contribution to the Strategy by allowing project extensions and pilot demonstrations containing investments. The possibility for both is already foreseen in the Programme. Projects approved in the first call for proposals may apply for an extension stage, in particular to implement investments. The possibility of extension is, however, limited due to the funding limits and the Programme’s timeframe.

Speaking of the present expectations from the point of view of the Strategy towards the Programme, the respondents had different opinions. In general the stakeholders think that the Programme’s support could be strengthened to such areas as:

· environment, but specifically climate change;

· energy;

· ICT – implementation of the ”digital agenda”;

· R&D;

· “green growth”. 

The Strategy stakeholders anticipate that the Programme would give priority to flagship projects. This is already being done recently as long as the project fulfils the Programme’s quality criteria and is consistent with its priorities. Part of the stakeholders were happy to see that already so many EUSBSR flagship projects are co-funded by the Programme, whereas another part thought that the Programme could support even more flagship projects, as well as other projects contributing to the Strategy.

It is also expected that the Programme would support pilot studies, the results of which could further be transferred to other Structural Funds programmes. This especially regards interventions in the field of transport. 

Some stakeholders thought that there was a need for bigger and more visible projects. It was noted that the Programme could work with all four pillars of EUSBSR and that in general the projects should be bigger in size, while a smaller funding priority within the Programme could be established to support start-up project ideas. 

The Strategy serves as a guideline for cooperation in the region activating all levels of cooperation. There has never been a guideline for this kind of work before. All the respondents agree more or less that the Programme has to be aware of that and position itself accordingly. Some of them are of opinion that it should mainly be implemented through funding flagship projects that fit its requirements. Some other stakeholders emphasized that the Programme’s niche is networking between the countries and strategic coordination at trans-national level while investments could be financed through national funds and Objective 1 programmes. It is feared that too close alignment of the Programme with the Strategy could result in removal of the other possible funding sources (other ETC and EU funded programmes, Structural funds, national funding, etc) linked with the Strategy.

Several respondents acknowledged that a number of national level stakeholders who had been involved in elaboration of the Strategy did not know much about the Programme. Therefore a more active work by the Programme bodies with the National Contact Points and Priority Area Coordinators was required. These respondents also claimed that a more pro-active communication was expected from the Programme to make sure it was better adjusted to the Strategy and the projects proposed for approval fulfilled the Strategy’s priorities.
The Evaluator itself experienced the limited awareness about the Programme among some of the interviewed NCPs and PACs. Furthermore, few of the provisionally selected and addressed NCPs and PACs refused interviews on the grounds of not being familiar with the Programme. 

As for the next programming period all the interviewed stakeholders agreed that the Strategy could serve as a basic framework for the Programme. At the same time they pointed out issues that need to be solved before this could happen, namely,

· the Strategy has no time frame and will need to be revised periodically. It is not clear how such periodical revisions could be compatible with a multi-annual ETC programme;

· the Strategy should serve as an overall framework for all the Structural Funds programmes in the region. A risk should be avoided that the Programme is associated with the Strategy to the extent that it seems sufficient with it being the only financial instrument of EUSBSR;

· what would happen to the cooperation areas currently funded by the Programme but not supported by the Strategy, for example, cultural, regional and territorial cohesion. 

Overall impression from the interviews is that there is a general basic consent among the stakeholders that in the next programming period the Strategy will serve as a basis for the BSR Programme’s strategic direction. At the same time the different opinions of the stakeholders make to think that the discussion and negotiation process that lies ahead will be quite extensive. Besides the necessity to agree on a common and valid objective of the Programme, the major strategic questions to be answered and co-ordinated will also be:

1. What is the particular niche of the Programme, i.e., should it support all the current pillars of the Strategy or focus on a few? Should specific types of activities (e.g. coordinated development of studies and preparations for the investments) be supported by the Programme?

2. What to do about other topics important for the region, which are supported by the Programme currently, but are not included in the Strategy?

3. How to reflect the EU-2020 Strategy in both, the Strategy and the Programme? 

Some respondents thought that in the next programming period more funds should be allocated to the Programme to ensure implementation of the flagship projects. It has been suggested that the Programme should be developed in a closer dialogue with the PACs who are better aware of the specific requirements of their priority area and flagship projects. That way it would be possible to better align the Programme to the needs of the potential projects. 

A number of respondents touched upon the subject of non-involvement of the Russian partners in the Programme. It was recognized that this was probably a political question to be solved as part of the EU – Russia dialogue. Participation of partners from Russia in the Programme is considered very important while the fact that Russia did not sign the Financing Agreement might have been rather a political signal knowing that the country has signed agreements for participation in other ETC Programmes.

1.3.2 Potential of the BSR Programme

When the Programme was designed, the main EU level policies it had to comply with were the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas. These are reflected in the Programme’s objective. The overall strategic context of the Programme has changed since: the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas have transformed into Europe-2020 Strategy and the EUSBSR has been adopted. The consistency between the two has not been addressed by this evaluation, but in the future context there will be a need for clarity as to which strategic framework will be the primary guiding one for the BSR Programme and how far is the Strategy aligned with EU-2020.

The analysis reveals that already now the BSR Programme is well aligned with the EUSBSR. Despite the fact that the Programme was designed before the Strategy was approved, the Programme’s objectives are in line with those of the Strategy. Equally, the Programme’s priorities are in line with the Pillars and Priority Areas of the Strategy. So far, more than 20 Flagship or Strategy related projects have been selected for support from the Programme. The 2010 Progress Report on the implementation of the Strategy recognises that “The Transnational Baltic Sea Region Programme has been the most active Programme in funding Flagship Projects included in the EUSBSR. The Programme is currently financing twelve
 Flagship Projects or parts of Flagship Projects.” 

An important factor which needs to be considered when establishing the Programme’s potential, is the amount of resources available through it. Analysis reveals that the ERDF allocation of the BSR Programme barely reaches 0.5% of the total ERDF and Cohesion Fund support available for the Strategy under cohesion policy programmes in the region. It is by far too small to contribute visibly and significantly to the implementation of the Strategy. Therefore it is essential to establish the particular and unique “niche” of the Programme vis-à-vis the Strategy.
When comparing the main features of the Strategy and the Programme, the Evaluator was seeking for the areas in which the Programme is already contributing to the Strategy’s implementation, as well as those where Programme presents a particular added value to the Strategy, i.e. where the Programme has unique expertise, well established experience and/or can fill in certain needs or shortcomings of the Strategy. The understanding of the term “area” in this context has been wider than just the thematic scope of the Strategy’s Priority Areas and the Programme’s priorities. It also includes number of other essential features which are required for successful implementation of any strategy - e.g. type of activities supported and range of stakeholders engaged.

1.3.2.1 Thematic potential

Comparison of the thematic scope of the Strategy and the Programme reveals that both are well aligned. In the current programming period, the Programme’s thematic focus under, e.g., accessibility, innovation and environment priorities is somewhat narrower than the thematic scope of the Strategy. However, the combination of the Programme’s horizontal results with the thematic scope of its Priority 4 extends the Programme’s contribution potential into each and every Priority Area of the Strategy. This statement is further supported by the range of Flagship Projects already financed from the Programme: altogether 12 Priority Areas and a number of Horizontal Priorities of the Strategy are covered by those. So far no Flagship Projects from Priority Areas 2, 6 and 15 are supported by the Programme. The Evaluator notes that even in these areas, a cooperation of, e.g., metropolitan or rural regions with responsible national authorities, aimed at enhancing “BSR competitiveness and cohesion” through preparing joint strategies, action plans, pilot projects or investments could be possible, in particular if these activities would link to the Strategy.
As for the Strategy’s horizontal actions, the experience of the Programme may be quite useful in delivering several of them. The BSR Programme has evolved from a spatial planning platform into the development instrument, hence it is known among the relevant players in the region. Equally, the Programme has previously financed projects supporting development of regional identity and regional products. The efforts aimed at creating regional identity and the feeling of “belonging” to the region, as well as supporting the emergence of a regional (Baltic) community are essential to ensure wider societal support to common efforts in the BSR region. Regions, cities and local municipalities are the most valuable actors in leading the communities and building their support. It is particularly Priority 4 of the Programme which can be utilised here. It reflects on the importance of territorial and societal integration of the BSR region. The territorial cohesion (development of functional areas, urban-rural relations) is not covered by the Strategy, but is an essential pre-condition for the overall and balanced development of the region. Likewise, knowledge exchange and capacity building activities supported by the Programme can help to minimise the West-East divide and create a more equal cooperation environment.
The BSR Programme has also established good relations with cross border cooperation programmes in the region and this presents a potential to become a coordinator of territorial cooperation actions. The Programme also has potential in supporting the transfer of successful pilot and demonstration projects into full-scale actions or into general practices applied throughout the region. The Programme’s projects which have supported pilot actions can apply for an extension stage to ensure the wider transfer.
Considering its limited funding, it is clear that the Programme has equally limited potential to contribute to achievement of the overall objective of any self-standing Priority Area of the Strategy, i.e., even if all the Programme funds were allocated to one single Priority Area, the objectives of its “actions” could still not be fulfilled by the BSR Programme’s intervention alone. On the other hand, the cooperative actions the Programme has been supporting so far can benefit each and every Priority Area of the Strategy. Therefore the Evaluator is inclined to conclude that the main added value potential of the Programme lies less in thematic areas, but more in type of activities the Programme can support and in range of stakeholders it can engage. Thematic scope-wise, the Programme could retain an all-inclusive approach, provided that for relevant priorities its objectives and targets are aligned with those of the Strategy.

1.3.2.2 Type of activities supported

Good guidance on the type of activities supported by the Programme is set by the common results which are established on the Programme level and which apply to all projects across all Priorities. The goal is to:

· achieve increased recognition of projects’ outcomes among politicians;

· achieve increased sustainability of transnational structures, and

· unlock investments.
These horizontal results can, in fact, be considered as the main added value of the Programme. From the Programme level results the Evaluator makes the conclusion that the BSR Programme is primarily about: 

· creating BSR-wide awareness (in particular among the decision makers on all levels) of common issues/challenges and contributing to development of BSR-wide policies;

· BSR-wide networking and governance, and

· preparing investments through strategy development, studies, experimentation/ pilot actions.

Even though these might be considered as somewhat minor, “soft” and intangible contributions, when seen as part of a wider context and aimed at strategic objectives, they are equally important for the achievement of these strategic objectives.
Building on these existing strengths and the accumulated experience of the Programme, its future potential vis-à-vis the Strategy including all or majority of its Priority Areas lies in:
· supporting projects dealing with development of regional level studies, policy/ strategy development and planning including spatial planning, equally supporting projects which contribute to creation of BSR-level institutions (where relevant political decisions and agreements exist);
· supporting projects which engage multi-level governance structures and wider stakeholders in implementation of EUSBSR and coordinate their actions on BSR-scale;
· becoming a project preparation facility for EUSBSR;
· supporting projects which present possibilities for experimentation/innovation/ piloting of new approaches, products, services with wider application potential;
· covering the other areas of common interest not covered by the Strategy or funding projects in those Priority Areas/“actions” which require BSR-level cooperation and where there are no specific/other funding instruments available.
1.3.2.3 Engagement of wider stakeholder groups

A particular added value the Programme presents to the Strategy is in its experience of working with sub-national level stakeholders. 

There is no explicit description of the beneficiaries or main target groups for the Strategy. The nature of the described actions, however, require involvement of national and, where appropriate, BSR level stakeholders in almost all of them. Other than that, many actions need to be extended to the regional and local governments, as well as private sector, educational, research, health care and other institutions. The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy notes: “The participation of private sector representatives, local and regional authorities, and NGOs in the Strategy must also be further encouraged and facilitated.”

The BSR Programme has traditionally supported the cooperative actions undertaken by regions and regional level bodies. There is a tradition of working with the regions and other stakeholders including from Norway, Russia and Belarus interested in development of the BSR region as a whole. Considering that implementation of the Strategy requires involvement of the widest possible stakeholder groups, the BSR Programme can ensure the link to and engagement of its traditional target groups in the Strategy implementation. 

The Programme also presents potential for supporting establishment and management of cooperation and joint governance structures (i.e. for Priority Area or action coordination) linking the different governance levels and different types of stakeholders – i.e. public sector with NGOs, social and economic partners. There is also potential for wider involvement of private sector – in particular where it concerns actions with wider public good (i.e. development of policies, strategies, experimentation) and would mean lifting its activities outside the state aid domain.

1.3.2.4 Operational and managerial competence

While carrying out the analysis of the main features of the Strategy and the Programme, the Evaluator made several observations regarding the management and implementation practices where the Programme could set an example and assist the Strategy’s implementation.

The BSR Programme has been designed through a collaborative process involving on equal terms the national and regional government representatives from 11 countries participating in the Programme. The collaborative approach to the Programme development has ensured it the necessary recognition and support from its main target groups, which carries on also during its implementation. The decision making body of the Programme involves on equal terms all countries participating in the Programme, including Norway, Belarus and Russia, and includes both – national and regional level stakeholders. The Programme can, therefore, offer a useful platform for channelling the information about the Strategy and engaging wider stakeholder groups in its implementation, including in coordination of the actions within different Priority Areas.

The BSR Programme has a well-defined and transparent approach to project submission, assessment and decision making. There are clear provisions how any institution which satisfies the Programme’s requirements can submit an application. Applicants have full information on the assessment criteria (which, since recently, includes also an assessment of project’s contribution to the Strategy) and decision making mechanisms. The process is transparent and described in detail. Here in particular the Programme’s expertise could be of use to the Strategy. Survey of documents revealed that there appears to be no criteria for selection of the Strategy’s Flagship Projects. It is also not clear how the decisions to consider one or another project a Flagship Project are taken and by whom and how can potential Flagship Projects be proposed. The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy admits to this: “There is no uniform system in place on /…/ which criteria should be used when deciding on which projects contribute to the Strategy.” Establishing a clear procedure and selection criteria for the Strategy’s Flagship Projects would help to improve the overall recognition of the Strategy and its transparency/availability to and consequently engagement and commitment from a wider range of stakeholders.

It is not clear what coordination mechanisms are there to coordinate between the Strategy and the Programme. The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy refers to the requirement for all relevant ERDF programmes to report on contribution to the Strategy implementation in their annual implementation reports. This is, however, rather an ex-post verification of the alignment and contribution. In order to ensure the alignment of the BSR Programme with the Strategy in the next programming period, a closer coordination between the decision making and management bodies will be required. Coordination would be useful during several stages of the Programme implementation, namely,

· selection of the Programme’s priorities and alignment of the Programme’s targets at the programming stage may benefit from consultation with both – NCPs and PACs;

· alignment of the Programme’s project selection criteria may require a consultation with PACs;

· decision making on projects may require a consultation with PACs;

· PACs and, possibly, NCPs may have to be involved in monitoring the Programme’s progress.

1.3.3 BSR Programme’s Contribution to EUSBSR

1.3.3.1 Priority 1 “Fostering of innovations across the BSR”

Priority 1 has altogether 22 approved projects. Eight of the projects are either flagship or part flagship projects which already gives an idea that these projects are contributing to the Strategy to a considerable extent. Content analysis of the projects that the Evaluator carried out provides the following picture.
Chart 1: Programme Priority 1 projects contributing to specific strategic Priority Areas
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Priority 1 projects are contributing largely to the following two Priority Areas of Pillar 2 of the Strategy “To Make the Baltic Sea Region a Prosperous Place”: 

· Priority Area 7 “To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation”. Here such projects could be marked out as BaSIC, BONITA and BSR QUICK who have been rated as “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”
. In the Evaluator’s opinion the two flagship projects of this priority area - StarDust and BSHR HealthPort – are also “contributing to the priority area, but are assumed to have “a comparatively little long term potential impact””. StarDust seemed to have slight risks for achievement of its results and consequent continuity due to the very broad involvement of politicians, whereas BSHR HealthPort as a continuation of the former project seemed to have too much paperwork and less uniqueness, if compared to the three projects mentioned above. Therefore the two flagship projects were rated a little bit behind them. It must be said that also the rest of the projects of Priority 1 have their contribution to EUSBSR and have been rated above the average score. 

· Priority Area 8 “Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources”. Here such projects as BaSIC, BONITA, BSR QUICK, BaltFood, BalticSupply and SPIN could be mentioned, the latter of which also being the flagship project. Almost all the other projects of Priority 1 are contributing to the respective Priority Area to some extent rating above or close to the average score.
Though in total rated as to a lesser extent most of the projects of Priority 1 also contribute to Pillar 3 of the Strategy “To Make the Baltic Sea Region an Accessible and Attractive Place”:

· Priority Area 12 “To maintain and reinforce attractiveness of BSR in particular through education, tourism and health”. Here such projects as Baltic Supply, BSR QUICK, BONITA and ICT for Health have received the highest score “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”. BSR QUICK is also a flagship project of this Priority Area. Altogether almost all of the projects of Priority 1 have their contribution to a certain extent here. 

There is also little contribution to the following Priority Areas of Pillar 1 of the Strategy “To Make the Baltic Sea Region an Environmentally Sustainable Place”:

· Priority Area 3 “To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances” with PlasTEP contributing to it, in particular. It has been rated as “there is contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, but it has no potential for long term impact”. Four other projects are considered to benefit this strategic Priority Area with marginal effect;

· Priority Area 5 “To mitigate and adapt to climate change” with such projects as PlasTEP, REMOWE, BSR QUICK and Cool BRICKS providing certain contribution, but with marginal expected effects along with a few other projects providing an indirect contribution;

· Priority Area 9 “To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries” with BalticSupply and PlasTEP and a few other projects contributing here with a contribution rated as average or slightly above the average;

· Priority Area 10 “To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets” with contribution of BalticSupply and REMOWE with their contribution rated as “to some extent, but no potential for long term impact”.

The potential of Priority 1 projects to contribute to the rest of the Priority Areas has been rated as average, except for Priority Areas 11 and 15 for which there is no contribution. 

To conclude, in the Evaluator’s opinion the following Priority 1 projects have the biggest potential to contribute to the Strategy with practical and applicable results: BSR QUICK, Baltic Supply and PlasTEP. This is due to their holistic approach and contribution to eight to ten Priority Areas of the Strategy. At the same time, the flagship projects StarDust, SPIN, BSLN and BSHR HealthPort are contributing to EUSBSR with their specific focus on the respective Priority Areas as well as considerable political involvement thus contributing to achievement of the horizontal aims of the Strategy. 

1.3.3.2 Priority 2 “Improving external and internal accessibility of the BSR”

Nine out of 12 projects under Priority 2 are related to accessibility issues while one (BALTRAD) is rather about improving transport and accessibility aids, but another two (BSR InnoShip and CleanShip) are contributing more in the area of environment than accessibility. Altogether six of the Priority 2 projects are flagship projects. 

Chart 2: Programme Priority 2 projects contributing to specific strategic Priority Areas
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The utmost contribution by the projects of Priority 2 is expected in the relevant Priority Area 11 “To improve internal and external transport links”. According to the project assessment eight out of 12 projects are contributing to implementation of this Priority Area. Contribution of five projects is assessed as “contributing to a large extent and having long term potential impact”. These projects are: SCANDRIA, EWTC II, NECL II, BALTRIS and Baltic.AirCargo.Net of which the first one is a flagship project. All the mentioned projects are considered to come up with applicable results in the area. 

There are two other flagship projects of this Priority Area – TransBaltic and RBGC. RBGC was rated behind the above mentioned projects as the one by whom “implementation of the respective priority area is rather facilitated than not facilitated”. As to the Evaluator’s knowledge, part of the project activities overlap with some other activities related to Rail Baltica, but the main problem related to this transport corridor is the state of infrastructure rather than lack of co-operation which is supported by RBGC. As for TransBaltic - it was rated even a bit lower than RBGC as having only partial potential input in the respective Priority Area due to the fact that its activities were deemed to be a rather theoretical exercise with less potential for practical applicability. 

Due to the above mentioned fact that not all of the Priority 2 projects are directly aimed at accessibility issues, there is also some contribution made to the following Priority Areas of the Strategy:

· Priority Area 1 “To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels” – project CleanShip. Its contribution is rated as to “a large extent and there having a significant and long term potential impact”;
· Priority Area 3 “To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances” – project C.A.S.H. – “there is an indirect support for implementation of the respective priority area”;

· Priority Area 4 “To become a model region for clean shipping” – projects BSR InnoShip and CleanShip. Both of them are flagships projects and have their contribution to a large extent;

· Priority Area 5 “To mitigate and adapt to climate change” – project Baltic Biogas Bus to be mentioned here as having the most potential contribution;

· Priority Area 13 “To become a leading region in maritime safety and security” – project BALTRAD;

· Priority Area 15 “To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime” – though small, but still the only contribution to this Priority Area of the whole Programme is seen in the project C.A.S.H. 

Out of all Priority 2 projects C.A.S.H. and CleanShip are assessed as the ones having the biggest potential for contributing to the Strategy as they cover three to four Priority Areas. SCANDRIA, TransBaltic, EWTC II, RBGC and InnoShip – all being flagship projects also have significant contribution to the relevant Priority Areas of the Strategy. 

1.3.3.3 Priority 3 “Management of the Baltic Sea as a common resource”

All 16 Priority 3 projects are mostly contributing to Pillar 1 of the Strategy. Out of the five Priority Areas of Pillar 1, the following two are being contributed to a large extent:

· Priority Area 1 “To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels”. Seven out of 16 projects are providing an utmost contribution to this Priority Area: WATERPRAXIS, PURE, Baltic COMPASS, SUBMARINER, BERAS IMPLEMENTATION, Baltic Manure and Baltic Deal with the latter being a flagship project. All other projects with an exception of SMOCS have been assessed as having some minor contribution into implementation of the respective Priority Area;

· Priority Area 3 “To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances”. “Contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact” by the projects COHIBA, BRISK and SMOCS with the rest of projects having certain effects to the Priority Area. SMOCS and COHIBA are flagship projects of this Priority Area.
Chart 3: Programme Priority 3 projects contributing to specific strategic Priority Areas
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Next Priority Areas that have a somewhat smaller, but still a significant contribution by the projects are:

· Priority Area 2 “To preserve natural zones and biodiversity, including fisheries”. There is a considerable contribution by the projects Baltic Green Belt and SUBMARINER to this priority. Both of them have been assessed as follows: “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent, but it has a comparatively little long term potential impact”. The rest of the projects also have some effect providing comparatively high total scores to this Priority Area which in the Evaluator’s opinion means a considerable overall input in implementation of the Strategy;

· Priority Area 9 “To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries” is benefiting remarkably from the projects Baltic COMPASS, BERAS IMPLEMENTATION, Baltic Deal and BalticManure. They have been assessed as “contributing to implementation of the respective priority to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”. The projects WATERPRAXIS and Baltic Green Belt do also have a considerable contribution. They are assessed as contributing “to some extent, but no potential for long term impact”. Some minor contribution to this Priority Area is also expected from other seven projects of Priority 3;

· Priority Area 12 “To maintain and reinforce attractiveness of the Baltic Sea Region in particular through education, tourism and health”. Here such projects as Baltic Green and SMOCS have been assessed with a maximum score, whereas a few other projects as having an indirect impact;
· Priority Area 7 “To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation” to which there is seen a certain, but mostly an indirect contribution by all Priority 3 projects. Two projects - BALTADAPT and SUBMARINER – are assessed as „implementation of the respective priority area is rather facilitated than not facilitated” meaning that the potential of these two projects is slightly above an average. 
The next group of the EUSBSR Priority Areas that are benefiting relatively much from the Priority 3 projects are Priority Areas 4 and 5 of Pillar 1 and Priority Areas 13 and 14 of Pillar 4. The contribution to these Priority Areas is largely made by the following projects: 

· Priority Area 4 “To become a model region for clean shipping” with such projects as EfficienSea, BRISK and Baltic Master II with the latter being also a flagship project. They have been assessed as “contributing to implementation of the respective priority area to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”. Some other five projects are also considered to have some minor and indirect impact to the Priority Area;

· Priority Area 5 “To mitigate and adapt to climate change” where there is an utmost potential from projects BaltCICA and BALTADAPT with the first one being also a flagship project. The other flagship project of this Priority Area - Baltic Green Belt – based on its objectives and results was assessed as having a little less direct impact on the climate change than the two above mentioned ones. The Evaluator’s judgement is that a project can develop tourism and protect natural values thus benefiting to the climate change problem indirectly;

· Priority Area 13 “To become a leading region in maritime safety and security” has a remarkable contribution by the projects EfficienSea, BRISK and Baltic Master II with EfficienSea being also a flagship project of this Priority Area. They have been assessed as “contributing to implementation of the respective priority to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”. Three other projects - BalticSeaPlan, Baltic Green Belt and SMOCS - are deemed to have some contribution as well;

· Priority Area 14 “To reinforce protection from major emergencies at sea and on land” where mainly such projects as BRISK, BaltCICA and Baltic Master II are contributing “to implementation of the respective priority to a large extent and have a significant and long term potential impact”. A few other projects such as EfficienSea, BalticSeaPlan and COHIBA are also considered to provide a small contribution to the Priority Area.

Some of Priority 3 projects are having a comparatively small and indirect contribution to the following three Priority Areas of the Strategy:

· Priority Area 8 “Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources” is being facilitated a little with such projects as Baltic Green Belt, SUBMARINER, BERAS IMPLEMENTATION, Baltic Deal and Baltic Manure;

· Priority Area 10 “To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets”. There is some impact from BaltCICA, Baltic Compass, SUBMARINER and Baltic Manure;

· Priority Area 11 “To improve internal and external transport links” with the project EfficienSea having quite a considerable contribution, but BalticSeaPlan, BRISK and Balic Master II a smaller, but still recognizable contribution. 

There are two Priority Areas (6 and 15) of the Strategy whose implementation is not facilitated by the projects of Priority 3. 

Concluding on the Priority 3 projects, it should be noted that almost half, i.e., seven out of 16 projects are either flagship or part flagship projects thus evidencing their large contribution to EUSBSR. The projects having the largest potential as assessed according to the evaluation methodology are BRISK, Baltic Master II and Baltic Green Belt followed by Baltic Sea Plan, EfficienSea, WATERPRAXIS and SUBMARINER. These projects are having the highest total scores and thus also contribution to the Priority Areas of the Strategy. The flagship projects BaltCICA, COHIBA, SMOCS and Baltic Deal do also have their specific contribution to the respective Priority Areas of the Strategy.
1.3.3.4 Priority 4 “Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions”

There are 15 projects in Priority 4 of which seven are flagship projects of various Priority Areas. After assessment of the projects the Evaluator has come to a conclusion that the projects of Priority 4 contribute most to Priority Area 8 followed by Priority Area 12. Further on this contribution is described with the project examples. Contribution to other Priority Areas is also analysed.
Chart 4: Programme Priority 4 projects contributing to specific strategic priority areas
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In the Evaluator’s opinion the most contribution of the Priority 4 projects to the Strategy is in:

· Priority Area 8 “Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources” with all projects having certain impact, but New Bridges, PEA, AGORA 2.0 and BaltMetPromo, in particular. They are assessed: “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent and there is a significant and long term potential impact”. The flagship project of this Priority Area – BSLN - was rated by the Evaluator as having “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, though the expected effect could be marginal”. This is due to the fact that the Evaluator sees risks in practical application of the envisaged project results after its completion.
Though a little less, but still a considerable total contribution by the projects is also to:

· Priority Area 12 “To maintain and reinforce attractiveness of the Baltic Sea Region in particular through education, tourism and health”. Here projects such as AGORA 2.0, Parks&Benefits and BaltMet PROMO are assessed: “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area is made to a large extent” with AGORA 2.0 having “a significant and long term potential impact”, but the other two projects “a comparatively little long term potential impact”. AGORA 2.0 is also one of two flagship projects of the Priority Areas. Another flagship project ImPrim was rated slightly behind the above mentioned projects and having “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, though the expected effect could be marginal”. The Evaluator thinks that it could be quite questionable to introduce the project results after its completion. Firstly, because they will be created by a partnership which mostly consists of academic and research organisations with policy implementing institutions of only two countries involved and, secondly, because the systems of primary health care of the countries involved are different and so are the socio-economic backgrounds.
The next three Priority Areas where the Evaluator sees certain overall contribution by the projects of Priority 4 are:

· Priority Area 5 “To mitigate and adapt to climate change” with such projects as PEA, RB21T and Baltic Climate having the most potential. They are assessed as having “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, but no potential for long term impact”. Baltic Climate is also a flagship project of this Priority Area. Three other projects - Eco Region, Bioenergy Promotion and Urb.Energy - are also deemed to have above an average potential for contribution to this Priority Area;
· Priority Area 10 “To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets”. A contribution to some extent is expected from projects Bioenergy Promotion, Urb.Energy and PEA; Bioenergy promotion is a flagship project of this Priority Area having an acknowledged input into implementation of EUSBSR. In the Evaluator’s opinion the projects Urb.Energy and PEA which deal with energy efficiency issues via new technological solutions and development of alternative energy sources are also contributing greatly to tackling problems especially in a co-operative actions part of the Priority Area;
· Priority Area 7 “To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation” benefits from a mostly indirect contribution of several projects, where PEA is considered as “rather facilitating than not facilitating the respective priority area”.

The Priority 4 projects are also contributing to the following Priority Areas:

· Priority Area 2 “To preserve natural zones and biodiversity, including fisheries” and Priority Area 3 “To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances”. The project RB21T can be mentioned as an outstanding project contributing to both of these Priority Areas. Introduction of a waste hierarchy - “(1) Prevent, (2) Reuse, (3) Recycle material, (4) Recycle energy, (5) Disposal” - is deemed to have “contribution to implementation of the respective priority area to a large extent and a significant and long term potential impact”. Parks&Benefits and Eco-Region are also assessed as having an impact to a certain extent;

· Priority Area 4 “To become a model region for clean shipping”, here the project Eco-Region can be mentioned as “rather facilitating than not facilitating” its implementation;

· Priority Area 9 “To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries”: Bioenergy Promotion and Eco-Region are the projects contributing to “implementation of the respective priority area to some extent, though the expected effect will be marginal”. Bioenergy Promotion is about to prevent from the unplanned bioenergy crop cultivation, while Eco-Region aims at facilitating sustainable development which has an impact on sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries. Baltic Climate and Trans in Form are also assessed as “rather facilitating than not facilitating” the Priority Area.

The following Priority Areas are not covered by Priority 4 or their contribution is deemed to be very little:

· Priority Area 1 “To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels”; 

· Priority Area 6 “To remove hindrances to the internal market in the Baltic Sea Region including to improve cooperation in the customs and tax area”;

· Priority Area 11 “To improve internal and external transport links”;

· Priority Area 13 “To become a leading region in maritime safety and security”;

· Priority Area 14 “To reinforce protection from major emergencies at sea and on land”;

· Priority Area 15 “To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime”.

In the Evaluator’s opinion the projects supported under Priority 4 of the Programme provide good potential for contributing to EUSBSR. As the most outstanding the projects Eco-Region and RB21T have to be mentioned having the “widest” (contributing to some extent to Priority Areas 7 and 8) and also the “deepest” contribution (high degree of contribution per each Priority Area). 

1.4 Conclusions 

The general conclusions are:
· The Strategy presents the future main policy framework for the Programme to a large extent, although currently there are certain limitations caused by some discrepancies between the Strategy and the Programme, namely, targets and time-frames are set for some, but not all of the Priority Areas. Furthermore, transformation of the Strategy’s targets into the targets of different programmes has also not taken place and will be necessary in the future.
· Through the approved projects including more than 20 Flagship or the Strategy related projects the BSR Programme has the biggest potential to deliver useful results in all EUSBSR Priority Areas except for Priority Area 15 (to decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime). At the same time ERDF allocation of the BSR Programme barely reaches 0.5% of the total ERDF and Cohesion Fund support available for the Strategy under cohesion policy programmes in the BSR region, therefore, if not targeted to specific areas, the contribution of the Programme will be too small to be visible and significant to implementation of the Strategy. Nevertheless, the Programme’s biggest potential is to become a coordinator of territorial cooperation actions in the region and to support the transfer of successful pilot and demonstration projects into full-scale actions or into general practices applied throughout the region. 
· Besides its priorities that facilitates implementation of the Strategy in such areas as environment, innovations, regional development and intermodality (transport), the Programme can also contribute to implementation of EUSBSR through (1) improving operations of the communication mechanisms of the Strategy with the help of its existing network of national and sub-national level bodies and other stakeholders in BSR, as well as (2) its experience in developing clear project application and selection procedures that could be used for establishing clear procedure and selection criteria for the Strategy’s Flagship Projects thus improving transparency and consequently engagement and commitment from a wider range of stakeholders.

In specific:

· EUSBSR presents a wider strategic framework and sets wider objectives for the overall development in the region than the BSR Programme, including that for the use of EU funds available to the BSR countries.

· Already now the BSR Programme is well aligned with EUSBSR despite the fact that the Programme was designed before the Strategy was approved. The Programme’s objectives are in line with those of the Strategy. Equally, the Programme’s priorities are in line with the Pillars and Priority Areas of the Strategy and the Programme’s project assessment criteria ensures that contribution of projects to the Strategy is assessed. More than 20 Flagship or the Strategy related projects have been selected for support from the Programme covering all but three Strategy Priority Areas.
· The thematic scope of the Strategy and the BSR Programme is well aligned. In the current programming period the Programme’s thematic focus under accessibility, innovation and environment priorities is somewhat narrower than the thematic scope of the Strategy. However, combination of the Programme’s horizontal results with the thematic scope of its Priority 4 extends the Programme’s contribution potential into each and every Priority Area of the Strategy.
· The Programme is also useful in delivering the Strategy’s horizontal actions, in particular in the fields of spatial planning, development of regional identity and regional products, creating the feeling of “belonging” to the region and supporting the emergence of a Baltic community. Furthermore, it presents potential to become a coordinator of territorial cooperation actions in the region and to support the transfer of successful pilot and demonstration projects into full-scale actions or into general practices applied throughout the region. 
· ERDF allocation of the BSR Programme barely reaches the 0.5% of the total ERDF and Cohesion Fund support available for the Strategy under cohesion policy programmes in the BSR region. It is by far too small to contribute visibly and significantly to implementation of the Strategy.
· The main added value potential of the Programme lies less in thematic areas, but more in type of activities the Programme can support and in range of stakeholders it can engage. The Programme’s horizontal results can therefore be considered as the main added value of the Programme. These indicate that the Programme can best support the Strategy’s implementation through:
· creating BSR-wide awareness (in particular among the decision makers on all levels) of common issues/challenges and contributing to development of BSR-wide policies;

· BSR-wide networking and governance;

· preparing investments through strategy development, studies, experimentation/ pilot actions.

· The territorial cohesion (development of functional areas, urban-rural relations) actions supported under Priority 4 of the Programme directly are outside the current scope of the Strategy, but are seen as essential pre-condition for the overall and balanced development of the region. Likewise, knowledge exchange and capacity building activities supported by the Programme under its Priority 4 can help to minimise the West-East divide and create a more equal cooperation environment.

· In general, to streamline and focus the efforts aimed at implementation of the Strategy, a better clarity on its targets would be desired. Currently targets (and time-frames) are set for some, but not all of the Priority Areas. Furthermore, transformation of the Strategy’s targets into the targets of different programmes has still not taken place and will be necessary in the future.

· Implementation of the EUSBSR requires involvement of national and, where appropriate, the BSR level stakeholders, as well as regional and local governments, private sector, educational, research, health care and other institutions. The BSR Programme has a long-lasting tradition of working with the sub-national level bodies and other stakeholders including from Norway, Russia and Belarus. This experience is already used to promote the Strategy and involve the Programme’s traditional target groups in implementation of the Strategy and could continue also in the future. 

· The Programme’s experience of developing clear project application and selection procedures could be extended to the Strategy. Establishing a clear procedure and selection criteria for the Strategy’s Flagship Projects would help to improve the overall recognition of the Strategy and its transparency/availability to and consequently engagement and commitment from a wider range of stakeholders.

· There appear to be no coordination or permanent communication mechanisms established between the Strategy and the Programme. Establishment of such is vital to ensure better alignment and successful implementation of the Strategy.

· The Strategy can be taken as a basis for the strategic directions of the Programme for the next programming period. At the same time there are a number of open questions caused by discrepancies of both documents that will have to be tackled. 

· Already presently due to its comparatively wide scope the Programme has a good potential to fund projects that contribute to EUSBSR. It is only one Priority Area - 15 “To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime” which is not covered by the Programme’s “offer”. The other priorities have a substantial support “offered” by the Programme. 

· The biggest potential for the Programme to deliver useful results facilitating implementation of the Strategy are in the following areas:

· Environment: all 16 of Priority 3 projects including seven flagship or part flagship projects are mostly contributing to Priority Areas 1 and 3 of Pillar 1 of the Strategy, followed by significant contribution to Priority Areas 2, 9 and 12, and also benefiting Priority Areas 4 and 5 of Pillar 1 and Priority Areas 13 and 14 of Pillar 4 of the Strategy;

· Fostering innovations: 22 projects of Priority 1 including eight flagship or part flagship projects contributing largely to Priority Areas 7 and 8 of Pillar 2 of the Strategy, followed by a contribution to a lesser extent of most of Priority 1 projects also to Priority Area 12 of Pillar 3 of the Strategy;

· Regional development: 15 projects of Priority 4 including seven flagship projects of various Priority Areas mostly contribute to Priority Area 8 followed by Priority Area 12 of the Strategy. Certain overall contribution is also made to Priority Areas 5, 7 and 10, as well as to a lesser extent - also Priority Areas 2, 3, 4 and 9 of the Strategy;

· Intermodality (transport): eight out of 12 projects (including six flagship projects) of Priority 2 are contributing to implementation of Priority Area 11 of the Strategy. Some contribution is also made to Priority Areas 1, 3, 4, 5, 13 and 15 of the Strategy.

1.5 Recommendations

· In general, EUSBSR should serve as a reference for all the EU funded programmes in BSR and not only for the BSR Programme risking that it is incorrectly associated with the Strategy as being its only financial instrument. The fact that the Strategy has no fixed time frame and will have to be revised once in a while thus not being fully compatible with multi-annual ETC programmes should be considered when drafting the regulatory framework for the future programming. 

· EUSBSR can also be used as a strategic basis for the future BSR Programme concentrating on a certain and limited number of the Strategy Priority Areas and building on the strengths the Programme has acquired over its life-time. This would need to be discussed and agreed among the main stakeholders of the Programme and the Strategy.

· The major strategic questions to be answered and coordinated for the future would be (1) about the Programme’s strategic niche, i.e., does it try to support all the current Pillars of the Strategy or focus on several, (2) how to achieve that the Strategy includes topics which are important for all involved Member States and (3) what will be the role of Norway, Belarus and Russia that are involved in the BSR Programme, but are not “part” of the Strategy. As to the Programme’s niche it is recommended for the future Programme to focus on networking activities on sectoral basis, bringing together different levels of actors, mainly from national and regional level of the involved Member States, as well as to prepare grounds for larger investments in the region. Thematic scope–wise the BSR Programme could retain an all-inclusive approach reflecting on both – the Strategy’s priorities and also unique elements the Programme offers to encourage territorial cohesion and address West-East divide.
· Any decision on the Programme’s contribution to the Strategy should take into account the available funding. Alignment of the Programme’s and the Strategy’s targets is necessary for the future – it needs to be specified which particular targets of the Strategy should the Programme contribute to achieve with better focusing the use of its limited financial resources. Judged by the Programme’s popularity and recognition developing and implementing the Strategy’s Flagship Projects, there may well be arguments in favour of increasing the funding available to the Strategy related cooperation and coordination in the region. 
· Building on the existing strengths and the accumulated experience of the Programme, its future potential vis-à-vis the Strategy including all or majority of its Priority Areas lies in:
· supporting projects dealing with development of regional level studies, policy/ strategy development and planning including spatial planning and equally supporting projects which contribute to creation of BSR-level institutions (where relevant political decisions and agreements exist), as well as which present possibilities for experimentation/innovation/piloting of new approaches, products and services with wider application potential;

· supporting projects which engage multi-level governance structures and wider stakeholders in implementation of EUSBSR and coordination of their actions on BSR-scale;

· becoming a project preparation facility for EUSBSR;

· covering the other areas of common interest not covered by the Strategy or funding projects in those Priority Areas/“actions” which require BSR-level cooperation and where there are no specific/other funding instruments available.

· The BSR Programme’s coordination, decision making, potential beneficiary and project networks present enormous potential for activating and engaging wider stakeholder groups and in particular sub-national level governance structures in the Strategy’s implementation. A structured approach to using these could be developed together with a more active cooperation by the Programme bodies with the Strategy’s National Contact Points and Priority Area Coordinators.
· It is also suggested that the Programme’s experience of developing clear project application and selection procedures is transferred to the Strategy by setting clear and transparent criteria for Flagship projects.

· In order to ensure alignment of the BSR Programme with the Strategy in the next programming period, a closer overall coordination between the decision making and management bodies of the two will be required. The coordination would be necessary during several stages of the Programme implementation:
· selection of the Programme’s priorities and alignment of the Programme’s targets at the programming stage may benefit from consultation with both - National Contact Points and Priority Area Coordinators;

· Alignment of the Programme’s project selection criteria, especially those for funding Flagship projects may require a consultation with Priority Area Coordinators;

· Decision making on projects may also require a consultation with Priority Area Coordinators;

· Priority Area Coordinators and, possibly, National Contact Points may have to be involved in monitoring of the Programme’s progress.

2. Impact of the Programme in the Region
2.1 Approach & Methods used

Objective of this Report is to identify if the Programme currently addresses relevant problems and gaps in the Baltic Sea Region and contributes to improvement of the situation in the fields of innovation, multimodality and eutrophication. The Report also presents what projects financed by the Programme have the highest visibility and sustainability after their finalisation. 

In accordance with the Terms of Reference the Evaluation Question 2 is composed of the following three sub-questions:
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With regards to evaluation of sub-questions 1 and 2, it has been agreed with the Contracting Authority that the Evaluator will focus its analysis on three sectors – (1) innovation, (2) multimodality and (3) eutrophication. 

To answer sub-question 1 the Evaluator carried out a desk research of the strategic documents related to the assessed sectors revealing situation on the global, the EU and the Baltic Sea Region level. To obtain an overview on the state of affairs in the sectors, the Evaluator also analysed various, but mostly the EU statistics. 

As for multimodality the Evaluator has looked upon a broader area of intermodality with multimodality being one of its aspects. While multimodal refers to existence of multiple modes of transport, intermodality is about how these multiple modes are connected and operating. This has been done out of recognition that plain multimodality without intermodality or connectivity provided between each category of the transport mode is useless. Thus the Evaluator in its analysis refers to intermodality which includes, but is not limited to multimodality.

In order to assess the impact that the Programme might have had to the relevant sector, namely, its main problems and gaps in BSR, the analysis of the approved projects contributing to either of the sectors was performed and their contribution to the sector was sought. Only a few of the approved projects had produced any substantial outputs at the moment when this evaluation was carried out, therefore the analysis was primarily based on their planned targets through reviewing the project application forms.

To summarise, the collected data were analysed as to the following three aspects:

· current situation and evolution in the particular sector in the EU and globally and the position of BSR in this context;

· current situation and evolution of the situation in particular sector in BSR;

· contribution the Programme may have had to the development of the particular sector or has potential of creating.

To answer sub-question 2, the methods applied for evaluating sub-question 1 have been used supplementing them by a specific focus on the visibility and capitalisation potential, analysing (potential) individual and aggregate effects of the approved projects and developing case studies. In order to assess visibility and capitalisation effect, each project was reviewed separately by its objective, number of partners per country and planned outcomes with an impact on BSR. 

Project visibility is considered as an ability to provide sustainable, lasting and well recognisable results that are understandable, in line with objectives of the Programme and attractive to wider audience
. Particular attention has been paid to the following aspects: nature and sustainability of the actions after the end of project life cycle, partnership of the project, contribution to priorities of the Programme, territorial influence, ability of the project to demonstrate usefulness (i.e., strong interlink with the identified problems and gaps, ability to influence the targeted policy area).

Visibility is considered as a core feature of the capitalisation - an ability of a project to have a significant, value-added result (by turning best practices into common practices for everybody) influencing development of BSR or a certain socioeconomic field. 

Regarding the capitalisation, following main aspects have been analysed:

· Ability of the project to translate results into immediate, tangible results and actions;

· An influence of the project to develop wider cooperation and new project initiatives;

· Ability of the project to promote project results, best practice and knowledge in BSR;

· Ability to build up a macro (unifying) regional identity.

Particular attention has been paid to assessment of tangibility of results as that is considered as a significant precondition to demonstrate and ensure sustainability and benefits of project results.

Taking into consideration interconnection between visibility and capitalisation, an assumption has been made that a visibility is an obligatory precondition for a project to have a capitalisation effect. However, visibility of the project does not automatically guarantee project capitalisation as it depends on relevance and importance of the project results. 

The answer to Sub-question 3 has been provided as a result of the evaluation process carried out to answer the Evaluation Question 3 on differentiation and complementarity of the BSR Programme with other EU funded programmes. A special focus of analysis there was put on projects in the field of research and innovation allowing for the Evaluator to map the different innovation support mechanisms and identify the ones most appropriate for funding in the framework of the transnational cooperation programmes, but the BSR Programme in particular (please refer to Section 3 of the Report).

2.2 Overall Scope and Background

2.2.1 Innovation

In 2000 the European Union entered a new phase of its development by approving the Lisbon Strategy. Main objective of the strategy was to make the EU the most competitive and dynamic knowledge based economy in the world. One of the core priorities was to ensure more growth by promoting more investment in research and development, by facilitating innovation, the take-up of information and communication technologies (ICT)
.

The Lisbon Strategy is followed by the strategy Europe-2020 approved in June 2010. One of the priorities is - Smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation
. The Strategy sets the target to invest 3% of the EU's GDP (public and private combined) in R&D/innovation. In relation to this target, the strategy foresees an implementation of a flagship initiative „Innovative Union” by:

· refocusing R&D and innovation policy on major challenges for our society like climate change, energy and resource efficiency, health and demographic change;

· strengthening every link in the innovation chain from 'blue sky' research
 to commercialisation.

Other two flagship initiatives of the priority – Digital Agenda for Europe (development of ICT and related services) and Youth on the Move (promoting education at different levels) – are closely interlinked with the flagship initiative “Innovative Union” in order to reach set targets.

The strategy emphasises importance of a greater capacity and increased financing opportunities for research and innovation to ensure that innovative ideas can be turned into products and services that create growth and jobs and improve competitiveness of the EU globally. Currently, the Europe-2020 forms a backbone of the innovation policy framework of the EU and determines directions of any financing instrument supported by the EU institutions in 2007-2013. It can be assumed that it will have a major influence on distribution of the EU funds also in the next programming period 2014-2020. 

Depending on their innovation performance, the EEA countries and the EU candidate countries are divided into four groups (only countries eligible for the Programme are listed):

1. Innovation leaders: innovation performance is well above the EU27 average – Denmark, Finland, Germany, Sweden; 

2. Innovation followers: innovation performance is close to or above the EU27 average – Estonia;

3. Moderate innovators: innovation performance is below the EU27 average – Poland, Norway;

4. Catching-up countries: innovation performance is significantly below the EU27 average – Latvia, Lithuania
.

Analysing the impact of the Programme, it is significant to mention that five out of nine countries of BSR are among Innovation leaders and Innovation followers. These groups are considered as the main driving force of innovation performance in the EU. At the same time, most of the countries that belong to groups of Moderate innovators and Catching-up countries have higher annual growth of innovation performance if compared to the first two groups. Thus their impact on the overall innovative competitiveness of the EU increases gradually.
The Lisbon Strategy has initiated a steady progress of the EU27 in innovation performance proved by annual growth rate of 1.8% since 2005
. However, as the overall objective is to increase competitiveness of the EU in the global market, the EU is still lagging behind most of developed countries like US and Japan. At the same time, China and India is decreasing their development gap with the EU. Main setbacks in the EU are related to-

· low R&D expenditures as a result of insufficient private investments – the EU spends less than 2% of the GDP compared to 2.6% in US and 3.4% in Japan; 

· quality of education at the university level and number of graduates – only three universities based in the EU (University of Cambridge (14th), Complutense University of Madrid (15th) and University of Oxford (17th)) are in the world's top 20 compared to nine universities based in US.
 In addition, less than 1/3  of persons aged 25-34 in the EU has a university degree compared to 40% in US and over 50% in Japan; 

· less developed ICT market and services - only 1/4 of information and communication technologies market belongs to the EU companies. The EU has not sufficiently developed high-speed internet that affects ability to disseminate knowledge and distribute goods and services online.

Countries of BSR have established a strong interlink between strategic planning, educational system, public-private partnership and support schemes for promotion of innovations. This approach allows them to play a significant role in development of innovation schemes in Europe as proved by their innovation ranking. However, despite being the frontrunners in such fields as number of enterprises with broadband access, number of new community designs and registered trademarks, number of graduates in science and engineering, social sciences and humanities, BSR countries show some trends of slow-down or multiannual regression in comparison to average performance of the EEA and the EU candidate countries. In particular, the following areas can be mentioned:

· Number of young people aged 20-24 having attained at least upper secondary education level – three countries (DK, DE, NO) has lower figure than the EU average and four countries (DK, LT, EE, SE) also have a trend of declining growth;

· Public R&D expenditure in government and education sector – LV, LT, PL, BY
 and RU have lower figure than the EU average. FI, SE, NO, PL, BY and RU also show slower progress than in the EU;

· Innovation expenditure for enterprises excluding R&D expenditures – only EE has a positive trend of growth, while the rest of BSR countries either have a decrease in expenditure or they are stagnating. At the same time all BSR countries, but DK, FI, BY and RU still have higher annual numbers than the EU in average;

· Amount of innovative networks involving SMEs – six countries (DE, LV, LT, PL, BY, RU) have lower figure than the EU average. In case of LV, LT, PL, FI, SE, NO number of innovative networks is significantly decreasing (by 3-14% compared to 2009);

· Number of SMEs with in-house innovation activities – six countries (LV, LT, PL, NO, BY, RU) have lower number of activities compared to the EU average. Only FI has a positive trend of growth, while the rest of BSR countries either have a negative trend or they are stagnating;

· Number of SMEs introducing product, process, marketing or organisational innovations – nine countries, but DK and DE perform worse than the EU average. Only LV and FI has a positive trend of growth, while the rest of BSR countries show significant trends of fall-down (particularly, DK, EE, PL). In case of  organisational/marketing  innovations, no BSR country has a positive trend of development;

· Amount of sales of new innovations – eight countries (DK, EE, LV, LT, PL, SE, NO, BY) have lower amount than the EU, while RU, FI and DE show better results. Only RU, DK, LV and FI have a positive trend of growth, while the rest of BSR countries have a decreasing amount of sales.

In general, gap in innovative performance is significant among three groups of BSR countries:

1. DK, DE, FI, SE are performing better than the EU in most of innovation indicators;

2. EE and NO have an average performance as they perform better than the EU in ~1/2 of performance indicators;

3. LV, LT, PL, BY, RU is better just in few innovative indicators compared to the average performance of the EU countries.

Altogether these trends show that the BSR countries have to focus on the following areas in order to overcome the above mentioned gaps:

· Raising R&D expenditure (public and private);

· Dissemination of innovation related knowledge and skills, particularly, among youth; 

· Development of new innovative SMEs, services and products either by networking or business support schemes;

· Promoting export of innovative services and products.

To summarise:

1. Innovation is identified as one of the core sectors in the strategy Europe-2020 targeting increase in public and private expenses to R&D and innovation;

2. The BSR countries are among frontrunners in promotion and development of innovations in the EU;

3. Main problems of the EU are related to low R&D expenditures, quality of education and less developed ICT market and services;
4. Main problems of the BSR countries are related to insufficient expenditures to innovation and R&D, comparatively lower number of students in secondary education, lower number of innovative networks, innovative services and goods. 
2.2.2 Intermodality

Intermodality is a characteristic of the transport system that allows for at least two different modes to be used in an integrated manner in a door-to-door transport chain.
 Multimodal can be the link connecting two destinations with two or more transport modes available in parallel (e.g. road and railway), it can be also a transport type (for example, Roll/on-Roll/off ships) or the transport node - a port, a station or a logistic hub. Interconnectivity of the transport modes and a mix of multiple transportation modes for the single supply chain referred to as intermodality is supposed to provide the best suitable, the most effective or most desirable (e.g. environmentally friendly) mean of transportation for the given part of the supply chain ensuring a door-to-door delivery.

The transport system of BSR is influenced by the geographical and economical features of the region. The Baltic Sea is playing the major role for the development trends of the transportation patterns in the region due to its geographical position in the middle of BSR. The region includes the richest (GDP over 30 000 EUR per capita) and the poorest (GDP less than 10 000 EUR per capita) countries of the EU. The population, economic growth and natural resources are redistributed unevenly in the region. The disparities of the resource distribution and concentration of industries determines the intra-regional trade patterns and infrastructure development trends showing that the highest trade volumes are concentrated in the Western and South-Western part of the region. SE has the largest sea cargo flows with its neighbouring countries and DE, whereas dependency of FI on sea trade gives it a characteristic as the “island country”. 

The top 15 ports of the Baltic Sea are representing all countries of the region. During the last ten years, two ports were established on the East side of the Baltic Sea: Butinge (LT) and Primorsk (RU). Both are liquid cargo ports. Port of Primorsk (RU) is also a total leader by handled cargo volumes (including liquid cargo export) with more than 79 million tonnes. 

The largest exporting ports by the volume are concentrated on the Southern part of the Baltic Sea. The domestic sea trade for the Baltic Sea ports has a minor function, having the bigger role just for the Eastern side of DK ports. The port of St. Petersburg (RU) is the leading port for dry cargo and container traffic volumes followed by the Gothenburg (SE), Gdynia (PL), Kotka (FI), Arhus (DK) and Lubeck (DE). In general, top five leading container ports are handling over the half of the containers in the Baltic Sea ports.

The ferry service providers are concentrated in the West and North of the Baltic Sea. SE, DE, DK and FI are interconnected by a well-developed and frequent (over 100 departures weekly) ferry connections. The frequent ferry connections between Tallinn and Helsinki are the only exception on the East side of the Baltic coast.

Inland waterway transport is of minor importance in BSR. The statistics shows that only German inland waterway system has the substantial importance for the trade judging by the volumes transported. 

The density of railway network length per 1000 sq.km of BSR countries are 42 km (51km in the EU). Only DE, DK and PL are among the countries of BSR that have denser railway networks than the EU average. Current trends show that DK is increasing the total length of its railway network almost by half, while PL, LV and LT are decreasing their network. In NO, SE and FI the railway network density is the lowest in the region compared to the population density. 

Cargo transportation by rail within BSR shows an annual growth by 3%. The biggest rail transport user of BSR is RU, carrying its export goods to the ports at the East of the Baltic Sea. Other important rail routes are from SE to NO and from PL to DE. 

Major obstacles for the integrated passenger and freight services are the different railway gauge, as well as big disparities of electricity and signalling systems. Implementation of European Rail Traffic Management System, backed by the EU directives on interoperability provides assistance to solve the problems with the difference of signalling systems. The other problems though cannot be solved without any significant investments.

International road transport in BSR is served by motorways, dual carriageways and other national and regional roads and road networks. DE and DK both have the densest and most advanced motorway and road networks in the region. Motorways in the Nordic countries are mainly concentrated around the major cities up to distance of 200 km. The Northern part of the region has no motorway connections. In LV, LT, EE and PL the motorway density is low. They perform functions of a corridor either connecting the major industrial centres or being concentrated in a short distance around the central cities. Only motorway networks in DE and DK are integrated and extending over the national borders. 

The highest road traffic intensity is in DE, PL and the Scandinavian countries. It is particularly intense around the major industrial centres, but significantly smaller in the countryside. At the same time the intensity is significantly lower in the industrial centres of the Northern part of BSR compared to the major cities of DE. Within the EU the road transport is growing rapidly due to removal of borders and trade barriers. LV, LT, EE and PL are showing the fastest growing transport volume, while data regarding FI and DK shows reduction of road haulage. 

The modal split of cargoes transported show growth in road transport (the economical downfall in 2008 is showing decrease in total numbers, but this does not affect the trend of modal split). Increase of road traffic intensity and developing connection between sea and inland including transportation of cargoes, requires improvement of the quality of infrastructure and safety both on the roads and on the sea.

The Trans-European Networks for transport determined the EU goals for development and integration of the transport sector. The European Parliament and Council adopted the decision on TEN-T in July 1996. The ultimate goals of TEN-T are facilitating the economic and social integration of the Union, free movement of people and goods and development of the less developed and bordering EU areas. The European Commission is supporting the TEN-T implementation by several financial instruments and by loans from the European Investment Bank. In order to strengthen the network of inland roads through the ports, the EU has also established the concept of Motorways of the Sea supporting development of the TEN networks.

Air transport is mainly concentrated in the capital cities. The biggest airports are Helsinki, Stockholm, Oslo and Copenhagen serving 60% of air freight in the region. The recent development of the “cheap airlines” provides background for rapid development of air passenger traffic. The Copenhagen airport is facing continuous passenger growth by 12% in 2010, Helsinki - by 2% and Arlanda airport (SE) – 5% passenger increase despite of the economical downfall. The cheap flights and bus services have almost expelled the railway from the international rail passenger service leaving LV, EE and LT without a railway connection with the Central Europe. 

To summarise:
1. Main trade routes of BSR are concentrated in North-West of the region; 

2. Insufficient interoperability in links ports-to-railways and sea-to-land in LV, LT, EE;

3. Underdeveloped multimodal transport solutions - the region is not integrated in to the High Speed train network. The quality of the conventional infrastructure and services is rather poor; 

4. The interoperability problems of railway systems cause problems of modal split from road to rail;

5. The road network is lacking the capacity to serve the major transport flows;

6. The existing motorway network is insufficiently developed, with exception of DE and DK;

7. The air transport, international bus services and private cars are the main competitors to development of the railway passenger service;

8. Insufficiently developed environmentally friendly means of transport, particularly, railway and sea transport;

9. Insufficient safety of cargoes on the sea, roads and in port areas;

10. Unsatisfactory accessibility from peripheral areas of BSR.

2.2.3 Eutrophication

Though several definitions of eutrophication are used the core of the meaning is one – an enrichment of water as a result of an increase in nutrients, which can have a negative impact on the marine and coastal environment. The negative effects are several and include algal blooms, increased growth of short-living macro algae, increased sedimentation and oxygen consumption, oxygen depletion in the bottom water and sometimes the death of benthic animals and fish.

The negative effect of eutrophication on the environmental quality of the Baltic Sea was considered already in late 1960s and early 1970s. Then the recently established Helsinki Commission HELCOM in cooperation with International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) elaborated the first monitoring programme for the Baltic Sea including environmental parameters which would indicate the level of eutrophication. In this sense the Baltic Sea area was a pioneer, as the rest of international initiatives and conventions regarded the pollution by hazardous substances as an important issue, but eutrophication was neglected on the political level. 

Oslo and Paris Conventions (OSPAR) for protection of the North-East Atlantic as well as other European regional conventions at the Mediterranean and the Black Sea areas started to address it in 1990s. In the Northern America the issue of eutrophication is considered via research programmes and federal activities, as well in Japan, China and Southern Korea - through the regional coordination (Coordinating Body on the Seas of East Asia (COBSEA), Nortwest Pacific Action Plan (NOWPAP)) at least since late 1980s. 

The development of more intensive agricultural methods, increase in shipping and thus ship-born emissions, growth of urban population indisputably enlarges the nutrient input in the aquatic systems of the world. European Union has created two policy instruments for management of marine water quality and inter alia the eutrophication - Water Framework Directive (2000) and Marine Strategy Framework Directive (2008). The objective of both directives is the same – to have a good environmental status in 2020 in all EU waters. Similar goal - to have no eutrophication in the Convention area in 2010 – was defined by OSPAR in 1990s and not reached though.

The Baltic Sea area faces the continuous need to combat eutrophication. Activities of the previous years were based on 1988 Ministerial Declaration regarding the 50% reduction goal of nutrient concentrations. In 2003 it was obvious that the goal cannot be reached. Removal of phosphorus was quite successful, but for nitrogen it was not the case. It was clear that nutrient loads from diffuse sources, mostly originating from agricultural and forestry activities should be tackled. Also the increasing shipping activity was contributing to the growth of nitrogen loads by emissions from the ships. Problems required solutions in the whole catchment basin area taking into account the cross-border impact. 

In 2007 the Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP) was accepted to reinforce the commitments for the protection and management of the Baltic Sea. Concerning eutrophication, BSAP has set clear tasks to reduce the land-born loads of phosphorus and nitrogen to the sea until 2021. BSAP also envisages a ban of laundry detergents containing phosphorus, link to the Nitrate Directive and related activities in the agricultural practices for nitrogen reduction, as well as improvements of wastewater treatment, especially in less populated areas. The goal of the measures is to reach the cut of phosphorus and nitrogen inputs in the sea by 42% and 18 %, respectively.

Reduction of nutrient load from diffuse sources is a challenging task as the BSR countries should gradually change the agricultural and forestry practices. Part of the arable land should be turned to wetlands, the selection of crops and methods of cultivations should be strictly preventing the excess leakage of nutrients. The industrial enterprises and fish farming sites should adapt their water treatment systems and municipalities should update the sewage treatment plants to reach satisfactory level of nutrient removal. Also the ship borne emissions should be tackled as source of airborne loads. So fulfilment of the environmental goals requires additional workforce and financial contribution by each country. In order to use the labour and financial resources effectively, regional cooperation and knowledge exchange is of utmost importance.

To summarise:
1. Eutrophication in the marine areas is a worldwide environmental problem. The Baltic Sea area has been a pioneer of addressing it;
2. To combat marine eutrophication in the Baltic Sea, all types of nutrient sources should be addressed and cross-sectoral measures taken;

3. Reduction of nutrient loads from diffuse sources is challenging and requires essential efforts by each BSR country;

4. Main problems that require actions are: 

· pollution by hazardous substances and oil coming from the ships, 
· high level of nutrient outputs from agricultural and forestry activities, 

· insufficient protection of flora and fauna of the Baltic Sea, 

· high level of phosphorus, insufficient waste water treatment in less populated areas, 

· insufficient cooperation, networking among scientists and public administration.

2.3 Findings

2.3.1 Innovation 

The Programme deals with innovation mainly through its Priority 1 “Fostering Innovation”. The priority primary concerns the needs of the region in order to develop both - its innovative capacity and performance by providing support to innovation sources, facilitating technology transfer and diffusion of knowledge across BSR, as well as strengthening the social capacity in generation and absorption of new knowledge. Through project assessment, it is visible that some features of innovation are also present in the projects of other Programme priorities, particularly - Priorities 3 and 4.

As the background information on the sectors revealed (re. the previous Chapter), there are several issues that hinder competitiveness of the EU as compared with such countries as US, Japan, India and China. Therefore, it can be considered that primary efforts of the projects supported by the BSR Programme could be directed to contribute to tackling the problem areas for innovation in BSR. 

By comparing the examples of the eligible activities of the Programme with the identified problems related to innovations, it can be concluded that presently the Programme theoretically covers all problems that are at core of innovation development in BSR either by direct impact on project implementation or by application of project results after the end of a project life-cycle (re Table below).
Table 1: Eligible activities and identified problems related to promotion of innovations

	Main directions of support of the Programme
 
	Identified problems in the field

	· Creation of transnational structures and links for innovation, qualification and transfer of technology;

· Strengthening the co-operation of educational facilities and structures;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies.


	· Low number of young people aged 20-24 having attained at least upper secondary education level

	· Harmonisation of national and regional level support schemes;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies.


	· Insufficient public R&D expenditure in government and education sector

	· Harmonisation of national and regional level support schemes;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies;

· Promotion of entrepreneurship and spirit of innovation in the BSR.


	· Decrease in non-R&D related innovation expenditure for enterprises

	· Creation of transnational structures and links for innovation, qualification and transfer of technology;

· Facilitation of networking and exchange of good practices;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies.


	· Low amount of innovative networks involving SMEs

	· Generation of innovations towards the Region’s leading technologies and for SMEs;

· Joint pilot implementation of transnationally relevant innovations;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies;

· Promotion of entrepreneurship and spirit of innovation in the BSR.


	· Decreasing number of SMEs with in-house innovation activities

	· Generation of innovations towards the Region’s leading technologies and for SMEs;

· Marketing of BSR capacities and success stories;

· Joint pilot implementation of transnationally relevant innovations;

· Harmonisation of national and regional level support schemes;

· Preparation and implementation of strategies;

· Promotion of entrepreneurship and spirit of innovation in the BSR.


	· Insufficient number of SMEs introducing product, process, marketing or organisational innovations

	· Marketing of BSR capacities and success stories;

· Stimulation of transnational interactions, commercialising the inventions and territorial expansion of clusters.


	· Amount of sales of new innovations


Expected specific project results related to promotion of innovations:

· Strengthened international performance of innovation sources and improved links to SMEs;

· Improved transnational transfer of technology and knowledge;

· Broadened public basis for generation and utilisation of innovation.
With the total allocation of 63.7 million EUR earmarked for the projects from ERDF and ENPI, Priority 1 “Fostering Innovations” is one of the core elements of the Programme. The priority also uses the financing of the government of Norway that is not allocated to any particular priority, whereas available for participation of the partners from Norway.

As a result of the first three calls for proposals a total of 22 projects (by calls: 8+8+6) have been approved for funding under this priority. These also include two strategic projects: Best Agers (2nd call) and StarDust (3rd call). Still 13.7 million EUR of the funding remain for new projects in 2011.

The approved projects address issues related to underdeveloped innovation-based public-private networks. The majority of them have used an opportunity to establish cooperation networks among public institutions, enterprises and academic/scientific organisations as a fundamental element for achieving their project objectives and results. These include, for example, Housing development network (Longlife), Social &technical technology transfer network (BONITA), Best Ager network (Best Agers), Plasma technology network (PlasTEP) and Baltic Energy Council (PEA). 

A specific feature of a network development in the Programme is related to broad involvement of politicians either as participants of networks or as supporters through signing declarations and agreements (for example, in projects BSLN, IBI Net, URBAN CREATIVE POLES). Thus the projects act as a sort of political lobby that eventually could facilitate increase of public and private expenditures to R&D and innovation activities.

The problem of insufficient number of researchers has been tackled by several means. In the project BONITA, an encounter point for development of technologies and innovations, promotion of research findings and their commercial exploitation will be established at the universities thus increasing research based activities. Also project BSR QUICK and BaltFood have an impact on building research capacity by establishing the Baltic Sea Academy for promotion of innovation and the Baltic Food Academy to facilitate utilisation of innovative technologies and knowledge in food industry.

Research activities are also facilitated by elaboration of studies, researches and analysis. The Programme excels particularly as regards to this type of activity due to a significant number of documents produced during the project implementation. For example:

· Food cluster analysis (BaltFood);

· Study on barriers for the application of eco-innovations in SMEs, policy recommendations and action plan (SPIN);

· Reports on cluster development in the fields of maritime, energy, health & food (BalticSupply);

· Cluster studies and strategies on innovation development (BSR QUICK);

· Analysis of main pollution source for waste water (PlasTEP);

· Guide for standardised test methods to compare different plasma technologies (PlasTEP);

· Reports on development of waste-to-water system (REMOWE);

· Creative strategies and action plan in age management for SME in BSR (Best Agers);

· Healthcare innovation management development plan (BSHR HealthPort).

Although these documents have to be considered as a significant precondition for successful promotion of innovations in various fields, it leaves some doubts on their effectiveness as it depends on further collaboration among project partners after the project implementation. This is particularly sensitive in projects that do not provide transition from conclusions provided in the documents into practical outputs (products, improvements of innovative performance, etc.) during the project lifetime. 

Compared to other issues, the approved projects particularly target development of new innovative services and methods, as well as involvement of SMEs. This is done through several ways, i.e. 

· establishment of market access or encounter points to provide support to SMEs in development of innovative products and facilitate their cooperation with academic/scientific institutions (BaSIC, BONITA);
· introduction of new working methods (REMOWE (waste-to-energy field), SPIN (application of eco-innovations in SMEs’ activities)) and web-based tools for improvement of SMEs performance (FM, BSR QICK);
· attraction of multi-million EUR investments (StarDust, COOLBricks, PEA, RB21T) to develop production of innovative products and services;
· implementation of pilot projects and investment projects (URBAN CREATIVE POLES, RB21T, BaltFood, Longlife, BSR QUICK, PlasTEP).
Most of these projects also involve capacity building and planning (elaboration of manuals and guides) components in order to raise the overall capacity of SMEs employees and increase their work efficiency. In such a way the projects facilitate development of innovative organisations and SMEs that could lead to development of new innovative services and production.

Based on the project assessment and comparison of the impact of the planned results to issues related to development of innovations in BSR, it can be said that the Programme has a potential to improve regional innovative performance, namely,

· innovation-based public-private-academic/scientific partnership and joint networks will be significantly strengthened;

· investments will be attracted, new services and facilities will be introduced to improve SMEs’ innovative performance and development of new, innovative products and services;

· several innovative concepts will be elaborated and implemented;

· performance of academic/scientific institutions and researchers will be facilitated in promotion of innovations;

· training and education programmes will be significantly improved raising capacity of academic staff, representatives of public institutions and entrepreneurs.

It can be assumed that the outcomes of the projects can also have an influence on issues that cannot be tackled during the project lifecycle, namely increase of business R&D and ICT related expenditures, increased employment and export of innovative services and goods.

2.3.2 Intermodality

Intermodality is addressed by Priority 2 of the Programme “Internal and External Accessibility” tackling transport imbalances to minimise the impact of barriers for smooth transportation of goods and passengers. 

Based on the background analysis in the sector, several problems affect intermodality in BSR and would require attention by the Programme (re Table below).

Table 2: Eligible activities and identified problems related to intermodality

	Main directions of support of the Programme
  
	Identified problems in the field

	· Promotion, elaboration and testing of BSR-wide models of sustainable transportation alternatives.
	· Insufficiently developed environmental friendly means of transport, - particularly railway and sea transport



	· Improvement of interoperability with regard to port-hinterland connections and links between transnational-regional networks;

· Planning and implementation of schemes for the Baltic Motorways of the Sea;

· Elaboration of action plans optimising air transport connections in BSR;

· Provision, testing and territorial impact assessment of solutions in transport adjusted to low population density in the North and to increased demand for transport infrastructure and services in the South;

· Capacity building and harmonisation of transport policies across countries;

· Creation of BSR-wide institutional arrangements for integrated policy and decision-making on transport, environment and health;

· Preparation of multimodal transport solutions.


	· Underdeveloped multimodal transport solutions

	· Improvement of interoperability with regard to port-hinterland connections and links between transnational-regional networks;

· Planning and implementation of schemes for the Baltic Motorways of the Sea.


	· Insufficient interoperability in links ports-to-railways and sea-to-land

	· Improvement of interoperability with regard to port-hinterland connections and links between transnational-regional networks;

· Planning and implementation of schemes for the Baltic Motorways of the Sea;

· Preparation of multimodal transport solutions.


	· Lack of interoperability especially in the Eastern coast of the region

	· Improvement of interoperability with regard to port-hinterland connections and links between transnational-regional networks.


	· Insufficient cargo safety on the sea, roads and in port areas

	· Elaboration of action plans optimising air transport connections in BSR;

· Raising quality of public transportation catering for better connectivity of disadvantaged areas;

· Provision, testing and territorial impact assessment of solutions in transport adjusted to low population density in the North and to increased demand for transport infrastructure and services in the South.


	· Unsatisfactory accessibility from peripheral areas of BSR


Expected specific project results related to intermodality:

· Accelerated increase of capacity and/or interoperability of different transport and ICT networks;

· Speeded up integration of areas with low accessibility;

· Influenced policies, strategies and regulations in the field of transport and ICT;

· Increased role of sustainable transport.

Priority 2 has a total of 43.1 million EUR available for implementation of projects. During the first three calls for proposals a total of 12 projects have been approved (per calls: 1+5+6) including strategic projects – TransBaltic and CleanShip. Out of these 12 projects, a total of eight are related to promotion of intermodality in BSR. After funding the approved projects a total of 11.6 million EUR are still available for projects in 2011.

Assessment of the projects proves that they tackle most of the identified problems in the field of intermodality in the region. The core problem addressed by the projects is related to multimodal transport solutions, namely,

· Sustainable transport solutions will be provided by developing logistic solutions that shift volumes of goods from road to rail (SCANDRIA, TransBaltic, EWTC II);

· Analysis of basic interoperability requirements for Rail Baltica logistics centres and multimodal terminals will be elaborated (RBGC);

· Analysis of issues and practices related to intermodality problems between sea and land corridors as well as cross-border problems will be elaborated together with removal of bottlenecks in the region and introduction of fully working ICT logistic operational system for transport operators and cargo owners in the Mid Nordic Region (NECL II, EWTC II);

· Scenarios for promotion of regional airports and a concept on transnational Baltic air cargo development and cooperation will be elaborated along with introduction of ICT based airport network (Baltic.AirCargo.Net);

· Recommendations for making the Baltic Sea as a model area for clean and economically viable shipping will be provided (BSR InnoShip, CleanShip).

In most cases the rail and sea transport is positioned as the core element for further development of transport networks and corridors. For example, it is planned that feasibility studies will be elaborated in order to improve railway infrastructure in Lithuania, Belarus and the Swedish section of East-West transport corridor along with elaboration of technical projects for development of port area for deep sea ships in ports of Klaipeda (LT) and Karlshamn (SE) (EWTC II). 
It is foreseen that road quality and safety on the roads and in ports will also be significantly improved as large scale investments will be attracted to develop rail and road infrastructure, harbours and nodes including Intelligent Transport Systems for the control of road traffic (SCANDRIA and, partly, NECL II and Baltic.AirCargo.Net). In addition, as part of BALTRIS project tools will be developed and capacity built to better manage safety of the road infrastructure, while project C.A.S.H. will facilitate development of a joint network between competent authorities involved in safety of border-crossing and testing state-of-the-art safety and security equipment and IT systems in order to raise safety in the port areas.

In terms of activities the main emphasis of the projects has been put on cross-border exchange of information, development of joint networks, ICT and information exchange software (tools), as well as capacity building of project partner and relevant institutions, as well as companies. Cooperation instead of competition has been selected as a development tool among universities, municipalities or researchers that could facilitate better and faster implementation of large scale transnational projects.

As regards building and developing of networks, more significant involvement of decision-makers – ministries and politicians – could be expected as they would be the final decision makers on development of any public infrastructure. At present, their involvement is mostly limited to participation in final conferences or some workshops.

The same as in the case of Priority 1 the core part of the projects is constituted of studies and analysis that leave some risk about their implementation after the end of project lifecycle. At the same time, in the case of this priority they serve as a fundamental background for attraction of investments and implementation of multi-million EUR infrastructure projects financed, for example, from the Structural Funds.

Although the projects cover most of intermodality issues, they do not pay sufficient attention to the problem of accessibility to peripheral areas that could be particularly targeted during the final stage of the BSR Programme. 

2.3.3 Eutrophication

Eutrophication is addressed by Priority 3 of the Programme “Baltic Sea as a Common Resource” tackling sustainable management of the Baltic Sea resources to achieve a better environmental state, i.e., declining the pollution by means of joint transnational solutions. 

Based on the background analysis in the sector, several problems affect eutrophication in BSR and require attention by the Programme (re Table below).

Table 3: Eligible activities and identified problems related to eutrophication
	Main directions of support of the Programme
  
	Identified problems in the field

	· Development of new technologies and solutions for water treatment;

· Development of actions to prevent trans-boundary pollution;

· Minimisation of environmental risks resulting from both natural hazards and human activities;

· Enhanced preparedness and response on the sea in case of accidents or spills;

· Increased reliability of maritime transport in the Baltic Sea.


	· Pollution by hazardous substances, oil, etc.

	· Development of new technologies and solutions for water treatment;

· Minimisation of environmental risks resulting from both natural hazards and human activities.


	· High level of nutrient outputs from agricultural and forestry activities

	· Improvement of water management and reduction of an impact of the climate change in the Baltic Sea and its catchment area;

· Development of new technologies and solutions for water treatment;

· Development of actions to prevent trans-boundary pollution;

· Improvement of protection and sustainable use of valuable marine resources;

· Visualisation of investigated potential of marine resources and detection of possible conflict areas;

· Mitigation of impacts of climate change on coastal areas.


	· Insufficient protection of flora and fauna of the Baltic Sea

	· Improvement of water management and reduction of an impact of the climate change in the Baltic Sea and its catchment area.


	· High level of phosphorus

	· Development of new technologies and solutions for water treatment;

· Minimisation of environmental risks resulting from both natural hazards and human activities.


	· Insufficient waste water treatment in less populated areas

	· Improvement of water management and reduction of an impact of the climate change in the Baltic Sea and its catchment area;

· Harmonisation of national management plans on marine environment and joint transnational implementation of their relevant parts.


	· Insufficient cooperation, networking among scientists and public administration.


Expected specific project results related to eutrophication:

· Improved institutional capacity and effectiveness in water management in the Baltic Sea;

· Improved institutional capacity in dealing with hazards and risks including climate change;

· Increased sustainable economic potential of marine resources;

· Influenced policies, strategies, action plans and/or regulations in the field of management of the Baltic Sea as a common resource.

Priority 3 has a total of 62.7 million EUR available for implementation of projects. During the first three calls for proposals, a total of 16 projects have been approved (per calls: 8+3+5) including strategic projects – BRISK, EfficienSea, Baltic COMPASS. A total of 12.8 million EUR is still available for new projects in 2011.

Out of the 16 approved projects, a total of eight are related to eutrophication. Most of them have either a scientific background or are promoting an innovative approach in solutions towards eutrophication.

Most of the projects have the component of network development that involves competent regional organizations and therefore secures good visibility of most of them. This allows the projects to serve as a platform to combine so far fragmented efforts in the assessment of sources, input levels and management options regarding the hazardous substances. In addition, proportional involvement and capacity building of decision makers and participants outside the circle of project partners provides considerable tool to facilitate successful implementation of the projects along with increased attention from politicians.

The projects address issues related to protection of marine resources and diminishing of pollution including those of hazardous substances in the Baltic Sea. The following outputs can be particularly emphasised:

· Mapping of environmentally sensitive areas for shipping in the Baltic Sea limiting pollution from maritime activities (EfficienSea);  

· Introduction of tools and methods for enhanced environmental safety in order to provide treatment of hazardous substances (SMOCS);

· Baseline calculations of air emissions to provide useful information for various nutrient balance models leading to reduction of air emissions and wastewater into the sea (Clean Ship);

· Elaboration of a business plan for a self-standing and self-financing network on new marine users and roadmaps for sustainable use of marine resources (SUBMARINER);

· Conclusion of sub-regional agreements on actions in case of accidents with oil spills to  improve maritime safety (BRISK, Baltic Master II);

· Elaboration of recommendations for measures and action plans for reduction of levels of hazardous substances in the aquatic environment (COHIBA).

Some projects, for example WATERPRAXIS, address these problems indirectly - by facilitating development of investment plans and attraction of investments to improvement of water quality in the Baltic Sea. 

Four projects – Baltic Green Belt, Baltic COMPASS, BERAS Implementation and Baltic Deal – target the issue of pollution by nutrient outputs from agricultural production. It is planned that networks of advisory services and farmers will be established, and best approaches on reduction of pollution will be tested along with planning, capacity building and informative activities. 

Projects under this priority pay particular attention to capacity building activities in order to facilitate improvement of skills and knowledge of project partners and to apply them in practice (EfficienSea). The knowledge is also improved through various case studies that take a significant part of projects (BaltCICA).

Also in the case of this priority the risk remains not to transfer the knowledge, documentation and results after the end of project lifecycle since a lot of project activities are related to elaboration of studies, researches and methodologies. In addition, it is not clear how some of the planned activities foreseen under the elaborated strategies will be implemented in practice as they seem to be too broad and theoretic.

At the same time, if all of the outputs will be reached as initially planned, BSR has a chance to become a pilot and demonstration area of the multidimensional management of marine environment and of successful combating of eutrophication. 

2.3.4 Visibility and Capitalisation of Projects

Assessment of the 65 approved projects (by priorities: 22+12+16+15) has indicated the tendency for visibility and capitalisation (for detailed results of the analysis refer to Annex 7.13). 

Chart 5: % of projects per priority with visibility
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As seen in the above Figure, the projects under Priority 2 have the largest potential for visibility (currently representing all approved projects of this priority) followed by Priorities 3, 1 and 4. This can be explained by the approaches selected to target the issues addressed by the Programme that are significant for the whole region (development of transport corridors, promotion of innovative services and products, prevention of pollution) that is particularly characteristic for projects under Priority 2. Thus partnership, continuity and sustainability of project results could be extended after the end of project lifecycle with an impact to larger territory than initially covered by the project. 

The following projects can be mentioned as examples for visibility per each priority:

Priority 1:

· BONITA implements mobile IT Demonstration-Lab (mobile and wearable IT applications) and facilitates boost of the innovation potential of industrial enterprises through R&D efforts;

· Best Agers facilitates transfer of knowledge among generations keeping the know-how of experienced professionals in regional labour markets and provides fundament for development of new business ideas and innovations. The project already involves a partner from outside BSR.

Priority 2:

· EWTC II facilitates development of rail and marine transport in the East-West transport corridor;

· RBGC facilitates development and introduction of transnational transport information system and cooperation of logistic centres in BSR.
Priority 3: 

· EfficienSea facilitates use of e-Navigation and integration of maritime traffic data into a coastal environmental framework leading to improved maritime safety;

· Baltic COMPASS facilitates continuous transfer of knowledge regarding reduction of eutrophication caused by agricultural activities.

Priority 4: 

· Parks&benefits has a potential to provide new, sustainable economic approaches of natural heritage protection within protected areas of BSR;
· Egoprise facilitates development of the rural areas through promotion of Service Centres as support institutions for SMEs.  
Based on the above mentioned examples, visible projects of the Programme have a wide range of partners and are directed towards establishment of long-lasting networks that involves different groups of actors – field professionals, politicians, researchers and entrepreneurs. In addition, the projects tend to gain political recognisability to the subject and initiatives promoted during their implementation. Thus the projects secure broad involvement of stakeholders, exchange of ideas and political support in order to reach their objectives and have a significant and sustainable impact on BSR. 

The broad partnership also provides opportunities to promote the project outside the borders of BSR and ensure its continuation in a form of a new project by involving partners in the EU or globally. In case of some projects (Best Agers, Baltic.Air.Cargo.Net, RB21T) partners from outside BSR are already participating in the implementation.

Out of the number of visible projects the number of projects with a potential capitalisation effect is considerably lower. 

Chart 6: % of projects per priority with capitalisation effect (as part of visible projects)
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The following projects with the highest potential for capitalisation can be mentioned as examples:

· Priority 1 – Project BaSIC enhances competitiveness of BSR by developing service support structures for fast growth of SMEs and a network of science parks and incubators, thus facilitating international cooperation and cluster development; 

· Priority 2 – Project Baltic Biogas Bus facilitates biogas production and introduction of biogas buses;

· Priority 3 – Project CleanShip facilitates introduction of new, gaseous fuels thus improving conditions for shipping;

· Priority 4 – Project PEA develops pilot measures related to production of energy from renewable sources thus increasing energy efficiency. 

A total of 23 projects of the Programme (by priority: 5+5+6+7) that are follow-up projects funded by the previous programmes, namely, INTERREG III A, B, C (including 16 projects funded by INTERREG IIIB) can be excelled separately. 82.6% or 19 of these projects can be considered as providing visible outcome. However, only 5 of them or 26.3% have capitalisation effects. These five projects can be considered as potential long-term success stories of the Programme and they are:
· BaSIC (Priority 1) that contributes to competitiveness and cohesion of BSR through developing service support structures for SMEs and a network of science parks and incubators to promote international cooperation, business creation and cluster development;

· BSR QUICK (Priority 1) that facilitates development of innovations and SMEs by establishment of Baltic Sea Academy in joint cooperation between nine universities and chambers of commerce;

· CleanShip (Priority 3) – facilitates improvement of shipping by introduction of new fuels for ships;

· BERAS IMPLEMENTATION (Priority 3) that facilitates rural development by developed system of complete food chain in order to solve the problem of excessive nutrient losses from agricultural production;

· MIN-NOVATION
 (Priority 1) that develops state-of-the-art technologies to be used in mining industry in order to reduce pollution.

The difference between visibility and capitalisation can be explained by significantly fewer tangible, high-added value results as many projects are focusing on building-up of frameworks (networks, political support, researches, and methods) to deliver the high-value outputs of transnational interest after the end of project life cycle. 

In case of projects with considerable capitalisation effect, they plan to introduce new methods, services and production either during the project implementation or at the end of its life-cycle with an immediate impact on development of the whole BSR and raising an opportunity of knowledge/experience export outside it. These projects excel also as regards to the covered subjects and issues (energy efficiency, environmental protection, development of innovative services and production).

As a result of the implemented projects, it could be expected that the amount of innovative production would increase significantly due to established regional-scale networks of Science parks, incubators and developed clusters that promote cooperation instead of competition among SMEs in BSR (BaSIC, StarDust). The capacity of human resources will be increased in the “Baltic Sea Academy” and by transfer of knowledge and skills from experienced professionals to youth (BSR QUICK, Best Ager). These trends will have an impact on performance of food industry as transfer and application of technological and market related know-how will be provided (BaltFood). Business and household development will be facilitated in sustainable and energy-efficient buildings (Longlife) that could use energy produced from renewable sources (PEA).

The health care condition of the inhabitants in BSR will be improved as use of eHealth technologies and improved health services will be more actively introduced and promoted (ICT for Health, ImPrim). 

Along with the developed unified maritime traffic data system that would facilitate safety on the Baltic Sea (EfficienSea), pollution of the sea will be diminished by introduction of new tools for prevention of pollution-related risks (BRISK), new fuel for ships (CleanShip) and promotion of environmental friendly activities in agriculture (Baltic COMPASS, BalticDeal). New, environmental friendly technologies will be introduced also in mining industry (MIN-NOVATION).

Biogas production will be developed in BSR together with environmental means of transport (Baltic Biogas Bus) that could use safer, multimodal transport corridors (TransBaltic, EWTCII, BALTRIS).

At the same time it needs to be highlighted that this vision has been based on the planned outcomes of the projects as majority of them are on-going at the time of this evaluation. Therefore, the real results will be obtained only during the final evaluation of the Programme.

2.4 Conclusions 

Based on the analysis and presented findings the general conclusion is that the Programme addresses most of the relevant problems and gaps related to innovation, intermodality and eutrophication through its priorities, themes and approved projects. Most of the approved projects have high visibility and capitalisation with an impact on further development of innovation, intermodality and eutrophication in BSR. The outcomes of projects funded by the Programme are most visible in the field of transport, i.e. Priority 2 of the Programme closely followed also by other Priorities - 3, 1 and 4. 

Specific conclusions are as follows:

· Projects under each Programme priority address the majority of the problems and gaps identified as a result of the analysis of the sectors of innovation, intermodality and eutrophication. It is thus expected that most of the approved projects will contribute to improvement of the problem areas after their completion.

· The Programme does not address two problems sufficiently – (1) accessibility to peripheral areas (Priority 2) and (2) development of innovative products and related services based on the use of ICT (Priority 1). At the moment most of the projects use ICT only as a tool of communication and exchange of information during project implementation.

· The Programme funds many activities related to elaboration of studies, analysis, guidelines etc. that does not allow evaluating their success and practical impact as it very much depends “on the future” of the respective document after completion of the project.

· Only limited number of projects is testing new methods and services elaborated during the project implementation as part of project activities. Thus the Programme does not use its full potential as already tested and implemented results would increase recognisability of BSR and facilitate transfer of knowledge and experience.

· Most of the projects include development of networks and/or involvement of politicians in project activities thus facilitating wide, transnational exchange of ideas and serve as a lobby to gain political support and public financing for continuation of the started initiatives. 

· The approved projects have a high potential of visibility and capitalisation since the majority of them are addressing issues of regional significance and proposing solutions that have a transnational impact. This is particularly evident in the case of Priority 2, with other Priorities closely following.

· The projects have lower capitalisation effect compared to visibility due to lower number of projects with high added value for development of BSR as many of them focus on elaboration of studies, analysis and researches that do not provide immediate results. 

· Most of the projects continued from the previous INTERREG programmes (III B and C) remain with high visibility rate, although only five can be considered having also a capitalisation effect. These projects can be used as long-term success stories of the Programme.

· The Programme has to put particular emphasis on the areas where countries of the region are lagging behind the EU average and provide more support to projects that include testing of innovative products or services based on elaborated studies, researches or analysis. Such tangible projects will have immediate impact on increase of regional innovative performance, would facilitate dissemination of experience and can also be used as success stories of the Programme.
2.5 Recommendations

2.5.1 For the current programming period 

· In order to ensure balanced implementation of the Programme, the fields that are not sufficiently covered by the projects approved after the first three calls for proposals - (1) accessibility to peripheral areas (Priority 2) and (2) development of innovative products and related services based on the use of ICT (Priority 1) - could be particularly targeted during the final stage of the BSR Programme. 

2.5.2 For the next programming period 

· In order to reach the targets set by the strategy Europe-2020, the Programme could provide funding for projects in the areas that hinder competitiveness (lack of innovative services, organisations, production, networking etc.) and sustainable development (prevention of pollution, development of multimodal transport solutions, energy efficiency etc.) of BSR.

· Through setting the necessary application requirements and evaluation criteria, the Programme should particularly facilitate submission of projects that includes both – (1) elaboration of studies, analysis and researches, and (2) testing of innovative products, methods or services. The special focus should be put on the second component thus limiting over production of studies and analysis and facilitating their transfer into practice – services and products introduced in universities, research institutes, SMEs – instead. It would also contribute to raising visibility and capitalisation of the funded projects and the Programme as such. 
· The Programme could foresee involvement of entrepreneurs (SMEs or sector associations) in implementation of some pilot actions of innovation projects as part of wider partnership with scientists, universities and public institutions, thus strengthening closer public-private-academic/scientific cooperation, recognisability of project results and their transfer into practical innovative products or services more rapidly.
3. Differentiation and Complementarity of the Programme to Other EU Funded Programmes

3.1 Approach & Methods used

The objective of this Evaluation Question is to identify the unique aspects of other EU funded programmes in the field of research and innovation as well as their overlapping and complementary elements with the BSR Programme. In accordance with the Terms of Reference Evaluation Question 3 is defined as follows:
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In order to answer this Evaluation Question, the BSR Programme has been compared with the following eight EU funding instruments that support actions in the field of research and innovation:

1. 7th Framework Programme (FP7);

2. European Investment Bank (EIB);

3. Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP);

4. EEA and Norway Grants (EEA&NG);

5. European Research Council Grant (ERC);

6. European Science Foundation Grant (ESF);

7. BONUS-169 Programme (BONUS);

8. Lifelong Learning Programme (LLP).

In particular the analysis is focussed on the following aspects of each Programme:

· Objectives/Priorities;

· Eligible beneficiaries;

· Eligible areas;

· Eligible activities;

· Funding rules.

Answers to the Evaluation Question were sought through:

· desk research of documents related to the BSR Programme and the eight EU funding instruments selected for comparison to identify the unique aspects of each programme, as well as any overlapping elements. This analysis has been supported by two project examples demonstrating their typical features and differences – (1) one from FP7 - “Advancing knowledge-intensive entrepreneurship and innovation for growth and social well-being in Europe (AEGIS
)” and (2) the second one from the BSR Programme – “Using the knowledge and experience of professionals in their primes to foster business and skills development in the Baltic Sea Region (Best Agers
)”; 
· web-based survey of the sample group of beneficiaries of the selected EU financing instruments. A total of 56 respondents were approached, out of which 18 (31%) have returned back the filled-in questionnaires. The most responsive were academic and scientific institutions (72%), followed by NGOs (17%) and national public authorities (11%). The information provided by the beneficiaries in their questionnaires is individual thoughts and views of the respective person. These have been summarised in the Report without any corrections provided by the Evaluator;

· analysis and benchmarking of the gathered data among the different financing instruments.
Based on the analysis of the gathered data and the main findings by following a logical argumentation path, conclusions have been drawn by the Evaluator. For those conclusions requiring further action, recommendations have been proposed.

3.2 Overall Scope and Background

At the beginning of the new millennium leaders of the EU have set a new and ambitious goal for the Union: by 2010 to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. The Lisbon Strategy launched structural reforms in the fields particularly related to achievement of the objective - employment, innovation, economy, social cohesion and environment - through direct actions promoting the scientific research, education, vocational training, ICT accessibility, improvement of jobs and environmental sustainability. 
In order to reach the ambitious objective, the fields addressed by the Lisbon Strategy were put at the core of all major financing instruments in the EU available also to non-EU countries. The Lisbon Strategy also affected the performance of the EU Structural Funds, particularly, after its revision in 2005. Since 2007 the EU Structural Funds became the main support instrument for implementation of the Lisbon Strategy locally – through Convergence Objective and Regional competitiveness and employment objective – and transnationally – through Territorial cooperation objective. As a result of this, the significance of promotion of innovations and R&D has risen tremendously. After 2010 the strategic guidance of the EU development and respective financing instruments is being taken over by the Strategy Europe-2020.

The BSR Programme is a part of the objective for Territorial cooperation mainly funded by ERDF. It continues efforts of its two predecessor programmes supporting transnational cooperation in BSR - Community Initiatives INTERREG IIC (1997-1999) and INTERREG III B Neighbourhood Programme (2000-2006).

Through its objective - strengthening the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea region by connecting potentials over the borders – the Programme directly addresses targets set by the EU Lisbon and Gothenburg strategies and their successor - Europe-2020. This link pre-determines priorities of the BSR Programme that are related to boosting knowledge based socio-economic competitiveness of BSR and its further territorial cohesion by making advantage of strengths of the region, namely, high level of education, further education and research & development.

Generation and dissemination of innovations is addressed by Priority 1 of the Programme - Fostering innovations. It is one of the largest priorities of the Programme in terms of the funding allocated for its implementation that amounts to the total of 63.7 million EUR financed from ERDF and ENPI
. In addition the Priority also uses funding from the Government of Norway that is assigned for participation only of the partners from Norway. The Priority focuses on core innovations in the field of natural and technical science, as well as on selected non-technical innovations, such as business services, design and other market-related skills. Actions have been targeted at the performance of innovation sources and their links to SMEs, facilitation of transnational transfer of technology and knowledge as well as at making special social groups of citizens fitter for generating and absorbing knowledge
.

As promotion of innovative approaches is considered also as a horizontal issue, it affects other priorities of the BSR Programme as well, namely,

· Priority 2: Internal and external accessibility that improves the external and internal accessibility of the Baltic Sea region;
· Priority 3: Baltic Sea as a common resource that concentrates on environmental pollution of the Baltic Sea in a broader framework of a sustainable management of the sea resources;
· Priority 4: Attractive & competitive cities and regions that promotes cooperation of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas enhancing its attractiveness for citizens and investors
.
Besides the BSR Programme, the other funding instruments supporting activities in the field of research and innovation in BSR and beyond it include:

1. 7th Framework Programme - the European Union’s main instrument for funding research and technological development across Europe and other partner countries;

2. European Investment Bank - a long-term EU policy driven bank fostering EU objectives in support of innovation, research and regional development, entrepreneurship, growth and job creation; 
3. Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme - the programme of the European Commission established to improve competitiveness of European companies that are facing the challenges of globalization. It is financed by EIB;

4. EEA and Norway Grants - contributes to reduction of economic and social disparities in the European Economic Area (EEA) and strengthens bilateral relations between EEA countries and the EU. In this Report one particular programme area of EEA&NG - Green Industry Innovation - has been assessed as it particularly focuses on innovation;
5. European Research Council - a scientific organisation that supports research projects within the EU. It is financed by FP7;  
6. European Science Foundation - serves the needs of the European research community to facilitate new ways of research in a global context;

7. BONUS-169 Programme - FP7 supported initiative to promote sustainability of the Baltic Sea; 
8. Lifelong Learning Programme - the key EU activity of innovation in lifelong learning that supports policy development and cooperation in the context of the Lisbon process and the Education and Training 2010 work programme, as well as the Bologna and Copenhagen processes and their successors.

3.3 Findings
3.3.1 Comparison of the Programmes

This chapter presents comparison of the BSR Programme with the other eight funding instruments in the field of research and innovation. It particular looks at (1) objectives and/or priorities, (2) eligible beneficiaries and partnership requirements, (3) eligible programme area, (4) eligible activities and (5) funding rules for each of the programmes and map the unique aspects, similarities and complementarity as well as overlapping. Each section starts with presentation of the Programme related information and is followed by the mapping analysis and project examples.

3.3.1.1 Objectives/priorities

Table 4: Objectives/Priorities of the funding instruments

	Funding instrument
	Objectives/Priorities

	BSRP

	The overall objective is to strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated BSR by connecting potentials over the borders.

It is reached through four priorities:

1. Fostering innovations - facilitates generation and dissemination of innovations across BSR;

2. Internal and external accessibility - improves the external and internal accessibility of BSR;
3. Baltic Sea as a common resource - concentrates on environmental pollution of the Baltic Sea in a broader framework of a sustainable management of the sea resources;
4. Attractive & competitive cities and regions- promotes co-operation of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas enhancing its attractiveness for citizens and investors.


	FP7


	Four objectives under the programmes Cooperation, Ideas, People and Capacities:

1. To support all types of research activities carried out by different research bodies in trans-national cooperation with an aim to gain or consolidate leadership in key scientific and technology areas;

2. To enhance the dynamism, creativity and excellence of European research at the frontier of knowledge in all scientific and technological fields, including engineering, socio-economic sciences and the humanities;

3. To strengthen human resources in research and technology in Europe;

4. To support research infrastructures, research for the benefit of SMEs and the research potential of European regions (Regions of Knowledge) as well as to stimulate the realisation of the full research potential (Convergence Regions) of the enlarged Union and build an effective and democratic European Knowledge society.



	EIB

	The overall objective is to promote innovation as a key policy priority and implement the European innovation act as an integral part of the European reform agenda that explores the synergies between higher education, research and industry. 



	CIP

	Three main objectives under Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme, Information and Communication Technologies Policy Support Programme and Intelligent Energy Europe Programme:

1. To provide support to innovation activities (including eco-innovation), better access to finance and business support services in the regions;

2. To encourage better take-up and use of information and communication technologies (ICT) and to help to develop the information society;

3. To promote the increased use of renewable energies and energy efficiency.


	EEA&NG

	The overall objective of the programme area Green Industry Innovation is to increase competitiveness of green enterprises, including greening of existing industries, green innovation and green entrepreneurship.



	ERC

	The overall objective is to make the European research base more prepared to respond to the needs of a knowledge-based society and provide Europe with the capabilities in frontier research necessary to meet global challenges.



	ESF

	The overall objective is to promote collaborative research, networking and dissemination while targeting broad and complex topics of research across all scientific domains at the European level and in a global context.



	BONUS-169

	The overall objective is to integrate the Baltic Sea System research into a durable cooperative, interdisciplinary, well integrated and focused multinational programme to support the region’s sustainable development and enhance the understanding and predictive capacity about the Baltic Sea System’s response to impending changes caused by both natural and human-induced pressures and about linkages between environmental problems and the social and economic dynamics in responding to them. The objective has been addressed by  four priorities:

1. Implementing a Baltic Sea System Research Programme of high scientific excellence and relevance; 

2. Further facilitate the cooperation of Baltic Sea System researchers and the integration of research programmes;

3. Carrying out strategies to strengthen human capacity-building in interdisciplinary science and science-based management;

4. Facilitating an active involvement of policy makers and other stakeholders in the research programme.



	LLP

	The overall objective is to ensure an adequate supply of comparable data, statistics and analysis to underpin lifelong learning policy development, as well as to monitor progress towards objectives and targets in lifelong learning and to identify areas requiring particular attention.




The information presented in the above Table indicates that the approaches chosen for setting up the strategic framework of each funding instrument are different. The majority of them define a single general goal, while just a few - BSR Programme, 7FP, CIP and BONUS-169 Programme - have multiple objectives and priorities. This approach depends very much on the nature of each instrument – the more complex it is, the more detailed information is provided to make it understandable for a potential beneficiary.

Most of the instruments indicate the territory eligible for operations already in the objective. For most of the programmes it is the whole Europe, while the BSR Programme and the BONUS-169 Programme are focussing on BSR.

Through the objective or priorities the instruments clearly indicate also the specific areas of their interest:

· BSR Programme – innovations, infrastructure development for innovations, transport, environment, cooperation of urban and rural territories;

· FP7 – research, capacity building in research and technology, research infrastructure development, research networking;

· EIB – innovations, networking between higher education, research and industry;

· CIP – innovations, finance and business support, information and communication technologies (ICT), energy efficiency;

· EEA&NG – green innovations;

· ERC – research, networking;

· ESF – research, networking;

· BONUS-169 Programme  - research on the Baltic Sea, environment, capacity building, networking, strategic planning;

· LLP – lifelong learning, strategic planning.

This analysis reveals that several similarities can be mapped among the programmes resulting in some possible overlapping among the BSR Programme and the following funding instruments:

· EIB on support to innovations;

· CIP on support to innovations;

· EEA&NG on support to green innovations;

· BONUS-169 Programme on support to environmental issues including innovations.

As a result of mapping of objectives and priorities of all programmes, those funding instruments not having a potential for overlapping with the BSR Programme could be considered as complementary, i.e., FP7, ERC and ESF turning particular attention to supporting research type of activities, and LLP – with lifelong learning being a part of sustainable innovation process. 
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3.3.1.2 Eligible beneficiaries

Based on the assessment of documentation of the funding instruments, a total of six groups of eligible beneficiaries can be identified (refer to the table below).

Table 5: Eligible beneficiaries and partnership requirements
	Beneficiaries
	BSRP
	FP7
	EIB
	CIP
	EEA&NG
	ERC
	ESF
	BONUS
	LLP

	Public bodies at national, regional and local level
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Academic and research institutions 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Training institutions
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Commercial institutions
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Non-governmental organisations
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Individuals
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Minimal number of partners
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1

	1
	3


Although the above table shows many similarities as regards eligible beneficiaries, in practice, the following specific differences can be observed:

· In case of FP7, BONUS-169 Programme and LLP, public institutions, companies (particularly, SMEs), universities, research centres, NGOs or individuals (not in BONUS-169) can apply. However, their eligibility differ in case of each specific programme activity;

· EIB provides support for corporations, SMEs, public institutions, research institutes, universities and science and technology parks. However, its primary support is targeted to activities related to development of SMEs;
· CIP also provides support to SMEs, while other beneficiaries (academic institutions, public institutions, NGOs) can participate in certain activities (networking, pilot projects, promotion of innovations, energy efficiency and ICT);

· EEA&NG, namely, Green Industry Innovation programme supports SMEs, while for the rest of grants funding is provided to public institutions, NGOs and academic institutions;

· Funding of ERC and ESF grants are solely targeted to researchers and scientists. In both programmes the so called Principal Investigator or a single researcher is supported who afterwards forms the team of researchers
.

Based on eligible beneficiaries all funding instruments can be divided into three groups:

1. Those available for a wide range of beneficiaries (however, conditions apply for each activity) – the BSR Programme, FP7, BONUS-169 Programme and LLP;

2. Those targeted primary at commercial companies (particularly, SMEs), while for some activities funding is also available to other groups – EIB, CIP, EEA&NG (Green Industry Innovation);

3. Those available solely to scientists and researchers – ERC and ESF.

It can be assumed that some overlapping exists within each of the above mentioned groups. At the same time, EIB, CIP, EEA&NG and FP7 particularly complements the BSR Programme as these programmes ensure more active participation of commercial institutions in the activities related to promotion of innovations.  

Regarding the project partnership (please refer to the table above), FP7, CIP and LLP have the same minimal requirement as the BSR Programme. In case of LPP, however, an exception exists for the Comenius programme that allows for bilateral partnerships.

Other funding instruments accept submission of project application by a single participant (EIB, ERC, ESF, BONUS-169). However, in the case of ESF requirements differ for each Member State as it is responsible for financing the project within its territory resulting in different rules for every applicant. For example, Belgium provides support to single Project Investigators while the UK finances also academic and scientific institutions.

It must also be noted that implementation of the BONUS-169 Programme will be started in the second half of 2011 and complete guides on project application are not available during the time of this Evaluation. Therefore, based on the available information only an assumption has been made that this programme will provide individual scholarships.

In case of EEA&NG bilateral partnership is stimulated between beneficiaries and donor countries (Norway, Switzerland and Lichtenstein).
 

As regards the partnership requirements, all funding instruments can be divided into the following two groups:

1. Those requiring multiple partners (the BSR Programme, FP7, CIP, LLP, EEA&NG) and tended towards mutual cooperation;

2. Those accepting single project applicants (EIB, ERC, ESF, BONUS-169).
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3.3.1.3 Eligible Areas

A significant criterion for development of a project partnership is the eligible geographical territory in which the funding instrument operates or targets its objective(s). The countries participating in the assessed programmes can be divided into five groups (please refer to the table below).

Table 6: Eligible areas
	Eligible areas
	BSRP
	FP7
	EIB
	CIP
	EEA&NG
	ERC
	ESF
	BONUS
	LLP

	EU Member States
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EU Candidate Countries
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EU Associated Countries
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EEA Countries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Non-EU Countries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X


The above table indicates that most of the funding instruments are eligible in the whole territory of the EU with the following three exceptions:

1. BSR Programme focuses on BSR;

2. EEA&NG covers 15 EU countries - Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Greece, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain – and facilitates particularly their cooperation with Norway, Switzerland and Lichtenstein;

3. ESF funds researches in 26 EU Member States participating in the programme (with an exception of Latvia), the EU Candidate countries (Croatia, Turkey), EFTA country (Switzerland) and EEA country (Norway).

The fourth exception is the BONUS-169 Programme. Although it is available to each country associated to FP7
, in practice its activities would be more targeted towards 14 countries of the Baltic Sea basin including those participating in the BSR Programme.

Several funding instruments foresee wide participation from both the EU Member States and non-EU countries covering all five groups of countries. These are:

· FP7 and BONUS-169 Programme - EU27, EU Candidate countries, EU Associated countries (i.e., those countries with science and technology cooperation agreements contributing to the FP7 budget), and the Third countries (also Russia and Belarus). FP7 in particular facilitates participation of non-EU countries as part of cooperation projects with the EU Member States;
· EIB – along with EU27 funding is also available for the countries of Southern and Eastern Europe, Africa, Caribbean and Pacific, Asia and Latin America, the Mediterranean Neighbourhood, Russia and the Eastern Neighbourhood. Belarus is awaiting a decision of the European Council and the European Parliament to be eligible for funding by the European Investment Bank;

· CIP - EU Member States, EEA countries (including Norway), Accession countries and Candidate countries benefiting from a pre-accession strategy, countries of the Western Balkans, other Third countries (if relevant agreements are signed);

· LLP – EU27, EU Candidate Countries, EEA countries (including Norway), Overseas countries and territories, countries addressed by the European Union's Neighbourhood Policy (including Belarus and Russia), countries identified by the EU as being of particular priority in the context of developing a strategic policy dialogue in education and training or multilingualism (for example, Australia, USA, Japan, etc.).

In case of ERC the applicant or Principal Investigator can be of any nationality (including Norway, Russia and Belarus). However, s/he must be based only in host institution located in the EU Member State or the EU Associated country (including Norway).

Characteristics of the funding instruments reveal that all countries participating in the BSR Programme can take part also in FP7, BONUS-169, LLP and ERC. Therefore, on the one hand these programmes can be considered as overlapping and competitive with the BSR Programme regarding participation, whereas, on the other hand - as the number of eligible countries in these programmes is significantly higher, the programmes also have an effect of complementarity. For example, knowledge gained or a network established within the BSR Programme can be further multiplied and extended (also geographically) using the funding sources of other programmes. Although this opportunity has not been used by every beneficiary implementing a project funded by the BSR Programme, this could be promoted more actively to encourage such activities.

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



3.3.1.4 Eligible Activities

Eligible activities form a backbone of each funding instrument ensuring achievement of the set objectives and successful implementation of priorities. The assessed funding instruments target their activities to the directions mentioned in the table below.

Table 7: Eligible activities
	Eligible activities
	BSRP
	FP7
	EIB
	CIP
	EEA&NG
	ERC
	ESF
	BONUS
	LLP

	Setting up transnational structures (platforms, networks etc.)
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Production of innovative technologies
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Stimulation of commercialisation of the inventions 
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Support to technology transfer
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Support to non-technological innovations, innovation management advice
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Harmonisation of national and regional level support schemes to technology transfer and diffusion of knowledge
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Improvement of innovative technologies and solutions
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Development of clusters
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot implementation of transnational innovations including eco-innovations and market replication projects in companies
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Creation and application of good practise 
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Marketing of capacities and success stories
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strengthening co-operation of educational structures 
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Providing access to finance SMEs supporting investments in technological development
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Elaboration and implementation of strategies
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Development of research infrastructure 
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support to fundamental research 
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Support to applied & collaborative research
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Granting research fellowship, PhD studies abroad, company placements
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Capacity building 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Recruitment of researchers and innovators to adopt innovative technologies
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Development of energy-efficiency solutions and renewable energy in different industries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Improvement of environmental performance
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Improvement of ICT use and services
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Promotion of female and youth entrepreneurship
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	


As the eligible activities are closely linked to the objectives and priorities listed and discussed earlier in this chapter, the activities highlight specific areas of interest that respond to the strategic direction of each instrument. Based on the nature of activities related to promotion of innovations, the funding instruments can be divided into two groups - specific instruments and general instruments.

The specific instruments are mostly covering a single subject or type of activity. This group includes the following programmes:

· EEA&NG Green Industry Innovation promoting development of innovations in environment and energy, for example, by

· improving technologies, services and processes;

· elaborating and implementing related strategic documents;

· raising capacity of employees and awareness in the public;

· promoting of female and youth entrepreneurship in the selected fields.

· ERC and ESF provide support to highest quality, cross boundary research that is addressing new and emerging fields, introduce unconventional, innovative approaches and promotes knowledge networks along with large scale technology projects;

· LLP promotes different stages of education and training by 
· developing thematic networks of experts and institutions;

· facilitating mobility of individuals for educational purposes;

· building capacity of competent institutions;

· elaboration and implementation of strategies, including in the area of investment efficiency;

· BONUS-169 Programme concentrates on promotion of research based activities in the field of environment in the Baltic Sea, for example, by

· establishment a system of centres and networks of excellence;

· supporting high quality research projects continuing scientific excellence;

· development of mechanism for joint use of the Baltic Sea research infrastructure;

· promoting series of international BONUS PhD and developing a forum for education and training.

The BSR Programme, FP7, EIB and CIP are more complex, cover multiple areas and therefore belong to the second group – general instruments.

As EIB and CIP are more business targeted, the supported activities are also more result oriented having direct impact on introduction of innovative services, products and technologies in the work of involved institutions either already during the project lifetime or right after its end. This is particularly stimulated by

· support to introduction and development of innovative technologies and services up to the stage of commercial market launch including promotion of cross-border business expansion;

· funding of projects that are designed to comply with changes in the regulatory environment at the EU and national levels;
· implementation of projects that promote widespread adoption of ICT including innovative software, audio-visual and multimedia content to provide e-services;
· support to development of transnational networking of different actors;
· implementation of energy-efficient solutions in different industries.
FP7 and the BSR Programme while facilitating development of networking among different actors involved in promotion of innovations are more focused on research and assessment to introduce innovation oriented solutions in the most efficient manner. For example, FP7 provide support to 

· research activities in scientific and technological fields;

· development of research infrastructure that can support integration of major research infrastructures of pan-European interest;

· analysis of  the innovation potential, gaps of an organisation and definition of a strategy for the necessary changes;

· activities related to raising of the research capacities;

· improvement of ICT use in organisations.

By comparison of the BSR Programme and other funding instruments, some possible overlapping of activities can be identified. For example, 

· the BSR Programme and FP7 (also by grants through ERC) support innovations in natural and technical science, non-technological innovations, transfer of technology and knowledge, improvement of ICT use, capacity building and networking activities;

· the BSR Programme and CIP (financed by EIB) support development of ICT services and facilitate networking. CIP (through its EIP Programme) also provides support to innovation activities, however, it is primary targeted towards SMEs while the Programme mainly supports public, academic and research institutions;

· the BSR Programme and LLP support activities related to promotion of education and training, and elaboration of capacity building strategies;  

· the BSR Programme, BONUS-169 Programme and EEA&NG cover environmental-type activities through

· knowledge sharing;

· promotion of networks and establishment of new research infrastructure;

· elaboration of strategic documents for the Baltic Sea research infrastructure;

· capacity building.

At the same time it must be emphasised that activities of the BSR Programme are carried out predominantly within the area of BSR. Therefore, although similar by nature these activities may be complementary in reality as they initiate cooperation and solution that can be further developed as part of other funding instruments involving partners from other geographical territories.

In this regard, similarity of the supported areas in relation to innovation in the field of environment between the BSR and BONUS-169 programmes can in principle be considered as a potential overlap as both programmes operate in the same geographical area. At the same time, the BONUS-169 Programme will be launched only during the second half of 2011, while the BSR Programme most likely will have its final call for proposals closed in the first half of 2011. Therefore, no real overlap in time will be possible by the end of this programming period.

In general, the BSR Programme has a complementary character with the research oriented instruments such as FP7, ERC and ESF since researches supported by these instruments can have a significant impact on development of projects and elaboration of innovation oriented solutions within the BSR Programme. In return, the BSR Programme can contribute to FP7 with experience and knowledge developed in the framework of its projects, and to EIB and CIP with commerce oriented instruments thus increasing the number of collaboration partners in these projects, as well as by spreading success stories of the BSR.

The BSR Programme mutually complements also EEA&NG, BONUS-169 Programme and LLP as solutions elaborated as part of one instrument could contribute to further development of the relevant area - capacity building and/or innovative development in environment and energy efficiency – funded by the other. 
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3.3.1.5 Funding Rules

Funding rules play a significant role for the programme’s attractiveness to a beneficiary as regards the applied co-financing rate, payment rules, maximum funding for a project and project duration. Summary of this information for each programme is provided in the table below.

Table 8: Funding rules
	Funding instrument
	Co-financing rates 

(%)
	Max funding 

(EUR)
	Max project duration

(months)

	BSRP
	50-85
	-

	36

	FP7
	50-100
	3 000 000
	36

	EIB

	-
	-
	-

	CIP
	≤50
	-
	36

	EEA&NG
	60-90
	≥1 000 000

	18

	ERC
	100
	3 500 000
	60

	ESF

	-
	-
	-

	BONUS
	100
	2 000 000
	36

	LLP
	≤75
	≥500 000

	24


As CIP is particularly oriented towards development of SMEs, it provides lower co-financing rate compared to the other funding instruments, i.e., up to 50%. Through EIB it provides funding by the means of

· investments (10-25% or up to 50% in specific cases) or risk capital (7.5-15% or up to 50% in specific guarantees for loans to SMEs with a growth potential);

· guarantees for loans to SMEs with growth potential;

· micro credits;

· equity and quasi-equity guarantees to existing equity guarantee schemes and providers of mezzanine finance to support investments in businesses with up to 249 employees;

· guarantees to support securitisation structures to assist financial intermediaries in mobilising debt finance for SMEs.

These funding options considerably differ from the opportunities provided by other funding instruments. For example, ERC and ESF provide research grants that could finance up to 100% of eligible costs and could last for five years. For ERC a maximum amount of 3.5 million EUR is available for projects that encourage and support excellent, innovative investigator-initiated research by leading advanced research leaders.

In general, the co-financing rate of 100% is exceptional and is applied only in a few cases:

· for management activities including certificates on the financial statements in FP7;

· for activities in BONUS-169 Programme.

For most programmes different co-financing rates are applied depending on the type of eligible beneficiaries or activities. In most cases where participation of SMEs is allowed, the programme funds up to 50% of eligible costs. The exception is FP7 that in some activities co-finances up to 75% of SMEs expenses.

The co-financing rate rarely exceeds 75%. The exceptions are:

· the BSR Programme in case of Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland (85% of ERDF) and Belarus (90% of ENPI);
· EEA&NG when 15% or more of the total eligible cost of an individual project is provided by central, regional or local government (constituting 85%) or the project supports NGOs (90%).
As regards the maximum project budget, the BSR Programme, CIP and EIB do not fix any “ceiling”. It would therefore mean that these funding instruments in principle allow for financially large projects.

Most of the programmes have set the project duration up to a period of 3 years. There are some exceptions though. The most striking example is ERC grant that is awarded for a period of up to five years, while LPP supports projects up to two years and EEA&NG – for a maximum of one year and a half.

The main criteria for estimating possible overlapping of the BSR Programme with other funding instruments here are the most attractive conditions that a programme can offer to a potential beneficiary. Therefore, for the BSR Programme the biggest competitor in principle is the BONUS-169 Programme that provides co-financing up to 100% partly covering also those activities funded by the Programme. Nevertheless, the BSR Programme can be considered as more attractive as it supports a wider range of activities and offers funding for up to 10 million EUR for a period up to three years. The Programme can also be considered as complementing the other funding instruments with its potential to transfer and multiply the achieved project results. 
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3.3.2 View of Beneficiaries

83% of the surveyed 18 beneficiaries have participated in the BSR Programme, 56% of them have also participated in FP7 followed by 33% participation in each - the EU Structural Funds and other INTERREG programmes (please refer to the chart below).
Chart 7:
 Participation in various programmes related to research and innovation
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The tendency of popularity of the BSR Programme is related to its ability to facilitate transnational cooperation within BSR. 10 respondents (54%) consider it as being the strongest funding instrument for cooperation in relation to innovation and research compared to FP7 (supported by 5 answers or 27%). 

The success factors of the BSR Programme mentioned by the respondents include:

· ability to unite and facilitate cooperation and networking of the countries in BSR with common subjects of interest that lead to increased competitiveness of the region; 

· promotion of  cooperation between public and academic institutions; 

· understandable application procedures of the Programme.

As opposite to the above mentioned, the survey data also reveal that 60% of respondents (11 answers) do not consider that any of the existing funding instruments provide sufficient support to development of transnational projects related to innovation and research. In specific, the BSR Programme has been pointed out as the least efficient instrument to support innovations and research (17% or 3 answers)
 (please refer to the chart below).

Chart 8: Inefficiency of the funding instruments to support innovative and research projects
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This opinion has been explained by the following weaknesses of the BSR Programme:

· too bureaucratic reporting and accounting procedures. This opinion was based on time that was required to fill in the respective forms and their complexity;
· lack of more active involvement of enterprises. The respondents consider that participation of entrepreneurs would provide better results of the projects (for example, those related to services, promotion of innovative entrepreneurship) as they could be implemented faster and more effective;
· insufficient amount of pilot projects that would immediately transfer research and studies into a product.
Chart 9: Overlapping of priorities and measures regarding innovation and research by different funding instruments
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The survey also checked the opinion of respondents on overlapping of different funding instruments in the field of innovation and research in terms of objectives and measures (please refer to the chart above). Six instruments have been distinguished as having some overlapping features – the BSR Programme, CIP, FP7, LLP, EEA&NG and EU Structural Funds. At the same time overlapping is supported by only 7% of respondents (1 answer) versus 36% of disagreeing (5 answers), whereas the majority of the respondents (57% or 8 answers) do not have an opinion on this issue at all. As a result, this support to the opinion of overlapping can be considered as insignificant.

The results of this (non-)opinion evidence that most of respondents have taken part in projects financed by a very limited number of the funding instruments (1-2) and, probably, do not have any experience with other EU funding opportunities for innovation and research. Therefore, taking into account that half of the respondents (9) are willing to use funding instruments that are facilitating transnational and cross-border cooperation for their projects related to innovation and research, it can be considered that the BSR Programme has a potential to increase its recognisability as a programme that facilitates promotion of innovations in BSR.
3.4 Conclusions 

The general conclusion is that although the BSR Programme has some similarities with FP7, CIP, LLP, EEA&NG and, particularly, with BONUS-169 Programme in relation to objectives, eligible beneficiaries, eligible activities and funding rules, it has its own very strong identity and unique feature of supporting trans-national cooperation that makes it complementary rather than overlapping with the other programmes funding activities in the field of research and innovation. Its uniqueness lies in requirements for eligible beneficiaries, supported activities and funding rules. The BSR Programme has a potential to mutually complement other programmes funding research and innovation through multiplying and extending its results beyond the boundaries of BSR. 
In specific:

· The assessed funding instruments clearly indicate their specific areas of interest (for the BSR Programme – innovations, infrastructure development for innovations, transport, environment and networking) in objectives and/or priorities thus sending a clear signal to their potential beneficiaries.

· Based on the eligible beneficiaries, the assessed funding instruments can be divided into three groups – (1) available for a wide range of beneficiaries (the BSR programme), (2) targeted to commercial entities and (3) available solely to scientists and researchers. 

· Based on the requirements for partnerships, the assessed funding instruments can be divided into two groups – (1) those supporting multiple partners (the BSR Programme) and (2) those supporting single project applicants.

· Most of the funding instruments foresee wide participation from both EU Member States and non-EU countries.  Three of the funding instruments including the BSR Programme foresee involvement of a limited number of the EU Member States. 

· Based on the nature of activities related to promotion of research and innovation, the funding instruments can be divided into two groups – (1) specific and (2) general. The specific instruments support a single subject or type of activity, while the general - the BSR Programme, FP7, EIB and CIP - are more complex and cover multiple areas. EIB and CIP are more business oriented than other programmes.

· Three of the assessed funding instruments including the BSR Programme do not fix any financial “ceiling” for a project thus making the Programme in principle open for financially large projects (up to 10 million EUR in the case of BSR Programme).

· Several overlaps exist among the BSR Programme and other funding instruments:

· overlapping of objectives among the BSR Programme and EIB (innovation), CIP (innovation), EEA&NG (green innovation) and BONUS-169 Programme (environment);

· overlapping of eligible beneficiaries among the BSR Programme and FP7, BONUS-169 and LLP;

· all countries eligible under the BSR Programme are also eligible for FP7, BONUS-169, LLP and ERC. Therefore, these programmes in principle can be considered as competitive with the BSR Programme;

· overlaps of eligible activities among the BSR Programme and FP7 (also by grants through ERC), CIP, BONUS-169 and EEA&NG. 

· Despite some overlapping among the programmes, the BSR Programme has more complementing nature as its activities are carried out predominantly within the area of the BSR. Therefore, it gives an opportunity both to disseminate the success stories created in the BSR beyond its boundaries and to develop wider partnerships.

· Similarities in relation to innovation in the field of environment among the BSR and BONUS-169 programme can in principle be considered as a potential for overlapping as both programmes operate in the same geographical area. Although taking into account that the BONUS-169 Programme will be launched only during the second half of 2011, while the BSR Programme most likely will have its final call for proposals closed in the first half of 2011, no real overlap in time will be possible by the end of this programming period.

· FP7, ERC and ESF complement the BSR Programme as particularly supporting research type of activities including testing that potentially could “seed” innovation-type projects under the BSR Programme. 

· The BSR Programme mutually complements EEA&NG, BONUS-169 Programme and LLP as solutions elaborated in the framework of these instruments can provide significant information for development of further steps in capacity building and development of innovations in environment and energy.

· EIB, CIP, EEA&NG and FP7 complement the BSR Programme as these programmes ensure more active participation of commercial institutions in activities related to promotion of innovations.

· The BSR Programme can complement other funding instruments by transfer of the gained experience, knowledge or established networks within the BSR Programme to a wider area thus extending cooperation by involving new partners.

3.5 Recommendations

3.5.1 For the current programming period 

· Knowing a rather close interrelation between the BSR and BONUS-169 programmes, both could substitute each other for research and innovations in the field of environment. Therefore development of close cooperation and coordination of the supported activities by the bodies of both programmes would be recommended. 

3.5.2 For the next programming period 

· By the means of selection criteria the Programme could facilitate projects that foresee pilot-type of activities developed on the basis of researches and studies thus promoting development of innovative products and services by the end of project life cycle. This would raise both - attractiveness of the Programme and its immediate impact on development of BSR.

4. Participation in the Programme

4.1 Approach & Methods used

The main focus of Evaluation Question 4 is on how to achieve balanced involvement of partners in the projects financed by the BSR Programme, in particular looking at encouraging involvement of public authorities. The specific three blocks of sub-questions are:
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To answer sub-question 1, the Evaluator used data obtained from the project data forms, as well as information available on the Programme website. 

Lead partners and projects partners are analysed separately, looking at their distribution by country of origin, type of organisation, attracted ERDF/ENPI/Norwegian co-financing. A comparison with the partner statistics of the Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme (the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP) was made to see the dynamic of the current Programme in light of previous funding.  

The Evaluation report uses the following partner terminology:

· Partner – all organisations involved in Programme funded projects (lead partners and project partners);

· Lead partner – an organisation appointed by the project partnership, taking full financial and legal responsibility for the implementation of the entire project, including all the project partners; 

· Project partner(s) – all other organisations involved in a project, except for the Lead partner.

The following partner statistics have been used in the Evaluation Report:

	Category
	Number

	Submitted projects
	257

	Total number of Lead Partners (of approved and rejected projects)
	257

	Approved projects


	65

	Total number of partners of approved projects 
	1073

	Lead Partners
	65

	Project Partners (other than Lead Partners)
	1008


To answer sub-question 2, the Evaluator first analysed the actual involvement of public authorities. In interviews and questionnaires respondents from public authorities in the Programme area were asked to rate and explain their demand for international cooperation, its anchoring in the organisation’s strategy, motivators and obstacles for international cooperation as well as suggestions for measures that would increase their interest in international cooperation. 

For the purposes of this evaluation, involvement is interpreted not only as actual participation in the projects funded by the Programme, but also awareness about the Programme – good understanding of the Programme, its objectives and the types of initiatives relevant under this financial instrument.

To answer sub-question 3, the Evaluator approached respondents of the survey and interviews asking them to estimate the impact of the financial crisis on their international cooperation activity level.

To answer Evaluation Question 4, the Evaluator undertook:

· Desk research of documents: (1) an analysis of the 65 project data forms of the projects approved in the first three calls for project proposals of the Programme, extracting information about project partnership – name, legal status (partner category), country of origin, contact information. This information was also used to assess the appropriateness of partner category chosen by the partner organisations. Furthermore, data about the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP lead partners and project partners, their partner categories and budgets was used to create statistics about this programme and compare it with the current Programme. (2) other documentation and related reports for the current Programme and the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP;

· Web-based survey that was distributed to 70 persons. These included national, regional and local authorities that are the primary target audience of the Programme, organisations representing these authorities, existing project partners. Altogether 21 valid response was obtained representing a 30% response rate. All 10 eligible programme countries have been covered, with the response spread shown below.
Chart 10: Countries of respondents
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· Telephone interviews of 24 respondents carried out according to a standardised questionnaire with open-end questions. Interviewees include members of the Monitoring Committee, project managers of the flagship projects, as well as members of the National Sub-committees. 

4.2 Overall Scope and Background

4.2.1 About the Programme

The overall aim of the BSR Programme is to strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region by joining physical and human resources over the borders. Initially the strategic framework of the Programme was primarily constituted by the Lisbon agenda (socio-economic competitiveness) and Gothenburg agenda (sustainable management of the natural resources) of the EU. After the adoption of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region in October 2009, the Programme has become a relevant implementation tool for the Strategy and the Action Plan. During the 4th application round that is currently open, Flagship projects of the Strategy are especially encouraged to apply.

The Programme has four priorities:

· Priority 1: Fostering innovations;

· Priority 2: Internal and external accessibility;

· Priority 3: Baltic Sea as a common resource;

· Priority 4: Attractive & competitive cities and regions. 
The Programme is financed by the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) under the Territorial Cooperation Objective of the European Community that is only available to the EU Member States. The Programme also integrates the objectives and financing of Cross-border Cooperation of the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI) for partners from Belarus and Russia. Due to the failure to sign a Financing Agreement for the Programme between the European Commission and Russia, the ENPI funding is only available to Belorussian partners. Norway is contributing with national financing to enable Norwegian partners to equally participate in achieving the objectives of the Programme.

Co-financing rates are as follows:

	Funding Source
	Co-financing

	ERDF
	· up to 85% for partners in Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and Poland

· up to 75% for beneficiaries in the programme area of Denmark, Finland, Germany or Sweden

· up to 50% for partners outside the Programme area (with the exception of German State of Niedersachsen that can receive financing of up to 75%)

	ENPI
	up to 90% for partners from Russia
 and Belarus

	Norwegian funding
	up to 50% of total costs for the partner’s participation in a project


The lead partner organisation of a project must be located in an EU member state within the Programme area or, in duly justified cases, in Norway. Organisations from Belarus cannot act as lead partners.

Beneficiaries of the programme are public authorities and those organisations established with a purpose of meeting the needs of general interest and without commercial or industrial character. Private companies can only participate in the projects as associated partners and are not eligible for the Programme funding. This evaluation report, however, is primarily concerned with the level of participation of public authorities as putting in place of relevant policy is imperative for achieving the Programme objectives.

The participation of Belarusian project partners in the selected projects needs to be approved nationally by the Decision of the Council of Ministers of the Republic of Belarus in compliance with the national legislation. The procedure involves translation of the project documentation into Russian/Belarusian and preparation of an application to the Belarusian Ministry of Foreign Affairs that issues its assessment about the compliance of the project with the national interests of Belarus. Once the assessment is obtained, the documentation is then passed on to the respective government bodies (e.g. a state university needs to apply to the Ministry of Education) for further assessment and preparation of a draft decision on the approval of the project (including explanations of the necessity of adopting this draft decision, financial and economic justifications) that is finally taken by the Council of Ministers of the Republic of Belarus. 

This procedure takes place after the initial approval of the projects by the Monitoring Committee of the Programme and can take up to a year, or longer. For example, the project Baltic Compass was approved under the second call for project proposals and its implementation started on 17 September 2009. However, the participation of Belarusian partners was approved by the government of Belarus on 9 July 2010 (10 months later). In the case of ImPrim project, which was approved by the Monitoring Committee in September 2009 along with the Baltic COMPASS project, the Belarusian part of the project is not yet approved internally in the Republic of Belarus (status as of 30 March 2011).

4.2.2 Definition of Public Authorities

The definitions of lead beneficiaries (lead partners) and other beneficiaries (project partners) in the Operational Programme (pp. 103-104) and the Programme Manual (pp. 16-18) indicate that the main beneficiaries of the Programme are: 

a. national (governmental), regional and local authorities;

b. bodies governed by public law:

A body that is governed by public law means anybody that:

· is established under public or private law for the specific purpose of meeting needs of general interest and not having industrial or commercial character; 

· is a legal person, and

· is financed for the most part by the state, regional or local authorities, or other bodies governed by public law; or is subject to management supervision by those bodies; or has an administrative, managerial or supervisory board, more than half of whose members are appointed by the state, regional or local authorities, or by other bodies governed by public law;

c. associations formed by one or several regional or local authorities;

d. associations formed by one or several bodies governed by public law;

e. bodies established under public or private law for the specific purpose of meeting needs in the general interest and not having an industrial or commercial character.

Furthermore, in the Application Form the Programme distinguishes among another six partner categories (defined as “legal status”):

1. National public authority;

2. Regional public authority;

3. Local public authority;

4. Other public equivalent body;

5. Academic/scientific organisation;

6. Non-governmental and non-profit registered association.

There is no further definition or explanation in the Operational Programme, the Programme Manual or the Practical Guide for filling in the Application Form of the kind of bodies that qualify under each category. In the case of the first classification (categories a-e), the EU Directive 2004/18/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 31 March 2004 that is taken as the basis for the definition of “a body governed by public law” provides in Annex III a non-exhaustive list of bodies that fulfil the criteria in i to iii for each Member State, however, this list cannot be related to the classification provided in the Application Form.  

According to information provided by the Evaluation Steering Group
, this has lead to a situation when project partners choose an inappropriate category or legal status for their organisation. This may also influence the results of the evaluation with regard to the distribution of partners by category. Since it is not in the Evaluator’s scope of tasks to correct the chosen category, only a short discussion on this issue will be undertaken under the sub-question 1 (alternatively, a country specific list can be provided to each country’s representative to the Monitoring Committee for adjustment of the incorrectly chosen partner category for updating of the results). It seems, however, that the mistakes are made in all categories and not only one category, thus the margin of error is distributed by all categories and the impact can thus be less severe. 

The Evaluator defines public authorities as those organisations that have chosen partner category 1-3 and category 4 in the Application Form. While crucial partners in promoting the development and cohesion of the Baltic Sea region, it is assumed that partners in Category 5 and 6 do not have direct influence on public policy.

The scope of organisations that have chosen category 4 “other public equivalent bodies” include ports, business incubators, science and technology parks, business clusters, various associations (also municipal), state-owned companies, agencies established by national, regional and local public authorities, and other. As can be seen, the range is very wide covering organisations that seem to have and not to have direct impact on public policy, nevertheless, for the purposes of this evaluation, category 4 is included in the definition of public authorities. 

Partner analysis in this Report is based on the legal status categories listed in the project Application Forms.

4.2.3 About BSR INTERREG IIIB NP

Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme 2000-2006 is the predecessor of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 and a section of this report is devoted to the comparison between the previous transnational programme (Strand B) and the current Programme. 

The key strategic objective of the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP is to strengthen economic, social and spatial cohesion by promoting transnational economic relationships in order to reach an increased level of BSR integration and to form a region with sustainable growth prospects. The programme focused on spatial aspects of development. 

The programme was amended in 2004 in order to include new elements due to the EU enlargement and the Neighbourhood Programme. As from 1 January 2004, four new Member States joined the BSR INTERREG III B programme as fully eligible members. Until this year, these countries could apply for support for participating in projects from the EU Phare programmes. Another change in the programme was the addition of two new Strand A (cross-border) programmes for cooperation on Estonian–Latvian–Russian borders and Latvian–Lithuanian–Belarusian borders. Furthermore, after the amendment of the programme, Tacis funds were made available for cooperation with Belarus and North-West of Russia.

The programme had 6 strategic priorities. Priorities No 5 and No 6 were related to the Strand A programmes for cross-border cooperation. As for the purposes of this evaluation, the current transnational Programme is compared to the previous transnational cooperation part of the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP, thus priorities No 5 and No 6 are outside the scope of this report. Priority No 7 was related to Technical Assistance.

The four relevant priorities of the programme were:

· Priority 1: Promotion of spatial development approaches and actions for specific territories and sectors;

· Priority 2: Promotion of territorial structures supporting sustainable BSR development;

· Priority 3: Transnational and bilateral institution and capacity building in the Baltic Sea Region;

· Priority 4: Special support for regions bordering candidate countries (since 2002).

Beneficiaries of the programme were practically identical of the current Programme – national, regional and local public authorities and public equivalent bodies (bodies governed by public law), established for the specific purpose of meeting needs in the general interest, not having an industrial or commercial character. 

The choice of partner categories (legal status) in the BSR INTERREG IIIB programme was wider than that of the current Programme:

1. National public authority;

2. Regional public authority;

3. Local public authority;

4. Public corporation;

5. Limited company;

6. Cooperative association;

7. Registered association;

8. Foundation;

9. Private university;

10. Public university.

Co-financing rates of the programme were as follows:

	Funding Source
	Co-financing

	ERDF
	· up to 75% for partners in Objective 1 area

· up to 50% for partners elsewhere in the Programme area (participation of partners from the Member States outside the Programme area was not permitted)

	Tacis
	75% to 95%, depending on the total Tacis part of the joint project

	Norwegian funding
	up to 50% of total costs for the partner’s participation in a project


4.3 Findings

4.3.1 Overall Programme Statistics

During the first three project calls for proposals, the Programme received a total of 257 project applications of which 65 projects were approved. It should be noted that as many as 37 projects were resubmitted, of which 14 are among the 65 contracted applications. The average approval rate is 1 to 4 projects or 25.2%. Having completed the third call, the Programme had committed 71.48% of all Programme funding. 

Table 9: Programme statistics by Calls 1-3

	Call #
	Dates of the call
	# of submitted applications
	Requested budget

(MEUR)
	# of

approved applications
	Committed budget (MEUR)
	% of total funding 



	Call 1
	25 February – 

30 May 2008
	110
	374
	24
	60.9 
	25.74%

	Call 2
	19 January – 

31 March 2009
	86
	250
	22
	60.3
	25.49%

	Call 3
	4 January  – 

22 March 2010
	61
	172
	19
	47.9 
	20.25%

	TOTAL
	257
	796
	65
	169.1
	71.48%


Analysis of the application forms shows, that the 65 approved projects had altogether 1073 partners. They represent 13 countries, including 3 countries outside the Programme area – Belgium. Spain, and the UK (4 partners in total), see Figure 1 below. 24 projects approved under the first call for proposals also had 36 Russian partners that dropped out due to the unavailability of ENPI funding for Russian partners. This is discussed in more detail in Evaluation Question 5 (please refer to Section 5 of this Evaluation Report).

Chart 11: All partners of contracted projects under Calls 1-3, by country
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Germany, Sweden and Finland are the most common countries of origin for partners in the Programme funded projects, representing 45% of all organisations involved. Second largest block is formed by Poland and Lithuania representing 23.6% of all partners. Countries in the Programme territory with the lowest number of partners are Belarus and Norway with only 2% and nearly 4% respectively. The gap between the more active and the less active Member States is considerable – there is 50% less Estonian, Latvian or Danish partners than there are German or Swedish partners. 

The level of activity can, among other, be due to the geographic and population size of the countries – there is Germany with more than 13 million inhabitants in the 7 of its 16 states (Bundesländer) eligible for Programme funding and on the other end of continuum there is Estonia with a population of less than 1.5 million. Overall, the higher activity of countries like Germany, Sweden and Finland might also be due to the fewer funding options available to partners from these countries, which makes the Programme an attractive funding source. 

Activity by partners from Belarus can also be impacted by the lengthy national approval procedure, explained in Chapter 2, which can take up to a year. This may be discouraging for both Belarusian partners, and also consortia that might be interested in engaging organisations from Belarus due to the delayed participation of these partners in the project activities. 

Chart 12: Distribution of total costs of contracted projects by country
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The chart summarises the geographic distribution of the total project costs (Programme funding together with national co-financing). Due the extremely small ERDF funding allocations to partners from Belgium (0.05%), Spain (0.09%) and the UK (0.15%), they have been excluded from the chart. 

Chart 13: All partners in contracted projects by organisation type
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Distribution of all partners by their chosen organisation type, the chart shows a fairly large presence of academic and scientific institutions constituting a quarter of all partner organisations involved in and leading the 65 approved projects. National, regional and local authorities represent nearly 40% of all partners, while other public equivalent bodies make up almost a fifth of all partners with an 18% share. 

4.3.2 Partner Analysis

4.3.2.1 Lead Partners

In the first three calls for proposals altogether 65 projects were approved.  

Chart 14: Lead partners of contracted projects by country
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Geographic analysis (the above chart) shows that the majority of the lead partners are German organisations, representing more than 40% of all lead partners. Another active group are Swedish organisations with 23% of all projects. Organisations from Norway and the Baltic countries seem to be least active to drive the development and implementation of BSR Programme funded projects, with Poland only slightly ahead. Estonian partners are not leading in a single project that has been approved under the first three calls of the Programme. It should also be noted that Norwegian organisations can only take on the official lead partner role in duly justified cases.

Chart 15: All lead partners by country (of the 257 submitted projects)
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If we look at the geographic distribution of the lead partners of all 257 projects that were submitted during the first three calls for proposal of the Programme, we see that the country weights differ. 

Table 10: Comparison of lead partner country weights (submitted/contracted projects)
	Country
	Submitted projects

(% of all)
	Contracted projects

(% of all)
	Success rate

	NO
	2.72%
	1.54%
	14.28%

	EE
	3.11%
	0%
	0%

	DK
	4.28%
	7.69%
	45.45%

	PL
	4.28%
	4.62%
	27.27%

	LV
	5.84%
	3.07%
	13.33%

	LT
	7.00%
	3.07%
	11.11%

	FI
	22.57%
	16.92%
	18.97%

	SE
	22.57%
	23.07%
	25.86%

	DE
	27.63%
	40.00%
	36.62%


The above table shows that projects with Danish and German lead partners have the highest increase in weight for contracted projects compared to submitted projects, i.e., 4.28% to 7.69% for projects with Danish lead partners and 27.63% to 40% for projects with German lead partners. These two countries also have the highest success rate (45% and 37% respectively), which is also well above the average rate of approval of 25.2%. This may indicate that the projects proposed by partnerships lead by organisations from Denmark and Germany have high relevance to the Programme priorities as well as good project set-up and quality. 

The above table also shows that projects with Swedish and Polish lead partners have a comparative share of submitted and approved projects – 23% of submitted and 23% of approved projects for Swedish lead partners and 4.28% of submitted compared to 4.62% of contracted projects for Polish lead partners. The success rate for these countries is close to the average approval rate for the Programme. 

The lowest success rate and most significant drop in the share of contracted projects compared to submitted projects is for lead partners from the Baltic States – of the eight projects submitted by Estonian lead partners (representing approx. 3% of all submitted projects) none has been approved. The above table shows that from a share of 7% of submitted projects, Lithuanian partners stand behind only 3% of contracted projects. Same applies also for Latvian partners – from nearly 6% to 3%. The two countries show a success rate of 13% (LT) and 11% (LV). This could be due to lower quality and/or relevance of the submitted projects.

Chart 16: Lead Partners by organisation type
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Looking at the type of organisations (as defined in the Application Form) that lead on the approved projects (the above chart), there appear to be four equally active groups – academic/scientific organisations (23%), national and regional public authorities (each 20%), as well as public equivalent bodies (22%). Local public authorities and NGOs together represent only 15% of the lead partners, which can be linked to the availability of funding, capacity within the two aforementioned groups to plan and manage projects as complex as those financed by the Programme, as well as relevance of these two partner groups to the BSR Programme vis-à-vis their impact on the policy at the macro-regional level. Furthermore, the involvement of NGOs as lead partners is also limited by the restriction for organisations governed by private law (category (e) in chapter 2.1.1 Legal Status of the Programme Manual that applies to many NGOs) to be lead partners. 

The overall share of public authorities among lead partners is 71%.

Chart 17: Lead Partners by organisation type by priority
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The above chart shows the distribution of lead partners by partner category and Programme priority. It is seen that national public authorities are most involved with projects under Priority 3 of the Programme “Baltic Sea as a common resource”. This clearly is the most important topic for the national authorities as local and regional authorities are not as actively leading on projects in this sector. Regional authorities show most interest for Priority 1 “Fostering innovations” and Priority 2 “Internal and external accessibility”, while local authorities have most lead partnerships under Priority 4 “Attractive and competitive regions and cities”. Considering the scope and angle of the four priorities, the interest by the different levels of public institutions seems to correspond with the required cooperation and level of intervention to achieve a lasting impact. 

Chart 18: ERDF/Norwegian funding for a lead partner by country
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Analysis of the average ERDF/Norwegian financing per lead partner
 in the different countries presents a slightly different picture – here the leaders are Swedish organisations with €560 558 of ERDF share per partner. Germany that has the highest number of lead partners per country has the sixth lowest average attracted ERDF financing per partner. While having some of the highest price levels, the low amount of Norwegian funding attracted by the one Norwegian lead partner can be explained by the high own co-financing rate of 50%. The above chart also shows the smallest and largest amounts of Programme funding approved for a lead partner in each country.

Chart 19: ERDF/Norwegian funding for a lead partner by organisation type
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The above chart shows that despite their active leadership on projects funded by the BSR Programme, the average budget of an academic/scientific organisation is the third lowest. 

Even though the involvement by national public authorities as lead partners is lower than that of academic organisations and on par with regional authorities and public equivalent bodies, the amount of ERDF/Norwegian co-funding attracted by the national authorities is considerably higher. This may be explained by the type of projects national authorities are involved with and also by the available budget resources. Most national authorities (except one which is from Lithuania) are from the so-called “old” Member States – Germany, Sweden, Finland and Denmark.   

Thus, if we should define the typical lead partner it would have the following characteristics:

Table 11: The average lead partner

	
	Country
	Partner Category
	ERDF, average

	Option 1:
	Germany
	Academic/scientific org. or regional public authority
	€ 350 653

	Option 2:
	Sweden
	National or regional public authority
	€ 570 339


4.3.2.2 Project Partners

In addition to 65 lead partners, there were 1008 project partners involved in the projects approved by the Programme during its first three calls for proposals. The chart below shows the distribution of these organisations by country. 

Chart 20: Project partners by country
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Compared to a similar distribution of lead partner organisations, a slight shift can be seen. Swedish and German partner organisations are still most active, representing 30.75% of all project partners, although the share is less than half of the joint share of German and Swedish lead partners which is at 63%. Similarly, Finnish organisations lead on 16.9% of projects and represent 12.4% of all partners, while the share of Danish organisations among lead partners and project partners is almost identical at little under 8%.

The relative prevalence of lead partners from Germany, Sweden and Finland compared to their activity as project partners could be explained by the longer history of involvement in transnational cooperation which, in turn, also means more experience with generating and managing these complex projects; more focused agenda for what they want to get out of such projects, as well as better financial means to invest in the development phase of project proposals. 

The project partner analysis also shows that the Eastern European members of the Programme show a much higher activity as project partners compared to their lead partnerships: Polish organisations have a 12.7% share of project partners compared to their 4.61% share in lead partnerships. Similarly, Latvian and Lithuanian organisations are much more active in participating (8.3% and 11.9% respectively) than leading projects funded by the Programme (both at 3%). Estonian organisations that do not lead on a single project represent 9.42% of all project partner organisations. 

Chart 21: Project partners by organisation type
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Distribution of project partners by types of organisations, the above chart shows a comparatively even distribution of participation in the six partner categories with academic organisations forming the largest share, 24%, of project partners. This figure is comparable to 23% of all lead partners being academic/scientific organisations. 

High is also the share of non-governmental organisations as project partners at 19%. NGOs made up only 6% of lead partners. This situation could be explained by the fact that NGOs often lack the capacity to lead the development and implementation of a project – both in terms of available staff and in-house competence. At the same time, NGOs are important stakeholders in the development of the Baltic Sea region and thus may possibly be engaged in projects by other types of partners, including other NGOs. Furthermore, financial statistics of this analysis shows that due to their central role in project development and implementation, lead partners on average have a higher budget. NGOs often lack free financial resources to pre-finance project implementation and therefore this may also be a considerable obstacle to taking on lead partnership.

While the activity of national and regional public authorities as project partners is lower than as lead partners, the activity of local public authorities is slightly higher. Overall, the share of public authorities among project partners is 56%.

Chart 22: Partners by organisation type by Priority
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The above chart presents the distribution of partners of different categories by Programme priorities. It is seen that NGOs – representing the highest share among all project partners - are most active in Priority 1 projects related to innovation. Partners in these projects are different research associations, organisations promoting small and medium enterprises, business development, training centres, chambers of commerce, etc. A high share of Priority 1 projects for academic and scientific organisations is expected, considering their important role in the innovation value chain. It is seen that local, regional and national public authorities are less involved in Priority 1 projects. Regional and local authorities are most active in Priority 4, while national authorities in Priority 2 and 3. These results are consistent with the types of intervention required under the above priorities to achieve a lasting effect in these fields. 

Chart 23: ERDF/Norwegian/ENPI funding for project partner by country
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Looking at the level of ERDF, ENPI and Norwegian financing attracted by partners (the above chart), it is considerably lower than the average funding attracted per lead partner. The variation in the Top 5 is very small, ranging from €148 074 to €161 544. Smallest ERDF contribution is at €3 000 for a Finnish national public authority, while the largest ERDF contribution is at €873 750 for a Swedish NGO. 

Overall, statistics show a fairly large gap between project partner and lead partner budgets. For example, the average budget per German lead partner is €318 024 while the average project partner budget is at €153 972; Finnish lead partner has a budget of €572 596, while a Finnish project partner has an average budget of €156 704. 

This discrepancy can be explained by the fact that lead partners have a bigger responsibility for the project administration which is associated with higher costs. The Programme, however, allows cost sharing among partners for the various costs benefiting the whole partnership such as project management costs, so this does not need to be the case. This can also be associated with the fact that often being the primary motivators behind a project, lead partner drives more on the project content and is responsible for more activities and thus also uses a larger share of the project budget than other partners.

Chart 24: ERDF/Norwegian funding for a project partner by organisation type
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The above chart shows project partner budgets by partner category. The variation is relatively small – €117 401 (local public authorities) to €167 143 (academic institutions). The table below also shows smallest and largest funding attracted by the different types of project partners. 

Thus, if we should define the typical project partner, it would have the following characteristics:

Table 12: The average project partner

	
	Country


	Partner Category
	ERDF, average

	Option 1:
	Sweden 


	Regional or local  public authority
	€ 191 642

	Option 2:
	Germany
	Non-governmental org. or public equivalent body
	€ 218 995

	Option 3:


	Poland
	Non-governmental org. or academic/scientific org.
	€ 224 455


4.3.2.3 Partners involved in several projects

Behind the bulk of 1073 partners involved in the 65 projects contracted as a result of the first three calls for project proposals are 827 organisations, 140 of which are involved in multiple projects (ranging from 2 to 8). 

Chart 25: Partners involved in more than one project, by country
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The above chart shows the distribution of projects and organisations by country – for example, the 17 Lithuanian organisations that are involved in more than one project are participating in a total of 51 projects. The results indicate that while Germany, Finland and Sweden have the highest number of partners involved in multiple projects – which is expected due to the larger partner share of these countries in general – Latvian, Lithuanian and Polish organisations have the highest number of projects per partners.

Chart 26: Partners involved in more than one project, by partner category
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The most active among the partners who are involved in more than one project, see the above chart, are academic organisations (32%), and they also have the highest number of projects per partner (6-7-8 projects). This can be explained by the fact that universities usually have several departments and thus may generate several projects in more than one area. Least active to engage in more than one project are local authorities (less than 10%), while other organisations – national and regional authorities, other public equivalent bodies and NGOs – seem to display a similar level of activity. This can, in turn, be explained by limited access to co- and pre-financing and staff to participate in more than one project.

The table below shows some examples of organisations involved in more than one project. 

Table 13: Examples of organisations involved in more than one project

	No
	Name of the Partner Organisation
	Country
	Type of Organisation
	List of Projects


	ERDF total (Euro)

	1
	Finnish Environment Institute
	FI
	National public authority
	6 projects:

- WATERPRAXIS 

- COHIBA 

- BATMAN 

- BALTADAPT 

- Baltic COMPASS 

- SUBMARINER
	1 663 650.00

	2
	Ministry for Transport, Building and Regional Development Mecklenburg-Vorpommern
	DE
	Regional public authority
	3 projects:

- SCANDRIA 

- EWTC II 

- BaltSeaPlan
	594 750.00

	3
	Region Skåne
	SE
	Regional public authority
	4 projects: 

- SCANDRIA 

- StarDust 

- TransBaltic 

- EWTC II
	1 002 562.50

	4
	City of Tartu
	EE
	Local public authority
	3 projects:

- URBAN CREATIVE POLES

- Baltic Biogas Bus 

- BSRInnoReg
	782 555.48

	5
	Riga City Council


	LV
	Local public authority
	6 projects:

- BaSIC

- Eco-Region

- Urb.Energy

- BaltMet Promo

- Baltic Biogas Bus

- COOL Bricks
	970 303.62

	6
	German Association for Housing, Urban and Spatial Development
	DE
	Other public equivalent body
	4 projects:

- SCANDRIA 

- AGORA 2.0 

- PEA 

- Urb.Energy


	710 400.00

	7
	Roskilde University
	DK
	Academic / scientific institution
	5 projects: 

- BaltFood

- BaSIC

- Bioenergy Promotion. 

- Parks & Benefits 

- SCANDRIA
	736 570.19

	8
	Maritime Institute. Gdansk


	PL
	Academic / scientific institution
	8 projects:

- EfficienSea

- BaltSeaPlan

- CleanShip

- Eco-Region

- SMOCS

- TransBaltic

- Baltic Master II

- BRISK
	1 693 312.48

	9
	Latvian Country Tourism Association "Lauku Celotajs"
	LV
	Non-governmental registered association
	3 projects: 

- Baltic Green Belt 

- AGORA 2.0

- Parks & Benefits
	350 505.00


4.3.2.4 Difficulties in defining partner status 

The Evaluation Steering Group of the Programme drew the attention of the Evaluator to the fact that a number of organisations had chosen an inappropriate partner category (defined as “legal status” in the Application Form). Closer analysis of the application forms showed that it may indeed be so.

Most clearly this hypothesis appears to be supported by a number of organisations that participate in several projects but their legal status in the application forms is defined differently. In Table below is a list of some examples.

Table 14: Organisations involved in several projects with legal status defined differently

	No
	Name of the Partner Organisation


	Coun-try
	Project
	Chosen category

	1.
	Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission (HELCOM)
	FI
	PURE
	Other public equivalent body

	
	
	
	COHIBA, Baltic COMPASS, BRISK


	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association

	2.
	Berlin Senate Department for Economics. Technology and Women's Issues
	DE
	JOSEFIN,

SCANDRIA
	Regional public authority

	
	
	
	BaSIC
	Local public authority

	3.
	BioCon Valley Mecklenburg-Vorpommern e. V.
	DE
	SUBMARINER
	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association

	
	
	
	BSHR HealthPort
	Other public equivalent body

	4.


	Business Kolding
	DK
	BalticSupply
	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association

	
	
	
	BSR QUICK
	Other public equivalent body

	5.


	Environmental Development Association
	LV
	CleanShip
	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association

	
	
	
	SUBMARINER
	National public authority

	6.


	Ernst Moritz Arndt University of Greifswald
	DE
	Eco-Region
	National public authority

	
	
	
	Parks & Benefits
	Academic/scientific organisation


Some of the most common differences are NGO / Other public equivalent body, Academic / National public authority. It should also be noted that in addition to legal status, the English name of the organisation is also often written differently. The Evaluator has to its best ability identified and corrected such cases to achieve a better overview of participation in the Programme. This is especially the case for various departments of universities. 

The table below gives an insight into the misinterpretation of the legal status in the application forms with regard to the specific project partner. Since none of the project documentation provides a definition of the seven categories, most likely different partners choose their own interpretation – in some cases the choice is made according to the funding source (e.g. No 3, No 5), in other cases by belonging to a certain institution, e.g., a castle (No 2) is most probably owned by a ministry and hence the partner chooses “national public authority” as its legal status, while a more appropriate choice would be “other public equivalent body”. 

It is, however, also possible that some mistakes have been made by chance, choosing the wrong partner category from the drop-down menu (e.g. No 4, No 9). It can also be due to the translation of the various terms into the national languages. 

Table 15: Organisations that may have defined their legal status inappropriately

	No
	Name of the Partner Organisation


	Coun-try
	Project
	Chosen category

	1.
	Minsk Regional Executive Committee - Economy Department
	BY
	BSR QUICK
	National public authority

	2.
	Skokloster Castle
	SE
	AGORA 2.0
	National public authority

	3.
	Nordic institution under Nordic Council of Ministers
	NO
	Bioenergy Promotion
	National public authority

	4.
	Riga City Council
	LV
	BaltMET Promo
	National public authority

	5.
	Aarhus University
	DK
	BATMAN 

Baltic COMPASS
	National public authority

	6.
	Municipal Council of Kaunas District
	LT
	BERAS IMPLEMENTATION NEW BRIDGES
	Local public authority

	7.
	Stockholm Cultural Administration/Stockholm City Museum
	SE
	COOL Bricks
	Local public authority

	8.
	Port of Helsinki
	FI
	CleanShip
	Local public authority

	9.
	Triangle Region Denmark
	DK
	BSR_CBP
	Local public authority

	10.
	Institute of Baltic Studies 
	EE
	Egoprise
	Other public equivalent body

	11.
	Lithuanian University of Agriculture
	LT
	BERAS IMPLEMENTATION
	Other public equivalent body

	12.
	VTT Technical Research Centre of Finland
	FI
	BSR InnoShip
	Other public equivalent body

	13.
	Environmental Protection and Safety in Shipping non-profit Ltd.
	DE
	BSR InnoShip
	Academic/scientific organisation

	14.
	University of Rostock
	DE
	BATMAN
	Other public equivalent body

	15.
	Vilnius Builders Training Centre
	LT
	COOL Bricks
	Academic/scientific organisation


4.3.3 Comparison with Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB NP

Baltic Sea Region INTERREG III B Neighbourhood Programme of the 2000-2006 programming period is the predecessor of the current Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013. It had altogether nine calls for application resulting in 370 applications and 129 approved projects. The average approval rate of the programme was 1 in 3 projects, which compared to 1 in 4 projects for the current programme shows that the competition now is higher than before. 

The overall budget for the IIIB priorities of the programme was € 134.4 million, which is less than for the current Programme – € 236.6 million. After the third round the running Programme had committed €169.1 million – more funds than the previous programme throughout its six years’ lifetime. ERDF/ENPI/Norwegian funding share per project seems to have increased from € 1.04 million (ERDF/Tacis/Norwegian funding) to € 2.60 million. At the same time, the average number of partners per project has dropped from 17.60 to 16.51 organisations. This may indicate that projects have become more significant in their scope and importance.

Chart 27: Lead partners by country BSR INTERREG III B Programme, N=129
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The above chart shows that the distribution of lead partners in the two programmes is somewhat similar, with Swedish, German and Finnish partners leading on over 78% of all the projects, which is similar to the situation under the current BSR Programme at 80%, with the weight of the three countries being slightly higher now than it was in the previous programming period.

It seems that lead partners from the Baltic States and Norway have become less active since the previous programme, however, the results of the fourth call of the Programme may bring some changes to the lead partner distribution by country dynamics. 

Table 16: Comparison of lead partner activity by country

	Country
	BSR INTERREG IIIB NP
	BSR Programme

2007-2013

	Germany 
	26.36%
	40%

	Denmark 
	6.20%
	7.69%

	Sweden
	31.78%
	23.07%

	Finland
	20.16%
	16.92%

	Estonia
	0.78%
	--

	Latvia 
	4.65%
	3.07%

	Lithuania
	2.33%
	3.07%

	Poland
	2.33%
	4.62%

	Norway
	4.65%
	1.54%

	Russia
	0.78%
	--


The above table looks at the dynamics of lead partners by country. While the increase in the share of Eastern European partners is more obvious in the project partner distribution, shown below, it is not as obvious in the changes in lead partnership activity. Germany and Denmark have increased their share, while the amount of lead partners from Sweden and Finland has dropped.

There has also been a considerable decrease in the number of Norwegian lead partners, which may have several reasons. An important factor are the financial arrangements for Norwegian lead partners – in addition to the 50% co-financing rate, activities of the Norwegian lead partners cannot be co-financed by the ERDF funds (i.e. virtually no cost-sharing possibilities). Furthermore, in the current programming period Norwegian partners have access to an INTERREG IV A programme (Kattegat-Skagerrak), which – although with a different focus – can be considered as a competition for the Programme, especially among local and regional municipalities that have limited resources and capacity for international cooperation within projects. Another reason can be linked to the less active marketing of the Programme locally, which is due to the early exhaustion of Norwegian funds in the BSR INTERREG III B Programme. Finally, the activity of Norwegian partners may also have been impacted by the increasingly strong linking of the current Programme with the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region that primarily targets EU Member States. 

Chart 28: Project partners by country, BSR INTERREG III B Programme, N=2139
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With regards to project partners, presented in the above chart, it appears that while German and Swedish partners are still the most active, their share among all partners has dropped from 43% in the BSR INTERREG IIIB NP to 31% (as a share of all project partners, N=1008) in the current Programme. There has been a significant increase in the activity of Polish organisations since the last programming period – from 7% to almost 13%. 

Table 17: Comparison of partner activity by country

	Country
	BSR INTERREG IIIB NP
	BSR Programme

2007-2013

	Germany 
	16.97%
	14.88%

	Denmark 
	8.27%
	7.84%

	Sweden
	25.95%
	15.87%

	Finland
	13.32%
	12.40%

	Estonia
	4.86%
	9.43%

	Latvia 
	6.22%
	8.33%

	Lithuania
	7.11%
	11.91%

	Poland
	6.92%
	12.70%

	Norway
	5.66%
	3.80%

	Belarus
	0.37%
	2.48%

	Russia
	4.35%
	--


The above table shows a comparison of project partner activity in the two programmes by country, reflecting that the share of partners from all Western countries of the Programme area has decreased (marked in red), while that of the new Member States and Belarus has increased. This can be due to the fact that the new Member States and ENPI/Tacis partners only started participating in the earlier programme from 2004 (while the programme was running already from 2001), as well as due familiarity and to better experience with European Territorial Cooperation programmes and thus better ability to generate and participate in EU funded projects. 

Table 18: Comparison of partner categories

	BSR INTERREG IIIB NP
	BSR Programme

2007-2013

	National public authorities
	National public authorities

	Regional public authorities
	Regional public authorities

	Local public authorities
	Local public authorities

	Public benefit limited companies & corporations
	Other public equivalent bodies

	Universities
	Academic / scientific organisations

	Foundations & Associations 
	Non-governmental & non-profit organisations


Partner categories in the two programmes are somewhat different. The above table shows a comparison that will be used to look at the dynamic of involvement by partner category (defined as “legal status” in the Application Form), below. 

Chart 29: All project partners by organisation type
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The above chart shows that during the previous BSR INTERREG IIIB NP there was a high activity among public authorities, especially among regional and local authorities, while the involvement of national public authorities was moderate. Altogether, public authorities in the understanding of this Report (national, regional and local public authorities, as well as public equivalent bodies) constituted up to 75% of all partners. 

Table 19: Comparison of partner activity by partner category

	Partner category
	BSR INTERREG IIIB NP
	BSR Programme

2007-2013

	National public authorities
	9%
	13%

	Regional public authorities
	23%
	14.5%

	Local public authorities
	27%
	12%

	Other public equivalent bodies
	16%
	17.5%

	Academic / scientific organisations
	10%
	24%

	Non-governmental & non-profit organisations
	15%
	19%


The above table shows the dynamic in more detail, by the individual partner categories. Except for the participation of regional and local public authorities, that of other types of organisations has grown. Sharpest decrease can be seen among local authorities – from almost one third to 12%. This is likely due to the shift in the scope of the Programme priorities that require action at a higher administrative level, which is also supported by the increase in the share of national authorities, but could also be due to a lower financial capacity of local authorities. Highest increase has been among academic organisations from 10% to one quarter of all partners, which could be due to increased collaboration with public authorities. Overall, however, the involvement of public authorities is still considerable – 57%. 

4.3.4 Transnational Cooperation Patterns and Needs 

4.3.4.1 Involvement of Public Authorities in the BSR Programme 2007-2013

Analysis of the application forms shows that the activity of public authorities as lead partners and project partners is relatively high – 71% and 56% respectively. Comparative statistics for the five transnational cooperation programmes – Alpine Space, Central Europe, North Sea Region, North West Europe and Baltic Sea Region – prepared by Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and Spatial Development within the Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning, Germany, show that the involvement of public authorities in the Baltic Sea Region is highest of all the five programmes. The statistics suggest that especially the higher involvement of national public authorities is a sign of strategic relevance of the projects for the Programme countries. This can be backed up by the fact, that during the third call for proposals many of the approved projects were flagship initiatives under the EUSBSR.

A more detailed data on the involvement by country and by partner category is shown in the following two charts below.

Chart 30: Lead partners by country and by partner category
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As can be seen, only Polish lead partners representing the public sector are in minority outnumbered 1 to 2 by academic / scientific organisations. The high share of German academic organisations leading on Programme funded projects can be explained by the close cooperation of these institutions with German regional authorities on the management of project implementation. 

Chart 31: Project partners by country and by partner category
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Among project partners, too, the presence of public authorities seems prevalent. Only three countries (Poland, Estonia and Belarus) have less than 50% of partners that are not qualified as public sector. Countries with the highest share of public partners are Norway, Sweden and Finland.  

4.3.4.2 Importance of transnational cooperation for public authorities

Results of the web-questionnaire show that transnational cooperation is important for public authorities, with 95% of respondents supporting this notion. 86% noted that taking part in the EU funded projects is part of their organisational strategy. 

These are the most common reasons for international cooperation mentioned by the respondents:

· Experience exchange, transfer of good practices from other countries (mentioned 8 times);

· International cooperation & network building (4);

· Attraction of EU funding as an alternative funding source for organisation’s activities (4);

· Achieving of an impact at a European level, also on various EU policies (3);

· Achieving added value for organisation’s work to achieve its goals (2);

· Transnational character of the organisation’s activities;

· Strategic geographic location (e.g. for cooperation on transport development);

· Necessity to up-to-date with European trends and ways;

· International cooperation as a tool for regional development;

· Wider evidence base for research.

When asked respondents to rate (1 weak – 5 strong) six motivators for participating in international cooperation projects, a few differences with the open-end comments became apparent. Motivator #1, exchange of experience, is obviously the least pronounced reason for working with partners in other countries. The most important is motivator #6 – generation of extra funding for the organisation’s activities. Almost equally important is the possibility to develop joint solutions, which strongly corresponds with the overall approach of the international cooperation supported by EU programmes. 

Table 20: Motivators for international cooperation

	No
	Motivator
	Average score

	1
	Exchange of experience
	1.75

	2
	Building of professional networks 
	2.05

	3
	Development of common solutions
	2.40

	4
	Giving our organisation an international profile
	2.05

	5
	The programmes that we are involved in address topics that are important for our organisation
	1.95

	6
	Extra funding for our organisation's activities
	2.45


74% of the respondents noted that they have become more actively involved in EU funded projects in the current programming period, with most commonly mentioned reasons being:

· State budget cuts have encouraged the organisation to turn to EU programmes for additional funding to support its activities;

· The organisation is more aware of the benefits of international cooperation;

· There is more experience with EU funded projects and better network of partners.

76% of the respondents believe that being part of the wider cooperation under the umbrella of the Programme is important for their organisation’s goals and competitiveness of the region the organisation is based in, even if – at times – the job can be very difficult. A respondent notes that there is significant symbolic meaning attached to being part of the Programme that helps gaining recognition at the local and national level. 

4.3.4.3 Obstacles/de-motivators of international cooperation

The question about most common de-motivators to take part in international projects was part of both - web-based survey and interviews. 

The table below summarises the responses of the web-based survey showing that while international cooperation is important and participation in EU funded projects is part of operational strategy of the responding organisations, it is not a top priority. Capacity is another important obstacle that emerges – organisations’ overall experience with EU projects, the experience of the organisation’s staff to work with EU funded projects, as well as working in English. 

Table 21: De-motivators for international cooperation

	No
	De-motivator
	Average

	1
	International cooperation is not a top priority in our organisation
	4.10

	2
	There is little experience of participation in international projects
	3.89

	3
	We do not have enough staff to facilitate our organisation’s participation in projects
	3.25

	4
	Our staff does not have the necessary expertise and / or experience 
	4.05

	5
	Working in English is difficult
	4.00

	6
	The participation in EU funded projects has a heavy administrative burden
	2.00

	7
	It is difficult to pre-finance our participation in EU funded projects 
	2.80

	8
	It is difficult to find partners for our projects
	3.30

	9
	Project application procedure is too complex and long
	2.25


Although de-motivator #6 has received the lowest weight in the questionnaire responses, several respondents mentioned time-consuming reporting and differing reporting forms for the different INTERREG programmes as de-motivators. These are linked to the same de-motivator. 

The key issues that emerge from the interviews are related to (1) financing, (2) reporting procedures, and (3) capacity.

Financing issues are related to both development and implementation phases of the project life cycle. There were several respondents that pointed to the difficulty to ensure funding for the project development phase – hosting and travel to partner meetings, outsourcing of the preparation of project documentation in case of lacking in-house capacity (skills or human resources, both of which have been pointed out by some as problematic issues). 

Another critical factor that hinders the involvement of public authorities is the co-financing for participation in the EU funded projects. Although favourable for partners from the new Member States, 15%, it was mentioned several times that it is the partners in the Baltic States that have most difficulties of coming up with the required own contribution. However, it appears that smaller local municipalities in the Western countries of the Programme area might be dealing with a similar challenge. 

Reasons for the “tight” co-financing are not only linked to the financial crisis, discussed later in this Report, but also in the change in approach to international cooperation, (perceived) added value of participating in EU projects. For example, in Denmark along with the creation of regions in 2007 participation in EU projects is evaluated critically and only those projects with most relevance to the regional development plans will be supported (with the required co-financing, among other). The regions operate through Growth forums that are partnerships among the public authorities, local businesses and other stakeholders. The regional authorities have now more of a facilitator’s capacity rather than doers hence their participation in the EU projects will be lower. 

Finally, an important obstacle for many partners to take part in international cooperation projects is the issue of pre-financing of project activities for up to one year (in the start of the project). For organisations that operate with public budgets and limited participation in the commercial financial market (e.g. bank loans) it is often difficult to ensure the required funding to pre-finance its activities in a project. Some interviewees mentioned cases when a project partners need to wait for a reimbursement from a programme’s authorities to finance its activities. Others have also mentioned lack of advance payment as an obstacle; it is closely linked to the pre-financing issue.

Another group of issues is related to reporting requirements and procedures for EU programmes. This was mentioned by virtually every interviewee despite not receiving a significant weight in the survey results. The most common terms used in relation to reporting are “bureaucratic”, “time-consuming”, “complex”, “too detailed”. 

There is a general sentiment that reporting requirements have become so complex and extensive that they infringe on the time that could be used for actual project activities. One of the interviewed project managers noted that a survey of the project partners showed that they use more than 30% of their time on various administrative issues and reporting, which they consider disproportionate. Lack of extra staff means that these tasks often need to be done by professionals at the expense of content work. One interviewee noted that reporting is too frequent, considering the amount of time that it consumes. 

Several respondents mentioned that the existing layers of control are surprising, considering that all public authorities spending public funding are subject to national controls. Another respondent mentioned that differences in national rules and approaches by the First Level Financial Controllers often leads to difficulties in consolidating reports at the level of a single project. 

An especially heavy burden lies on the shoulders of the lead partners and some respondents mentioned that this is an important reason why many organisations do not wish to be lead partners. 

The third significant group of obstacles is related to capacity of public authorities. Besides the more obvious de-motivators such as project development and management, interviews showed that e.g. capacity of strategic planning is an obstacle for participation in EU projects. It is the understanding why it is important, what is its added value, planning of an organisation’s participation in a way that it brings utmost benefit. Some mentioned the competition vs. cooperation aspect – a certain fear or unwillingness to “go international”, to share ideas and solutions.

An interesting note was made on the capacity of national public authorities – they lack the project thinking and because of their thinking at a more strategic level, they rather are interested to participate in projects as observers. Participation in projects is also an extra administrative burden for them and they do not have established project implementation procedures. Although this may be the case to a certain extent, the Programme statistics show that the activity of national authorities has increased since the last programme period which may be both due to the fact that the Programme has become more relevant for them, as well as that their accumulated experience with EU projects is sufficient to take the lead (20% of all lead partners) or participate in international cooperation (14%). 

Capacity is in some ways a vicious circle – without it partners are wary of taking part in EU funded projects or indeed leading them as is in the case of Estonian public authorities, but the only way of acquiring it is by participating.

4.3.4.4 Issues specific to the Programme

Although most respondents mentioned that de-motivators are similar across most EU funded programmes, there were a few issues that were brought out especially about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013.

By many public authorities, the Programme is regarded as a kind of premier league – you have to be a “top performer” to succeed, that the competition is very tough. In other words, there are many organisations / consortia that are scared off by the Programme. This may both mean that only string projects are submitted, but also that some good idea are not developed. Programme statistics, in fact, shows a downward sloping demand for programme funding – the number of submitted projects has gone down. This may be explained by onset of financial crisis, however, it may also resonate with the impact of the image of the Programme. 

Some interviewees mentioned that in order to succeed projects need to be large in terms of the number of partners and geographic coverage; satisfying of the basic partnership requirement (3 partners from 3 countries) is not sufficient. While this may mean wider impact in theory, in practice such projects are very complex to manage, which may sometimes impede on the actual achievement of project objectives.

Many of the comments made about complex reporting procedures (above), relate directly to the Programme, too. Some comments were made about the increase in the level of bureaucracy for the Programme since the last programming period, mainly referring to the level of detail that is involved in the reporting – claiming of hours, writing off printer cartridges, etc.

In addition to specific de-motivators, the Evaluator surveyed respondents about the relevance of the Programme to the priorities and needs of the participating organisations. Asked to rate the extent to which the four priorities of the Programme address the needs of the responding organisation, all priorities ranked similarly with Priority 4 receiving the lowest weight (2.15 out of 5) and Priority 3 receiving the highest weight (2.70). It appears that overall the satisfaction level is moderate.

Although majority of respondents, 71% noted that they don’t feel that the Programme fails to address certain topics, some mentioned the following topics as interesting for transnational cooperation:

· The digital agenda;

· Regional identity;

· Sustainable lifestyle;

· Energy from waste in combination with management of biodegradable municipal waste;

· Physical cross-border transport links;

· Labour market dimension – mobility of students and labour.

Respondents were also asked to assess the assistance provided by JTS in light of their motivation to participate in the Programme. 

67% of respondents feel that JTS provides them with sufficient support during the project application and implementation process, mentioning the outstanding service of consultations about project ideas prior to submission. 

29% feel that if there was more support, their organisation would be more actively involved with the BSR Programme. Some suggestions for the types of support include more information and more services, assistance with reporting. Some mention that JTS is overly focused on administrative issues and not very flexible.

4.3.4.5 How to get the public authorities even more involved in the Programme?

Over the years, public authorities in the Baltic Sea Region have accumulated considerable experience with EU funding, both by participating in the projects funded by the Baltic Sea Region Programme, as well as projects funded by other EU financial instruments. There is also an agreement among most respondents that issues mentioned as obstacles and de-motivators are applicable to most EU funding programmes. 

In order to best answer the question of how to achieve a more active involvement of public authorities in the Programme, the Evaluator asked the respondents to suggest measures that would make participation more interesting.

Chart 32: Suggested measures to activate the participation of public authorities 

[image: image47.png]Adjustmentin
programme
priorities

Simplification
of
administrative
procedures

payment to
counteract the

cash-flow
problem

Faster
cimbursement
of spent

resources





Questionnaire results, presented in the above chart, show that simplification of administrative procedures and addressing the cash-flow issues are the key measures that could have an impact on the level of participation in the Programme by public authorities. Revision of Programme priorities as a measure was supported by only two respondents.

Interview results support the above distribution. Below is a more detailed representation of the interview data, divided into (1) strategic measures, (2) organisation of the Programme, (3) simplification of reporting procedures and (4) financial measures.

Strategic measures

Encouraging of more “targeted” projects has been suggested by many of the respondents. Some link this to the planning at the national level, e.g. of investments  that are required at the regional and local level, suggesting that projects with high national priority would experience that receiving backing by national authorities and attracting the required co-financing and pre-financing would be easier. 

Others note that tying the project up with the organisation’s strategy is also important. Participating in EU projects just for international cooperation is no longer enough, it needs to bring true added value to the activities performed by the organisation on a daily basis. This would also help to ensure sustainability of project results after project funding finishes. In a way, this may mean changing of the international cooperation culture, making it more result oriented and “to the point” that would in turn make it more attractive to public authorities that need to prioritise their activities in the climate where public budgets become tighter and efficiency is questioned.

Organisation of the Programme

Some respondents have come with recommendations of how to make the Programme easier to “navigate” for public authorities. 

· Structure the Programme into two project types / levels: strategic projects (that could, for example, be the flagship projects of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region) and smaller projects. This way the programme may become more appealing to smaller partnerships with smaller budgets.

· Introduce two-phase application procedure where in Phase 1 project partnerships submit a short description of the project idea that results in a shortlist of projects to be further developed for Phase 2. 

· Considering that on average only one in four projects gets approved for project funding, a two-phase application procedure would help reduce (a) lead time on evaluation of the project proposals, and (b) save many consortia the time and money invested in the development phase of the project proposals. As mentioned above, the heavy process and financial investments associated with the development of a project application is one of the de-motivators for public authorities. 

· An alternative (or in addition to) could be to re-introduce seed money funding allowing projects to apply for funding to finance project development phase.

· Make the definition of the projects more flexible. It has been noted by some that often it is not possible to fully define the partnership or the entire scope of activities at the initial stage of the project, thus a certain percentage of the project funding could be left unspecified that could be then assigned for (a) new partner(s) or (b) devoted to some new activities whose importance has emerged over time. 

· Have fixed timing for the calls for proposal. Although during this programming period there has been one call per year, the dates of the call have varied. Some public partners that participate in different EU funding programmes experience tracking of the call dates as cumbersome.

· Publish Programme material in several languages. Working in English was mentioned by many as a difficult, especially with regard to reporting, legal matters, etc. Hence availability of the Programme materials (e.g. Programme Manual) in several, if not all, Programme languages would be helpful.

· With regard to information activities, National Sub-committees are encouraged to be more proactive in informing about the Programme, consult on early stage project ideas and encourage participation overall. 

Simplification of reporting procedures

Overall, most respondents call for the simplification of reporting procedures that would allow projects to spend more time and money on the project activities at the expense of administrative work rather than the other way round. Some specific recommendations include:

· Introduce flat rates for accounting of overheads that would help reduce the level of detail currently involved in reporting project expenditure;

· BSR Programme is considered as difficult in terms of procedures, specific partners, e.g., national authorities whose involvement in the project is of a more strategic importance could have been granted easier reporting procedures;

· To reduce the level of bureaucracy and extra work, accept the reporting done for national authorities by public authorities (at least for certain budget positions, such as time use);

· Make project reporting annual and not 6-monthly in order to reduce the time spent of administrative issues. This suggestion, however, contradicts the identified pre-financing issue as larger intervals between project reporting would also increase the lead time of reimbursements. 

Financial measures

There is a general agreement that pre-financing projects for longer periods of time is a difficulty faced by both public and non-governmental organisations, especially those ones with smaller organisational budgets. Interviewees have recommended issuing advance payments as well as reducing the time between reporting and the reimbursement of expenditure.

Some interviewees, however, conceded that most public authorities have more opportunities for solving the pre-financing issue. Thus the recommendation would be to make advance payments available for certain types of partners, such as the non-governmental organisations. 

4.3.5 Impact of Financial Crisis on Transnational Cooperation

4.3.5.1 Overall impact of crisis on participation in transnational cooperation

Undoubtedly, crisis has had a significant impact on the public sector in most European countries, translating into reduced public budgets and efforts to achieve greater efficiency. In some countries, the cuts in public spending have been drastic that have impacted public authorities in many ways – from reorganisation and reduction of the public apparatus and the number of employees to elimination of types of expenditure, e.g. for travel that is essential for transnational cooperation. 

On a broader level, however, there does not seem to be a long-term priority shift from international cooperation to paying immediate bills. While participation of partners from some countries has become more difficult than before, the decisions about participation are made at the partner level. If the project is relevant for the organisation’s activities and brings added value in terms of knowledge, skills and indeed extra funding, the partner will be motivated to go the extra mile and find solutions for the human resource or financing related issues. One can almost say that the crisis has forced potential partners to be more “picky”, more result oriented in their choice of the projects and own contributions. Some respondents called this a shift from “international cooperation for cooperation sake” to partnering in projects more strategically in relation to an organisation’s priorities. This is also substantiated by the drop in the rate of project submission by calls for proposal (see the table below), while also showing an increase in the proportion of the approved projects. As mentioned before, this may signify an increase in the quality and relevance of the submitted projects that could to a certain extent be related to the crisis. 

Looking at the interview and survey results in more detail, it appears that there is a fairly pronounced East-West divide in the effects of the crisis, discussed further in this section. Programme statistics, however, show that of the 34 organisations that decided to discontinue their participation in the approved projects or reduce the scope of their activities more than a half or 18 are from the Western countries (Denmark 4, Germany 2, Sweden 5, Belgium 2 and Norway 5). 

For the majority of respondents, 60%, the crisis has brought about little change vis-à-vis their willingness or ability to cooperate internationally – 20% of questionnaire respondents have noted that the crisis has had no effect on their organisation’s ability to take part in transnational projects and a further 40% say the effect has not been significant. On the other hand, for 25% of organisations the effect has been quite severe – they mention that they are struggling to meet their obligations in the projects they are currently involved in and will not be involving in new EU funded projects in the near future.

With respect to the Programme, 45% of respondents indicated that crisis has not impacted their interest for the funding, while another 45% are struggling with their current projects of which half will not take part in another Programme funded project in the near future. Another 10% see the Programme as an opportunity to raise additional funds for their organisation. Interview results support the notion that participation in the projects depends on the priorities of the organisation with regard to international cooperation as well as on the relevance of the project to the organisation’s work. The more added value a project brings, the easier it will be to find the required funds to take part in the project.

Table 22: Average budget per project per call for proposals

	Call #
	# submitted projects
	# approved projects
	Total sum of project budgets 

(Euro)
	Average total budget per project (Euro)

	1 (2008)
	110
	24
	79 398 089
	3 308 254

	2 (2009)
	86
	22
	76 968 502
	3 498 568

	3 (2010)
	61
	19
	63 540 035
	3 344 212


In the above table the Evaluator uses Programme statistics to see if the crisis has had an impact on the number of projects submitted for funding or the average budget of the approved projects. It seems that since the launch of the Programme, the number of applications has gone down from 110 submitted projects in the first call for proposals (in 2008) to 61 projects in the third call (2010). This may be impacted by the financial crisis, due to which public authorities and other organisations have less funding available for international cooperation, but it may also be due to other reasons.

The last call for proposals under the BSR INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme was closed in October 2006, which means that there was no funding for transnational cooperation for almost one and a half years. This may have lead to the high number of applications received in the first call. Another reason may be the relatively higher rejection rate in the first round of the Programme that may have contributed to the image of the Programme as being the “premier league” and thus smaller partnerships may have been put off applying to the Programme. Decreasing demand might also be explained with more focussed calls, as well as higher involvement of national institutions as actors of EU strategy for the Baltic Sea Region – this might make the Programme less attractive to smaller authorities on regional and local level to take the risk of preparing an application.

In terms of funding, there seems to have been only an insignificant fluctuation in the average project budget for the approved projects. 

4.3.5.2 Specific effects of the crisis

Asked to indicate what have been the most significant effects of the financial crisis, 40% of survey respondents picked lack of staff to engage in EU projects. This has, in fact been a prevalent answer among the Western countries (Germany, Denmark, Finland, Sweden), but also in Estonia and Lithuania. Ensuring of the required co-financing and pre-financing are issues faced more by the Eastern European countries (Poland, Latvia, Estonia and Belarus), at 30%. Furthermore, a quarter of respondents noted that participation in international projects is a way of raising additional funding for their organisation.

In interviews the focus was more on financial issues. Although majority of respondents from the Western countries of the Baltic Sea Region indicated that their EU project activity has not been significantly impacted by the onset of financial crisis, they noted that they experience difficulties with respect to the Eastern European partners, such as the ability of these organisations to meet their obligations or finding new partners from the Baltic States.

Here are the specific effects of the crisis indicated by respondents in open-end interviews:

· There are a lot of reorganisation/consolidation cases now in the public sector, which impedes the participation of these partners in projects or forces them to drop out from the approved projects;

· There are fewer people to work on projects, which may have an impact on the existing commitments and also future projects;

· Due to the cuts in public budgets, costs such as staff remuneration, have decreased and therefore some organisations are struggling to absorb the funding that has been approved before the onset of the crisis;

· The crisis has also had an impact on the content impact on the projects itself, e.g. some priorities/activities that had been initially planned within a project have become irrelevant because crisis has changed the status quo;

· On the Eastern side of the region, the impact has been primarily on local authorities, especially with regard to pre-financing – the limit for loan burden has been reached by many which means that no further loans from the financial markets can be taken to pre-finance activities. National authorities (e.g. Ministries of Finance) do not provide local municipalities with a funding back-up;

· The crisis has also impacted organisations outside the project that would normally be interested in/benefit from project’s work but now cannot attend the events, meetings to learn about project results. 

Finally, several respondents noted that the crisis has had a somewhat positive impact, urging organisations to look for new opportunities and mobilise resources. 

4.4 Conclusions 

Participation of public authorities in the Programme has decreased in comparison with the predecessor Programme (INTERREG IIIB) (from 75% to 57.61%). This is primarily on the account of a more active involvement of academic institutions in the projects funded by the Programme. 

The main factors stimulating participation of public authorities in transnational cooperation are access to knowledge through the international networks, developing of common solutions, raising additional funds for the participating organisation, as well as belonging to the BSR community. There are also three distinct groups of the main factors that have an adverse impact on the participation of public authorities in the Programme, i.e., (1) financial issues related to funding of project development, as well as pre- and co-financing of activity implementation, (2) capacity in terms of available human resources and management experience, as well as (3) administrative issues surrounding the complex reporting procedures. In terms of financial crisis, the impact has been more pronounced in the Baltic Countries and Poland, but overall has not affected the Programme significantly.

Measures like availability of seed funding, availability of advance payments for certain beneficiary groups, simplification of reporting requirements would encourage a more active participation of public authorities as main beneficiaries in the Programme.

4.4.1 Types of lead and project partners participating in the Programme

· The participation of public authorities in the Programme is at 57.61% – 39.9% of all partners are national, regional and local authorities and a further 17.71% – are public equivalent bodies. Academic partners and NGOs are also active with a 24% and 18% share respectively. Overall, it appears that partnerships are balanced, with a considerable link to the policy level and at the same time involving partners from other stakeholder groups. 

· Lead partner analysis shows equal activity from four groups – academic organisations lead on 23% of the projects, national and regional public authorities on 20% of projects each, and public equivalent bodies are lead partners in 22% of cases. The distribution of the lead partners by organisation type seems consistent with the macro-regional nature and desired impact of the programme, with a more active involvement of academic institutions than in the previous programming period. This may be explained by the more active involvement of the academic organisations in regional development processes and triple helix cooperation. 

· The spread of different types of lead partners by the Programme priorities is consistent with the area of influence and expertise of the partners. Thus, local public authorities lead on most projects under Priority 4 (attractive regions and cities), regional authorities are most involved in Priorities 1 (innovation) and 2 (accessibility), national authorities in Priority 3 (Baltic Sea as a common resource) projects and academic organisations and public equivalent bodies lead on Priority 1 projects. 

· Geographic analysis of the lead partners for the approved projects shows a predominance of organisations from Germany, Sweden and Finland with a joint share of 80%. There may be several explanations to that, including a longer history of working with European Territorial Cooperation programmes, better access to resources for the development of projects and strong project management experts for the implementation, as well as a more pronounced lead on the bigger projects in the framework of EUSBSR.

· Geographic spread of lead partners for all of the 257 submitted projects appears to indicate a slightly higher presence of the Eastern European lead partners. For example, Estonia that does not lead on any of the approved projects had submitted eight rejected/withdrawn projects. This may indicate that projects submitted by Eastern European lead partners are not of the same quality and significance as the projects proposed by the bigger countries – Germany, Sweden and Finland. 

· Comparison of the average Programme funding attracted by lead partners and project partners shows that lead partners have considerably higher budgets than project partners, with the highest average lead partner budget (Swedish partners) being almost 3.5 times higher than the highest average project partner budget (Denmark). This indicates the crucial role played by lead partners in initiating and managing projects. 

· The typical lead partner of the Programme is an academic organisation or a regional public authority with an average budget of €350 653 from Germany OR a national or regional public authority with a budget of €570 339 from Sweden. 

· Organisational spread among project partners shows some adjustments both in terms of organisational and geographic spread. While the participation of the four main lead partner groups is still fairly high, there is an increased involvement of local authorities (12% compared to 9% of lead partners) and NGOs (from 6% of lead partners to 19% of project partners). Overall, compared to the 71% of lead partnerships, public authorities represent a joint share of 56% of all project partners. This indicates that most projects are initiated by organisations with direct influence on public policy issues, while involving stakeholders and social partners more broadly as project partners. 

· The typical partner of the Programme is a regional or local public authority with an average budget of €191 642 from Sweden OR a non-governmental organisation or public equivalent body with an average budget of €218 995 from Germany OR a non-governmental organisation or academic/scientific organisation with an average budget of €224 455 from Poland.

· There is a fairly low activity of Belarusian project partners, which only represent 2% of all partners. After the third call for proposals the Programme had only committed € 3.1 million of ENPI funding which is 15.2% of the total of € 20.4 million. One of the key reasons could be the lengthy national procedure for approving the participation of Belorussian partners that may discourage involvement of this ENPI partner group.

· More than 17% of organisations involved in the Programme lead on or participate in more than one project funded by the Programme. Most active among these are academic institutions.

· Comparison of the Programme with the BSR INTERREG IIIB Programme of the previous programming period reveals that 

· The programme had 9 calls for proposals resulting in 390 applications and 129 approved projects with 2268 partners. The INTERREG IIIB Programme funding was at € 134.4 million, which is almost half the size of the funding available in the current programme. 

· Project budgets have become bigger (an increase in the Programme co-financing from €1.04 million to €2.60 million) with fewer partners (17.6 to 16.51). 

· In terms of the type of organisations involved, regional and local public authorities seem to be involved less (23% and 27% in the previous Programme compared to 14.5% and 12% in the current Programme). National authorities have become more active as partners (9% to 13%). There has been an overall drop in the activity of public authorities from 75% to 57.61%, primarily on the account of increased participation of academic institutions in the projects funded by the current Programme. 

· Sweden, Germany and Finland are the three countries leading the majority of projects also in the previous programming period – 78% compared to 80% in the current Programme. The activity of German partners has seen an increase from 26.36% to 40%, while the number of Swedish and Finnish partners has decreased (by 8.7% and 3.24% respectively); the share of the three countries among projects partners – even if still very significant – has dropped from 56.24% to 35%. 

· The new Member States have become more active and some – like Poland – have increased their level of participation in the Programme from 7% to almost 13%. Nevertheless, they should take more charge in proposing projects to benefit from the Programme equally with other countries. 

· Activity of partners from Belarus has increased from 0.37% to 2.48%. 

· The activity of Norwegian partners has decreased – number of lead partners has dropped from 4.65% to 1.54% and that of project partners has experienced a fall from 5.66% to 3.8%. The reasons vary from scaling up of the Programme to address issues more at the level of national authorities and thus making INTERREG IVA cooperation more attractive to local and regional partners to financial issues (high national co-financing rate and lack of cost-sharing options for Norwegian lead partners due to restriction on spending of the ERDF budget). Inability to finance cooperation in the Barents region to the ENPI funding not being available to Russian partners can also been named as a reason for decreased involvement of North Norwegian partners. 

· Finally, the mistakes in selecting the right “legal status” in the partner data sheets of the Application Form may have a slight impact on precise statistics in this Report. 

4.4.2 Public authorities’ involvement and needs for transnational cooperation

· Involvement of public authorities in the Programme is considerable – 57.61% of all partners are national, regional and local public authorities and public equivalent bodies represent. The share is higher among lead partners (71%) than among project partners (56%). 

· Sustainable development of the region requires a strong cooperation involving the public authorities for impact on policies, academia for access to knowledge and social partners that also represent the business community. Higher rate of involvement of national public authorities is also in line with the strategic shift in the Programme aiming to achieve stronger impact on policy and actions within policy area that require a commitment at the national level. 

· International cooperation is an important tool for public authorities. In times of rapid change when knowledge is the most important resource, exchange of experience and developing common solutions with partners in other countries is imperative for competitiveness, also that of public authorities. Participating in the EU funded projects is a way of building an international network to tapping this knowledge. Being part of the wider Baltic Sea Area under the umbrella of the Programme is important for public authorities. Participation in the EU funded projects is also a mean for raising extra funds for the partner organisations.

· Nevertheless, there are a range of factors that make the participation in EU funded projects difficult and may be decisive in de-motivating some public authorities to lead or join a project partnership. The three main groups of obstacles are: financial, administrative and capacity-related, namely,

· Financial issues are related to shortage of funding for the project development phase, ensuring national co-financing and pre-financing for project implementation. These issues, however, mostly concern the new Member States where the crisis has hit more severely. 

· The group of administrative issues are related to reporting, which in the experience of most surveyed respondents is too detailed and bureaucratic and takes too much of time that could be devoted to the actual content of the project. Coupled with the lack of human resources due to downsizing of public apparatus, this can be a serious challenge. 

· The other side of the capacity coin is related to project development and management skills that many new Member States feel they lack to lead on the complex projects funded by the Programme. While it appears that most partners are willing to accept the “rules of the game”, there is a certain sentiment that the administrative compliance is becoming a stronger focus than the actual content of the project.

· As for Programme-specific obstacles, there was a certain agreement that for many it seems that projects need to be very large in terms of partnership and budget to have a chance in the competition. This is supported by the decreasing number of applications to the Programme and the increased average budget per project, which can however be a positive sign that projects have become more significant and strategic and those ones that seek assistance are of increasingly better quality.

· The key measures proposed to counteract the above obstacles are: availability of seed funding; advance payments that seem to be especially significant for Eastern European partners and have become more necessary now when organisation of pre-financing is more difficult; simplification of reporting procedures that may also speed up the reimbursement of incurred expenditure, as well as making the application procedures more user-friendly.

4.4.3 Impact of severe public budget cuts for involvement in the Programme

· Overall, the crisis does not seem to have shifted away the focus from international cooperation in BSR. Even though there exists a downward trend in the number of project applications, this has a variety of other reasons such as higher impact of EUSBSR, not just motivated by the restraints put on by financial crisis.

· Despite the tight finances, fact-finding results show that international cooperation is still an important priority for public authorities and it seems that decisions about participation are made more at the operational level rather than by national priorities. 

· To some extent it can be said that impact has even been positive. Organisations have been forced to become more alert, look for new opportunities, be more targeted in their work and also choose international cooperation more strategically to ensure that it brings maximum added value to the organisation’s activities and priorities. Some call this a shift from “international cooperation for cooperation’s sake” to partnering in projects more strategically that is likely to have an impact on the quality and relevance of the proposed projects. 

· The results of the evaluation suggest that the impact of crisis is more pronounced in the Eastern European countries. This has also been pointed out by the partners in the Western countries of the Programme area, saying that their Eastern European colleagues are sometimes struggling to fulfil their obligations in the current projects.

· The other, more specific effects of the crisis have been shortage of staff to engage in the EU funded projects and decreased availability of project financing. 

4.5 Recommendations

4.5.1 For the current programming period 

To simplify reporting procedures:

· In addition to the Financial seminars, organise a Q&A sessions for project and/or financial managers shortly before or after reporting deadlines – this could be done online (but not via e-mail so that participants of the chat can see the other questions being asked). This would enable asking questions based on specific cases rather than based on a presentation. Such sessions might only be required in connection with the first one or two reports of a new project.

4.5.2 For the next programming period 

To ensure that organisations choose the appropriate legal status/partner category in the Application Form:

· Include in the Programme Manual and Practical Guide for Filling in the Application Form a description of the type of organisations that qualify under each of the partner categories used in the Application Form. 

· Prepare a Fact Sheet for every Programme country where, among other, a more detailed explanation in accordance with the national legislation is included along with examples or a list of categories of organisations that qualify under each category.

To achieve a more balanced involvement of partners from all Programme territory, the following measures could be taken:

· Perform a more in-depth content analysis of the projects lead by Swedish, German and Finnish partners to identify their impact on the Programme. 

· Identify benchmark targets for the involvement of partners from different countries that could be used as a guideline. Such targets should also take into consideration geographic aspects and EUSBSR.

· Undertake road shows to present the Programme and meet with public authorities in countries from which the level of participation should be increased (vis-à-vis the identified targets).

· Consider organising more Lead Applicant Seminars per call for project proposals in the countries with lower leadership rate (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, also Denmark). 

To increase the participation of ENPI partners:

· Investigate what are the specific factors for the low participation of partners from ENPI territories (Belarus in the current programming period).

· Facilitate partnering events/missions to put Belarusian partners in touch with the EU partners.

To achieve more balanced project budgets:

· Encourage the use of cost-sharing provision of the Programme, which could also help to increase the commitment of all partners to the project. Possibly, an analysis of the level of the use of cost-sharing can be done to identify obstacles in order to improve the existing procedures and make it more attractive. 

To simplify reporting procedures:

· Undertake an analysis by involving current project partners and JTS staff to identify what changes are desirable in the reporting procedures and requirements. It needs to be assessed what parts of reporting are most time-consuming, and what parts of reporting are least crucial to justify the expenses that partners have incurred as a result of project implementation.

· Prepare a reporting Handbook based on the experiences of the current programming period. Better understanding of the reporting requirements – achieved through these and other means – would lead to more correct reports, less delays and impact how soon the costs of a project are reimbursed. 

Some recommendations from the respondents that the Evaluator proposes to consider:

· Structure the Programme into two project types: strategic projects and smaller projects with varied budget and partnership requirements. Projects proposed under the small project facility should, however, still have a real transnational character and should be especially innovative or have a pilot character to solve an important issue or could be seen as first step to solve a complicated matter with bigger projects to follow.

· Introduce two-phase application procedure or provide seed money facility.

· Introduce flat rate for overhead costs to simplify reporting procedures.

· Develop a support mechanism for partners to assist with the pre-financing of projects either through an advance payment or nationally available cheap/cost-free loans. 

5. Impact of Non-available ENPI funding for Russia

5.1 Approach & Methods used

5.1.1 Evaluation Questions

Evaluation Question 5 is looking at the impact of non-available ENPI funding for organisations from Russia. The pre-defined sub-questions are:
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In this report “impact on the Programme” is interpreted as impact on the Programme objectives and priorities, impact on projects, impact on co-operation with Russian partners, and also impact on the operations of Russian partners themselves. 

To answer sub-question 1, the Evaluator analysed data obtained from the application forms of the projects with Russian partners approved under the first call for proposals. It was used to identify the type and number of Russian partners involved, requested ENPI budgets. Furthermore, the analysis of the information provided in section 2 of the Application Form, as well as description of activities taking place outside the European Union in section 3.10.2 helped to assess the anticipated role of Russian partners in the projects (laid out in Chapter 2 of this Section of the Report). Coupled with information obtained from interviews and web-based survey it then helped to measure the impact of the absence of ENPI financing for Russian partners at the project level.

To assess impact at the Programme level, the Evaluator used information provided in Chapter 6 of the Operational Programme on the priorities of the Programme to see how the involvement of Russian partners is defined and to what extent the absence of ENPI financing for Russian partners would impact that. At the same time, information about the priorities of EUs cooperation with Russia, the ENPI and cross-border cooperation was also used as a benchmark.
The Evaluator also assessed the impact of the non-availability of funding for Russian partners in the framework of the Programme on the long-term partnerships among organisations in the region.

To answer sub-question 2, the Evaluator used the data from interviews and questionnaires.

This evaluation question is considered as an assessment of status-quo with regard to the non-availability of the ENPI funding for Russian partners and will therefore not include a Recommendations chapter. 

To answer Evaluation Question 5, the Evaluator undertook:

· Desk research of documents: (1) an analysis of the 20 project Application Forms from the first call for proposals of the Programme that had involved Russian partners, extracting information about the number of Russian partners, their legal status and budget; (2) other Programme documentation and related reports; 

· Web-based survey that was distributed to 70 persons. These included national, regional and local authorities that are the primary target audience of the Programme, organisations representing these authorities, existing project partners. Altogether 21 valid response was obtained representing a 30% response rate;
· Telephone interviews with 21 respondents carried out according to a standardised questionnaire with open-end questions. Interviewees include members of the Monitoring Committee and the National Sub-committees, as well as representatives of the European Commission and JTS staff. 

5.2 Overall Scope and Background

5.2.1 EU’s cooperation with Russia

Cooperation on external borders is an important priority for the European Union. It is a means for promoting regional and sub-regional cooperation and integration that are preconditions for political stability, economic development and the reduction of poverty and social divisions in the shared environment. Since the enlargement in 2004, this cooperation has been governed by the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP).

EU’s relationship with Russia is currently defined as a Strategic Partnership which is consistent with ENP but evolves along a different path than with other ENP countries. At the St. Petersburg Summit in May 2003, the EU and Russia agreed to create “four common spaces”:

· The Common Economic Space;

· The Common Space on Freedom, Security and Justice;

· The Common Space on External Security;

· The Common Space on Research, Education and Culture. 

The main financial instrument for supporting the implementation of the strategic partnership with Russia is the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI), provided since January 2007. It includes both a national allocation for Russia, as well as regional and cross-border components. ENPI replaces the TACIS instrument that was available during the previous programming period in the framework of the Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme for Russian and Belarusian partners. 

5.2.2 Cross-border cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region

The European Regional Development Fund has funded Cross Border Co-operation in EU border regions (including those at the external borders) since 1991 under the INTERREG Community initiative. Below is a brief chronology of the involvement of organisations from Russia in the transnational cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region
.

5.2.2.1 2000-2003: No financing instrument for Russia – sleeping partners

Russian (and also Belarusian) organisations participated in the predecessor programme – the Baltic Sea Region INTERREG III B Neighbourhood Programme, 2000-2006. At the very start of the programme, Russian organisations could not receive co-financing from the programme. However, projects could involve Belarusian and Russian organisations and pay e.g. for their participation in project conferences and events using a limited amount of ERDF co-financing. In that period, Russian organisations were sometimes referred as sleeping partners as their participation was limited to a number of events, mainly of dissemination nature (project kick-offs, conferences).

5.2.2.2 2004-2006: Financing through sister projects (Tacis funding) 

In 2003, the European Commission introduced the concept of the Neighbourhood Programme (NP) for the period 2004-2006, paving the way for a new ENPI. The concept of the NP was to support the cross-border and transnational cooperation along the external borders of the EU in the framework of existing INTERREG programmes. The overall idea of the NP was to allow the joint projects (involving partners from the EU Member States as well as partners from Russia/Belarus) to submit one application that will be jointly assessed and approved in regard to the project activities to be carried out on the internal (EU) and external (Russia and Belarus) side of the border. However, even with available funding for Russian organisations, the process of project implementation was not really joint as the contracting authority and reporting procedures differed. These projects (financed from ERDF and Tacis) could be rather be referred to as “sister projects”. 

5.2.2.3 2007-2013: Aimed at equal partners, yet ENPI funding available only for partners from Belarus 

Following the experience of the Baltic Sea Region INTERREG III B Neighbourhood Programme on integrating two different political agendas and financing instruments (ERDF and Tacis), substantial progress was made for the programming period 2007 – 2013. The new approach led to a thematic and financial integration of both the transnational BSR programme and the European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument (ENPI). The aim was to allow the BSR programme to better tackle the East-West divide and to better integrate areas of Belarus and Russia into the BSR development. It also aimed at supporting a single decision-making as well as project development and implementation from one source. 

In order to release the ENPI funding for the Belarusian/Russian organisations, the governments of the two countries had to sign a Financing Agreement with EU Commission (following the approval of the Operational Programme). Belarusian Government signed it on the last possible date, 31 December 2008. Thus the organisations from Belarus can receive Programme’s co-financing. Since Russian government failed to sign the Financing Agreement for the Programme by the aforementioned deadline, Russian organisations cannot receive the ENPI funding. 

In November 2009 at the EU-Russia summit in Stockholm, Russia signed the Financing Agreements for five of seven CBC Programmes with neighbouring EU countries (Kolarctic, Karelia, South–East Finland–Russia, Estonia–Latvia–Russia and Lithuania–Poland-Russia)
. 

5.2.3 About the Programme

The overall aim of the BSR Programme is to strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region by joining physical and human resources over the borders. The strategic framework of Programme is constituted by the Lisbon agenda (socio-economic competitiveness) and Gothenburg agenda (sustainable management of natural resources). After adopting the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region in October 2009, the Programme has become a relevant implementation tool for the Strategy and the Action Plan. 

However, as mentioned above, the Programme combines the transnational cooperation programme of ERDF as well as the ENPI Sea Basin approach in one. Thus thematic issues of ENPI are integrated in all priorities. This will allow the BSR programme to better tackle the East-West divide and to better integrate areas of Belarus and Russia into the BSR development.

Programme territory covers 11 countries – Denmark, Estonia, Finland, parts of Germany bordering the Baltic Sea, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden in the EU, as well as Norway, Belarus and North-West Russia.  

The Programme has 4 priorities:

· Priority 1: Fostering innovations;

· Priority 2: Internal and external accessibility;

· Priority 3: Baltic Sea as a common resource;

· Priority 4: Attractive & competitive cities and regions. 
Apart from the majority of ERDF financing amounting to € 195.6 million, the Programme also incorporates € 20.4 million of ENPI financing and € 5.3 million of Norwegian funding. 

Beneficiaries of the Programme are public authorities and those organisations established with a purpose of meeting the needs of general interest and without commercial or industrial character. In the Application Form, the Programme distinguishes among six partner categories (defined as “legal status”):

1. National public authority;

2. Regional public authority;

3. Local public authority;

4. Other public equivalent body;

5. Academic/scientific organisation;

6. Non-governmental and non-profit registered association.

Co-financing rates are as follows:

	Funding Source
	Co-financing

	ERDF
	· up to 85% for partners in Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia and Poland

· up to 75% for beneficiaries in the programme area of Denmark, Finland, Germany or Sweden

· up to 50% for partners outside the Programme area (with the exception of German State of Niedersachsen that can receive financing of up to 75%)

	ENPI
	up to 90% for partners from Belarus (financing not available for Russian partners)

	Norwegian funding
	up to 50% of total costs for the partner’s participation in a project


The application for ENPI co-financing in the first call for proposals of the Programme was opened under suspension clause, pending the signature by Russia and Belarus of the Financing Agreements with the European Commission until end of 2008.

5.2.3.1 ENPI Priorities & the Programme

Considering the integrated set-up of the Programme, combining the transnational cooperation aspect of the ERDF and sea-basin cooperation approach of the ENPI, the priorities of the latter instrument are streamlined into the priorities of the Programme. In particular, the Programme seems to be consistent with two of the ENPI priorities:

· Promoting economic and social development in regions on both sides of common borders, which is integrated under Priority 1;

· Working together to address common challenges, in fields such as environment and public health – these are actions related to Priority 3 and Priority 4.

Nevertheless, in the description of the Programme priorities and targets, the Operational Programme (OP) makes only a few explicit references to the involvement of Russian partners. 

Specifically, under Priority 4 “Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions” it is indicated: “Specifically for the sake of cooperation with Russia and Belarus, the priority promotes partnerships in the areas of governance, capacity building and broader public involvement.” Meanwhile, the results and indicators section of OP does not put specific achievement measures on the amount of projects with the involvement of Russian (or Belarusian) partners. 

Considering the role and position of Russia in the region, the involvement of Russian organisations appears to also be important under Priority 2 “External and internal accessibility” as well as under Priority 3 “Management of the Baltic Sea as a common resource”. 

Finally, the integration of the ENPI into the Programme was also seen as a tool to better tackle the East-West divide and to better integrate areas of Belarus and Russia into the BSR development.

5.2.3.2 Anticipated Role of Russian Partners in Projects

Analysis of the Application Forms of the projects submitted under the first call for proposals shows that the anticipated roles of the Russian partners in the projects are similar to those of other partners ranging from hosting meetings to participation in research activities to taking over and also offering good practices to other partners in the projects. 

It appears that most of the projects had planned that Russian partners would be hosting project management meetings, workshops, dissemination events and mid-term and final conferences, i.e. participating in the rolling cost-sharing of the costs of meetings and events. Another group of activities is related to participation in capacity building activities.

Russian partners play an important role not only in co-developing and transferring good practices to their own organisations, but also spreading the word further to other stakeholders in the region. In some Application Forms it is indicated that further information is spread in Russian language, which appears to be an important factor in the understanding and take-up of good practices.

In many cases Russian partners were expected to contribute to research activities with their previous experience and data for Russian territories. This is crucial both for the resulting strategies in Russia to tackle the issues identified by the projects, which is done by the involved Russian partners, as well as for making the scope of the research wider with more data and thus conclusions more relevant. 

Furthermore, several projects had anticipated implementation of pilot/demonstration actions involving Russian territories, where the co-operation and co-ordination by Russian partners is crucial. 

Finally, the role of Russian organisations is also seen in “marketing” the Baltic Sea region as a centre for innovation.

Overall, the participation of Russian organisations in the projects proposed under the first call for proposals seems to have been rather important for the sustainable development of the involved Russian territories and better integration in the Baltic Sea Region. 

On the other hand, participation of Russian partners is imperative for the sustainable development of the Baltic Sea Region and better use of the Baltic Sea as a common resource. Russian partners, just like the other EU Member States in the region, need to take equal responsibility for their practices and impact on the region.

5.3 Findings

5.3.1 Programme Statistics: Russian Partners

The table below shows the statistics of the involvement of Russian organisations in the projects proposed and approved for funding of the Programme for the first three calls for proposals.

Table 23: Involvement of Russian organisations in projects

	Call #
	Dates of the call
	# of submitted applications
	Applications with RU partners
	# of

approved applications
	Applications with RU partners

	Call 1
	25 February – 

30 May 2008
	110
	84 / 76%
	24
	19 / 79%

	Call 2
	19 January – 

31 March 2009
	86
	48 / 56%
	22
	17 / 77%

	Call 3
	4 January  – 

22 March 2010
	61
	20 / 33%
	19
	12 / 63%


As the situation regarding the participation of Russian partners was not yet clear at the time when the Programme was launched, many projects that were approved under the first call for proposals (25 February – 30 May 2008), which was open under the suspension clause, included Russian partners. 

It was only in the beginning of 2009 that the European Commission officially informed the Monitoring Committee of the Programme that that the Government of the Russian Federation did not sign the Financing Agreement for the Programme by the specified deadline
. As a consequence, the ENPI funding that was allocated to the Programme could not be used to finance the involvement of Russian organisations taking part in the activities of projects. Hence, during further calls for proposals Russian organisations were not participating as full-fledged project partners but rather as associated partners. 

Statistics of the first call for proposals show that out of the 24 approved projects, 20 had involved altogether 36 Russian partners. Eight of the 24 projects were under Priority 1, one project dealt with issues of accessibility under Priority 2, eight projects were related to Priority 3 and the Baltic Sea as a common resource, while seven projects were approved under Priority 4 on attractive regions and cities. Finally, only 19 of the projects have Russian organisations as associated partners.

The above table shows that the involvement of Russian organisations in the projects is declining – from 76% under the first call for proposals (published under a suspension clause) to 56% in the second call for proposals, when it was already clear that ENPI funding is not available for Russian organisations to 33% in the third call for proposals. This may be due to the fact that finding alternative sources of funding is challenging and that Russian organisations with lesser experience in transnational cooperation might not be willing to take on responsibilities associated with the projects unless they have a clear strategy of where to procure the required funding. 

According to survey data, 75% of respondents noted that they had intended to involve Russian partners. Of these, more than a half indicated that they decided to carry on without Russian partners in the approved or planned projects. Thus, the decreasing involvement of Russian organisations seems to be likely a consequence of decisions taken by the partners from the eligible Programme territories that decide not to approach organisations in Russia. 

On the other hand, the share of approved projects with Russian associated partners shows a more active involvement of Russian organisations – even if there is a slight decrease from 79% to 77% to 63% of all projects for first, second and third calls for proposal respectively, the share is more significant. This may indicate that involvement of organisations from Russia contributes to projects being more strategic and relevant and thus having a better rate of approval than projects without the participation of Russian organisations. 

Chart 33: Russian organisations by partner category (Call for proposals #1)
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The above chart shows a distribution of Russian organisations from the first call for proposals by partner category. The most active groups of partners are academic organisations and NGOs, which is somewhat consistent with the distribution among the partners from EU Members States, Norway and Belarus, where the share of academic organisations was 18% and that of NGOs – 22%. The participation of public authorities (understood as national, local and regional public authorities, and other public equivalent bodies) among the Russian organisations is at 42%. It is considerably less, compared to programme overall (discussed in the framework of Evaluation Question 4, Section 4 of this Report), where 56% of all project partners are public authorities.

Furthermore, five Russian organisations were each involved in two projects – two academic institutions, one NGO, one regional and one local public authority.

The total ENPI funding requested by the 36 Russian organisations in the first call for proposals was € 5 146 259, with the average ENPI funds of € 142 952 per partner. This was higher than the average
 Programme funding allocated to partners from EU Members States, Norway and Belarus, at € 136 464. The average ENPI funding requested by Belarusian partner organisations over the three calls for project proposals was € 112 033, while the average for the first call for proposals was even lower at € 80 280. 

One of the reasons for the relatively higher Programme funding share applied for by the Russian organisations could be the low national co-financing rate, which means that Russian organisations would have to raise fewer funds to match the Programme funding. This, however, fails to justify the disparity compared to the funds requested by the Belarusian organisations. Here the reasons could refer to possibly generally better availability of funds in Russia compared to Belarus.

For comparison, in the previous programming period in the framework of the Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme there was one Russian lead partner and 93 partner organisations or 4.35% of all project partners involved. The level of activity of Russian partners was thus similar to that of Estonia (4.86%), Norway (5.66%) and Latvia (6.22%). 

5.3.2 Impact on Projects

Programme statistics, above, show that while with a downward trend for each call for proposals, the involvement of Russian organisations in the approved projects is significant – altogether 48 projects out of the 65 projects that are co-funded by the Programme have Russian associated partners.

The level of involvement of Russian organisations varies from project to project and in comparison to the initially planned activities, especially with regard to the projects approved under the first call for proposals. Summary of the anticipated roles of Russian partners, outlined in section 2.3.1 of this report, indicates that a full-fledged involvement from the Russian side was planned in the projects initially – ranging from involvement in research to co-development and transferring of good practices to pilot activities to information and dissemination activities.

Reviewing the current involvement of Russian organisations in the Programme projects, prepared by the Joint Technical Secretariat, it seems that the majority of Russian organisations take part in project meetings and events, host meetings and disseminate project results in Russia. Several partners support projects with expertise on specific themes, provide data for and participate in research activities. Only a few projects seem to suggest that Russian organisations are undertaking more substantial activities such as “ImPrim” project that intends to follow through its plans of implementing a pilot action on primary healthcare in Kaliningrad, Russia.

Overall, the level of involvement of Russian organisations, especially in the projects approved under the first call for proposals, would suggest that projects had to undergo considerable restructuring of activities after it became clear that ENPI funding will not be available to the Russian organisations and/or engage in identification of alternative sources of financing for the activities on the Russian side. This would likely cause a delay, at the very least, in the activities of the Russian partners, but possibly also of the project overall where the input from Russian partners would be instrumental for overall project activities. 

At the same time, considering that Russian partners are either mostly on the receiving end of knowledge transfer or responsible for activities on their territory, the absence of Russian partners or their involvement at a much “lighter” level should not have a detrimental impact on the objectives of the individual projects. This view is supported by 82% of respondents of the online survey.

The considerable involvement of Russian partners despite the absence of the ENPI funding for them shows a sign of commitment on both sides – the partnerships are willing to look for solutions to the financial obstacles by using other sources, discussed later in the report, while Russian partners are willing to engage in the projects even without secure funding because they find the objectives of the projects and the Programme as well as transnational cooperation important for their organisations. At the 9th All-Russia Forum on Strategic Planning in Regions and Cities of Russia, participants agreed on a recommendation for the government of the Russian Federation to take an active position and undertake the required practical actions in order to restore partner status for Russian organisation in the Programme.

The motivation of Russian organisations seems to relate to the goals set by the Programme and the projects that comply with own goals of the Russian organisations – support for innovation, transport development, safety of the Baltic Sea, regional development. On the other hand, the problems addressed by the projects cannot be fully tackled without the involvement of Russian organisations – hence the motivation of the projects to involve Russian partners, especially when this is important for the whole partnership (e.g. in projects under Priority 3). 

5.3.3 Impact on Co-operation

The overall impression gained through interviews seems to suggest that yes, indeed, cooperation with Russian organizations is not at the same level as it used to be earlier, but it has not stopped due to the absence of the ENPI funding for Russian organisations in the framework of the Programme. Rather it has become weaker. The decreased intensity of cooperation translates into less active involvement by the Russian organisations in the approved projects, as well as into the absence of some projects that could have been realised if the funding was available. 

It seems that while keeping the existing contacts is not as problematic, creating new partnerships is more challenging. While committed to the objectives of the Programme at the organisational level, Russian organisations without reliable partners in the EU are not eager to take on activities without a clear financing plan. Furthermore, the unavailability of the ENPI funding for Russian organisations seems to have a considerable negative impact on the activity of organisations from the Northern regions of Russia (Murmansk, Archangelsk). This territory has generally less experience with participating in transnational cooperation in the Baltic Sea Region and thus also less well-established partnerships. Availability of ENPI for Russian partners may have been an important instrument for integrating these areas in the Baltic Sea Region.

It should also be noted that the unavailability of ENPI funding for Russian organisations, especially in the Northern regions, may have had a negative impact on the participation of partners from the North of Norway in the framework of the Barents region cooperation, which according to the National Sub-Committee representative from Norway is lower in the current Programme than in the predecessor BSR INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme. 

While most countries of the Baltic Sea Region countries can co-operate with Russian partners in the framework of the cross-border programmes, Germany and Denmark do not have bilateral or multilateral cross-border programmes with Russia since they do not share a land border
. Hence the only means for financing cooperation with Russian organisations would have been through the national programmes or the current Baltic Sea Region Programme. 

ENPI expert of the Joint Technical secretariat pointed out that the metropolises in the EU have decreased the intensity of contacts with Russian metropolitan cities, mainly St. Petersburg, as this kind of cooperation is not possible through the cross-border programmes.
Some respondents also noted that the Programme is not the primary source of funding for co-operation with Russia and that generally partnering can and does occur without the involvement of the EU funding. 

5.3.4 Impact at the Programme Level

The overall impression one gets from the interviews is that the impact of non-available ENPI funding for Russian organisations on the achievement of Programme objectives and targets is not critical. At the same time, Russia is a significant player in the region and hence projects without considerable involvement of Russian partners mean leaving out a part of the Programme’s potential. This means also that the Programme will have an impact with a smaller geographic scope.

Non-involvement of Russian organisations or their involvement as observers with lesser commitment to the project objectives means that achievements in some priority areas could be lessened. This, according to the views provided by the interview respondents, is especially the case with regard to Priority 3 (e.g. maritime safety field). Without proper project funding for Russian partners, the co-operation focus under Priority 4, as described in Background chapter, will not be achieved. 

On a more general level, the fact that by virtue of ENPI funding not being available to Russian organisations and their subsequently less active participation in the projects funded by the Programme, the attempts of the Programme to decrease the East-West divide by better integrating areas of Belarus and Russia into the BSR development will not be fully achieved. 

Furthermore, the fact that Russian organisations cannot receive the ENPI funding allocated to the Programme also means that a large share of it will not be used for the implementation of the Programme
. As discussed under Evaluation Question 4, after the third call for proposals only 14% of the available ENPI co-financing has been committed to Belarusian partners. The currently open fourth call for proposals is likely to be the last one the Programme will have in this programming period. 

On a more positive note, the fairly active involvement of Russian partners as observers is also a signal to their interest at the partner level in transnational cooperation and the scope of the Programme. 

5.3.5 Alternative Sources of Financing for Russian Partners

45% of respondents of the online survey said that they found alternative sources of funding to finance the participation of Russian partners in the projects, even if it meant reduced involvement compared to what was originally planned. This is also supported by the statistics obtained from the Joint Technical Secretariat indicating that Russian partners participate in 48 of the 65 approved projects. 

The following have been listed as alternative funding sources:

· Own resources of the Russian associated organisations to finance own work in the projects, some travel costs and organisation of events.

Example: “BaSIC” project where Russian organisations try to implement activities in the framework of their regular organisational budget.

· Use of the “10% rule” of the Programme
, whereby up to 10% of the ERDF co-financing to a project can be used to finance the implementation of activities taking place on the territory of countries outside the EU. However, such activities need to be for the benefit of the regions of the EU belonging to the Programme area. Some examples are organisation of project meetings in Russia and financing of the travel costs of Russian partners.

Example: “BSR Quick”, “Bonita”, “Baltic.AirCargo.Net” projects, and other. 

· Cooperation with other projects funded by the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency SIDA, Nordic Council of Ministers, Northern Dimension initiative of the EU, ENPI CBC programmes. 

Example: “Baltic COMPASS” enabled the involvement of Russian organisations through the SIDA funded projects on recycling of stable manure and municipal sludge. “BRISK” project aims to involve Russian organisations through the “BRISK-RU” project funded by the Nordic Council of Ministers. 

Due to the delayed start of the ENPI CBC programmes with Russia’s involvement, synergies with projects funded by these programmes have yet to be exploited. As an example of the potential, the “Submariner” project aims to cooperate with “Submariner-RAPID” project, if approved by the Lithuania-Poland-Russian ENPI CBC Programme 2007-2013. 

· Nationally run bilateral funding programmes with Russia (e.g. in Germany), involvement of Russian organisations through twin-city arrangements and similar;

Example: “Longlife” project has received support from the Federal funding programme “Transnational Cooperation” of the German Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs; “BSR InnoShip” project plans to apply for funding from the Finnish government’s programme on neighbouring area cooperation; “C.A.S.H” project employs the twin cities network to involve Russian organisations; “BSLN” project intends to apply for funding in the frame of the “German-Russian year of education, science and innovation 2011/2012”. 

· International cooperation networks such as the Council of Baltic Sea States (CBSS).

Example: “Eco-Region” enables the participation of Russian partners in the project conferences through funding made available by the CBSS.

· EU Delegation to Russia has recently launched a call for proposals in the framework of the funding scheme “Non-State Actors and Local Authorities Programme for the Baltic Sea Region”. This call for proposals (with € 3.5 million allocation) is a part of a larger initiative "The EU Baltic Sea Strategy External Action Programme in favour of the Russian Federation". It was initiated by the European Parliament when in 2010 it made a total of € 20 million available to support the external dimension of the EU Baltic Sea Strategy, especially involving Russia. Priority under this call for proposals, which closed on 10 March 2011, was given to small scale actions in the areas of energy efficiency, health and social protection, transport and logistics, and culture and tourism. 

Example: “BSR Quick” project planned to apply for a grant in the framework of this programme.

According to the Joint Technical Secretariat, the two most common sources of alternative funding seem to be the “10% rule” of the Programme and own budgetary resources of the Russian organisations. 

5.4 Conclusions 

The non-available ENPI funding for Russian partners has an impact on 

· projects and partnerships - involvement of Russian organisations is much less intensive than initially planned, i.e., they primarily participate in projects as observers, taking part in meetings and disseminating project results, there is less intensive cooperation between Russia and the internal border of the EU and the most affected are the formation of new partnerships; 

· achievement of the Programme objectives and targets - having a negative impact on the Programme’s overall aim to decrease the East-West divide in BSR, and hampering achievements in some priority areas, namely, Priority 3 “Baltic Sea as a common resource” and Priority 4 “Attractive cities and regions” of the Programme;

· absorption of the ENPI funding allocated for the Programme with an existing de-commitment of the ENPI funds from the Programme for 2010 and a possible further de-commitment for the remaining period.

5.4.1 Impact of non-available ENPI for Russian partners

· While the involvement of associated organisations from Russia happens also in the circumstances when ENPI funding is not available to them, their activity has been decreasing with each call for proposals – while in the first call (published under suspension clause) 76% of the 110 submitted projects had Russian partners, in the third call for proposals only 33% of the 61 submitted projects had involved Russian associated organisations. This may indicate that, on the one hand, Russian partners are reluctant to engage in projects without a clear financing plan for their activities, and, on the other hand, partners from the eligible Programme territories decide not to approach Russian organisations because of the additional arrangements that would be required to secure financing for their active involvement. 

· At the same time, the share of projects with the involvement of Russian organisations among the approved projects is somewhat higher – of the 24 projects approved under the first call for proposals 79% had Russian organisations involved. After the third call for proposals, 63% of the projects had included Russian associated organisations in the project set-up. This may indicate that projects with a broader geographic scope are more strategic in terms of addressing Programme objectives. 

· Statistics for the first call for proposals shows that 42% of the Russian organisations were public authorities – this is considerably lower than 56%, which is the Programme average for project partners of the first three calls for proposal. The most active to engage in transnational cooperation were Russian NGOs (33%), followed by academic/scientific organisations (25%). Least active were national public authorities, which represented 3%. 

· The overall budget of the Russian organisations was € 5.7 million (ENPI co-financing plus national co-financing) or 7.2% of the total budget of the 24 approved projects, which indicates a fairly active interest of Russian organisations towards the Programme. 

· The anticipated role of Russian partners in the approved projects shows that activities planned for these partners are similar to those of partners from other countries ranging from the hosting of meetings and project events to undertaking of research activities to participating in pilot actions. While some organisations seem to have kept a more active involvement, contributing to research and planning light pilot activities, the majority appear to limit their involvement in the projects to participation in meetings and dissemination of project results. Thus, the unavailability of ENPI funding for Russian organisations seems to hinder the implementation of a large share of content activities in the Russian territories.

· Impact on projects in general from the absence or “lighter” involvement of Russian organisations seems to be less critical as Russian organisations, to a large extent, are on the receiving end of knowledge transfer and/or responsible for activities on their territories. 

· Impact on partnerships is varied – overall, there seems to be a decreased intensity of cooperation between partners in Russia and on the internal side of the EU border. However, it appears that the existing partnerships continue; it is rather the establishment of new partnerships that is more difficult in the absence of the ENPI funding for the Russian side in the framework of the Programme. Regions of Russia (such as Murmansk and Archangelsk) that have not been previously active in transnational cooperation, would have benefited in this programming period from the ENPI funding in the framework of the Programme to engage in new co-operations with other countries of the Programme area. 

· It appears that the involvement of partners from the Northern regions of Norway in the Programme has been affected by the absence of funding for Russian partners (especially in the Northern parts of the eligible Russian territory) as the Programme could have functioned as means for supporting the cooperation in Barents region.

· Russia is a significant player in the region and its involvement in tackling of common challenges, for example, with respect to marine safety and environment, is imperative for the success of the actions made by other countries. On the one hand, having projects without hands-on involvement of the Russian side in the projects would mean that the Programme has an impact with a smaller geographic scope. 

· On the other hand, it means that the achievements in some priority areas may be hampered. Particularly this relates to Priority area 3 “Baltic Sea as a common resource” and Priority 4 “Attractive cities and regions” where partial focus has been on promotion of partnerships in the area of governance, capacity building and broader public involvement. Absence of project funding for Russian organisations is also likely to have a negative impact on the Programme’s overall aim to decrease the East-West divide in the Baltic Sea Region. 

· The non-involvement of Russian partners has also had a damping impact on the absorption of the allocated ENPI funding for the Programme – after the third call for proposals only 14% of the ENPI were allocated and with the fourth call for proposals likely being the last, it is unlikely that the percentage will increase drastically. This will result in de-commitment of ENPI funds from the Programme.

· Overall, the considerable involvement of Russian partners despite the absence of the ENPI funding for them shows a sign of commitment on both sides.  Project partnerships are willing to look for solutions to the financial obstacles, while Russian partners are willing to engage in the projects even without secure funding because they find the objectives of the projects and the Programme as well as transnational cooperation important for their organisations and regions. At the 9th All-Russia Forum on Strategic Planning in Regions and Cities of Russia, participants agreed on a recommendation for the government of the Russian Federation to take an active position and undertake the required practical actions in order to restore partner status for Russian organisation in the Programme. 

5.4.2 Other means and financing sources for Russian organisations

· Many projects have found alternative sources of funding to enable the involvement of Russian partners in the implementation of the project activities. It should however be noted that the involvement is much less intensive, Russian organisations primarily participate as observers, taking part in project meetings and events. 

· The alternative sources of funding include:

· 10% rule of the Programme for spending of ERDF funding outside the EU territory;

· own budgets of the Russian organisations, especially for time investments; 

· bilateral funding programmes, such as the “Transnational Cooperation” under the German Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and Urban Affairs, programme on neighbouring area cooperation of the Finnish government;

· synergies with projects funded by, among other, the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency SIDA, Nordic Council of Ministers, ENPI cross-border programmes with the involvement of Russia (it should be noted, however, that due to late start of these programmes no projects with the participation of Russian partners were approved at the beginning of 2011);

· international networks such as the Council of Baltic Sea States;

· finally, some projects are considering applying for the recently announced call for proposals by the EU Delegation to Russia for non-state actors and local authorities. 
5.5 Recommendations

Not applicable. 

6. Programme Communication Strategy 

6.1 Approach & Methods used

The Evaluation Question 6 - Analysis of the Programme Communication Strategy - is divided into a set of two sub-questions as defined by the Terms of Reference:
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To obtain answers to the above mentioned evaluation questions and analyse implementation of 

the Programme’s communication strategy, the Evaluator addressed the following particular questions:

· What communication activities (type and number) have been carried out so far?

· What audience has been reached? What gaps are there?

· What is the effect and quality of the communication activities according to the target groups?

· Which communication activities are perceived most successful and which less successful by the target groups?

· What target group needs have been addressed and are there ones that have not been addressed by the communication activities?

· What is the role of the projects and other relevant programme stakeholders in carrying out communication activities? How has this role been executed?

· How efficient have the provided services and activities been in relation to the number and quality of applications received and projects approved?

Answers to the evaluation questions were sought through: 

· desk research of documents related to the Programme communication to analyse the communication progress made in the first half of the Programme and to compile the available statistics on various communication tools implemented (for full list of documents reviewed please refer to Annex 7.1 of this Report); 

· three web-based surveys to collect feedback and evidence on the effectiveness of the communication activities carried out by JTS gathered from three different target groups: (1) Programme information multipliers – institutions other than the Programme’s MA and JTS that have been involved in dissemination of the information about the Programme (11 valid answers with the response rate of 26%); (2) potential and existing beneficiaries (21 valid answers with the response rate of 30%) and (3) communication managers of the approved projects (11 valid answers with the response rate of 24%);

· open-end interviews with the representatives of JTS and National Sub-committees to explore their views about the Programme communication activities. A total of 9 persons have been interviewed here;

· analysis of the gathered data.

Results of the desk research of documents related to the Programme communication provided answers to the following evaluation questions:

· What communication activities (type and number) have been carried out so far?

· What audience has been reached? 

On-line surveys of the three target groups - (1) Programme information multipliers; (2) potential and existing beneficiaries; (3) project communication managers - provided answers to the following evaluation questions:

· What audience has been reached? What gaps are there?

· What is the effect and quality of the communication activities according to the target groups?

· Which communication activities are perceived most successful and which less successful by the target groups?

· What target group needs have been addressed and are there ones that have not been addressed by the communication activities?

· What is the role of the projects and other relevant programme stakeholders in carrying out communication activities? How has this role been executed?

· How efficient have the provided services and activities been in relation to the number and quality of applications received and projects approved?

Questions on - (1) awareness about the Programme, (2) which Programme communication activities have been considered as the most successful, (3) the information channels used to obtain information about the Programme, (4) to rate the communication activities provided by JTS, as well as (5) to list any of the communication activities provided by JTS that need to be improved - have been included in the survey questionnaires and have been assessed by both: 

· information multipliers to examine whether they have received information about the Programme and disseminated it to their target groups;

· potential and existing beneficiaries as the most important Programme communication target group to check if the available information about the Programme has been sufficient and all their needs have been addressed. 

Answer to the question “Has there been increase in awareness of general public with regard to Programme, funded projects and tackled problems” is normally sought by the means of a public opinion poll on the people’s awareness about the Programme in the respective countries. It has not been part of this evaluation since it is usually done by the Programme itself or through regular Eurobarometer
 polls conducted by DG Regio. Therefore, only a rough notion on general public awareness about the Programme has been attained within this evaluation revealed through answers provided by the information multipliers. 

6.2 Overall Scope and Background

The European Commission and the Member States are committed to promoting awareness, visibility and transparency of the EU funded programmes in the current programming period. The regulatory framework for this is defined by the Commission Regulation 1828/2006. Article 4 (2) of this Regulation states that the annual implementation report for the year 2010 and the final implementation report shall contain a chapter assessing the results of the information and publicity measures in terms of visibility and awareness of operational programmes and of the role played by the Community. At the half way of the Programme’s performance it is therefore essential for the Programme itself to assess whether its communication activities have been effective. 

The Communication Plan for the BSR Programme has been approved by the Monitoring Committee 15 February 2008 and accepted by the European Commission 11 June 2008. It is a strategic seven years document that in accordance with the regulatory framework set by the Commission Regulation 1828/2006 Article 2 (2) provides the following information:
· aims and target groups;

· information and publicity measures to be taken aimed at potential beneficiaries, beneficiaries and the public;

· the indicative budget;

· bodies responsible for implementation of the information and publicity measures;

· an indication of how the information and publicity measures will be evaluated. 

The Communication Plan lays out provisions for reaching the main target groups of the Programme. The overall aim of the Communication Plan is to:

· ensure transparent use of EU funds;

· increase awareness about the Programme, projects, funding opportunities and role played by the Community;

· promote transnational co-operation and worthwhile results.

The Communication Plan addresses a wide range of target groups starting from project partners and ending with general public. The main communication tools used by the Programme are website, publications and events aimed at potential beneficiaries, beneficiaries and wider audience. The Communication Plan also describes division of tasks and responsibilities for its implementation and specific monitoring and evaluation provisions. The Programme utilises a unique network of multipliers – members of National Sub-committees - to disseminate the Programme information. Also, a shared responsibility for communication is put on the approved projects as they are considered the best ambassadors of the Programme.

6.3 Findings

6.3.1 Assessment of the Content of Communication Plan 

The Communication Plan provides a strategic framework for the Programme information and publicity measures for 2007–2013 including the communication aims, responsibility, target groups, communication tools, evaluation provisions and the indicative budget.

The existing communication aims rather focus on general public than on communication towards potential applicants and running projects which are the most important communication target groups. Therefore the existing communication aims should also foresee (1) timely, clear and detailed information to potential beneficiaries and (2) guidance to the on-going projects. Managing Authority, JTS, Monitoring Committee, National Sub-committees as the Programme responsible institutions is another important communication target group that has not been addressed by the Communication Plan. Therefore an effective internal communication among these institutions should be also included in the communication aims along with appropriate communication activities, for example, joint server or intranet. Contacts of National Sub-committees could also be included in the Communication Plan. 

Communications target groups as currently set out by the Communication Plan are too broad (16 altogether). These should be more focused and their number reduced to the most relevant Programme stakeholders such as (1) existing beneficiaries, (2) potential beneficiaries, (3) information multipliers, (4) EU-related actors, (5) media, (6) general public and (7) Programme responsible institutions. More focused target groups will help to better target communication activities.

Programme key messages developed for Communication Guidelines have not been included in the Communication Plan. Key messages should give information on the Programme objectives, priorities, target groups, area, budget, expected results (turned into results achieved by the approved projects in the second half of the Programme). It should be short and simple sentence tailored to the needs of each target group and answering the question “What is in it (the Programme) for them?”

Target values for the Programme’s communication indicators have not been set by the Communication Plan. As a result, this does not allow measuring the communication progress reached to date and would require definition of a baseline first. 

6.3.2 Assessment of the Implementation of Communication Plan 

6.3.2.1 Compliance with the EU regulatory framework

The requirements set out by the EU regulatory framework for information and publicity, namely, 1828/2006 have been met by the Programme communication activities as follows:
· Programme major information activity launching the programme (Article 7 (2a)) has taken place as a programme conference in May 2007 in Hamburg, Germany, having gathered 450 participants. Launching the Programme at an early stage ensured early informing about the Programme even at the stage when the Programme was not yet submitted to the European Commission.

· Annual Programme major information activity (Article 7 (2b)) has taken place 26-27 November, 2008 in Tallinn, Estonia, having gathered 500 participants and 13-15 October, 2009 in Ringsted, Denmark, with 300 participants having discussed 28 project ideas with 75 participants at Project Idea Café. 

· Flying the flag of the European Union for one week starting 9 May (Article 7 (2c)) has been ensured by the JTS Rostock and Riga office in May 2008, 2009, 2010. 

· List of beneficiaries (Article 7 (2d)) including project name and acronym, website address, contact information, summary, achievements of the project, project duration, allocations and partners is available on the Programme websitehttp://www.eu.baltic.net/Project_Database.5308.html?. A project search tool helps to specify projects as per Programme priorities, partner location and calls for proposals. A special tool introduced in 2010 allows users to see project partners on the Google map.
6.3.2.2 Overview of the implemented Programme communication activities 

Over the period of 2007–2010
 a wide range of Programme communication activities have been planned and implemented by JTS, such as the Programme website, the Programme events (annual conference, lead applicant seminars, special information events for the ENPI component), supportive measures for running projects (lead partner seminars, financial and communication seminars), project idea consultations, printed and promotional materials (For full list of communication activities please refer to Annex 7.15 of this Report).

Over the period of 2008-2010 the most important communication tools of the Programme have been the Programme website, electronic newsletters, mailing list and the Programme events. They have been targeted at a wide audience including potential beneficiaries, stakeholders at national level, the general public and the EU institutions and thus have contributed to raising awareness about the Programme and consequently also towards reaching the communication aims as set out by the Communication Plan. 

Particularly the following Programme communication activities related to project generation have to be noted:

1. Lead Applicants seminars as a pro-active support by JTS in development of project applications reached 887 participants altogether: 

· four events in 2008 with a total number of 515 participants;

· two events in 2009 with a total number of 232 participants; 

· one event in 2010 with a total number of 140 participants;

2. Individual project consultations on 437 project ideas:

· 280 project ideas consulted in 2008;

· 115 project ideas consulted in 2009;

· 42 project ideas consulted in 2010. 

These activities have favoured submitting a total of 257 project proposals resulting in 65 approved projects with an overall success ratio of 25%, namely:

· 110 project proposals submitted for the first call for proposals in 2008;

· 86 - for the second call for proposals in 2009;

· 61 - for the third call for proposals in 2010.

Since 2009 numerous supportive measures have been organised by JTS also for the approved and on-going projects, namely, 

· Lead Partner seminars for project coordinators and financial managers that have been organised three months after approval of the projects with the aim to provide practical information related to implementation and management of projects including monitoring and reporting procedures, First Level Control and payments;

· Financial seminars for project financial managers and the First Level controllers that have been organised prior submission of the first progress report; 

· Communication seminars for project information managers to improve communication with the target audiences, as well as provide training on public relations, marketing and media;

· Advise to projects on ad-hoc basis on various project related topics given by JTS, as well as participation of JTS in project events to inform about the Programme procedures and to meet with project partners;

· Programme documents and templates on USB memory sticks that have been provided to the projects. 

In addition, specific activities have been organised by JTS for potential beneficiaries from the Russian Federation and Belarus to stimulate their participation in the Programme, namely,

· The information event on the Programme focusing on ENPI component 16-17 April 2008 held in St. Petersburg, Russian Federation having 500 participants;

· The information event on the Programme 4 March 2009 held in Minsk, Belarus having 50 participants;

· Information and training seminar 29-30 September 2010 held in Minsk, Belarus having 193 participants.

The Annual Implementation Report (AIR) 2009 reports that communication objectives were to raise awareness of (1) potential beneficiaries about funding possibilities and (2) stakeholders about the on-going projects. It has been well achieved by addressing approx. 700 potential applicants in the Programme events, reaching 12 500 addresses with the Programme newsletters and by distributing the printed material. The mailing list receiving regular Programme newsletters five times per year has included 11 000 e-mail addresses in 2008, 12 500 e-mail addresses in 2009 and 12 900 e-mail addresses in 2010.

Lead partner seminars, communication and financial seminars is a well-targeted effort by JTS ensuring coordinated and supporting approach to the existing beneficiaries on project implementation issues including project information and publicity activities. In addition, a project communication network could be created for project information managers in order to ensure exchange of good and bad practice regarding implementation of the project communication plan and the communication activities. 

Developed corporate identity of the Programme provided in the Communication Guidelines and fact sheet on the use of logos, reference and disclaimer ensures united and coherent image of the Programme and is used both by responsible bodies and the beneficiaries. The Communication Guidelines (2.2.2. Communication tools) provide a description of the regulatory requirements for billboards at project sites and permanent plaques (1828/2006, Article 8&9) without visual examples. Visual examples of billboards and plaques would ease designing proper billboards and plaques as described in Articles 8&9 and to ensure the right combination of regulatory requirements, on the one hand, and the Programme branding, on the other.  

The Programme website www.eu.baltic.noffers a wide range of well-structured information and search possibilities. It has a user friendly navigation system and simple language. The comprehensive content of the website signifies that it is targeted at the full potential audience, which is characterised by a constantly growing number of its users from 100 visits per day in 2008 to 115 visits per day in 2009 and 144 visits per day in 2010, and from 32 000 visits per year in 2008 to 42 000 visits per year in 2009. The number of hits on the website is one of the publicity indicators. Besideswww.eu.baltic.net it has been one of 5 Regio Stars (the most innovative regional projects in the EU awarded by the Directorate General for Regional Policy) 2009 finalists. Since January 2010 a new feature has been added to the Programme’s website allowing projects to add news, files and information on events.

At the moment the website does not provide the following information that could be added:

· examples of most often faced errors during project application and implementation process including explanation on the right action;

· project publicity examples, for example, project photo galleries, video clips, posters etc.;

· portrait features of people involved in project implementation.

Media relations have been maintained only through a few press releases in 2008, 2009 and 2010. According to the Programme’s website, one press release has been disseminated in 2009 and two in 2010. At the moment media relations are entirely delegated to projects, and the work with press is not performed by JTS. At the same time the Programme has to take into consideration that in order to ensure visibility of results during the second half of the Programme more focus should be laid on promoting the Programme level results in the Programme area aiming at the widest possible media coverage and using various forms and methods of communication. So far radio and television have not been used at all and there is a potential for using these channels as well. This would require finding an innovative way of securing airtime, for example, a quiz on the Programme priorities can be transmitted on a local radio station or media attention can be gained a project site visit.

The Programme communication budget spent from 2008 to 2010 amounts to a total of 494 520 EUR
. It is more than 100 000 EUR per year as planned in the Communication Plan with a total budget of 700 000 EUR (0.3% of the Programme allocation) for the Programme period. Considering that the spent budget has led to production and maintenance of the Programme’s website, numerous printed materials and regular e-newsletters, organising of the Programme events that all have resulted in reaching the audience of more than 3000 potential beneficiaries, consulting more than 400 project ideas, providing training for ~360 project representatives, it can be concluded that the relation between the costs of communication activities and the produced outputs has been favourable. It has to be noted that the numerous Programme events have been organised by JTS, namely its two communication officers, instead of being outsourced. 

6.3.3 View of the Information Multipliers and Beneficiaries 

6.3.3.1 Awareness of the Programme 

Results of the survey reveal that information about the Programme has reached all of the questioned information multipliers and it has been assessed as useful. 82% (9 answers out of the total 11) of the surveyed information multipliers have been involved in spreading information about the Programme. Those further disseminating the Programme information mostly distribute it to the organisation’s members and other interested parties (8 answers/32%), less information multipliers put the Programme information on the organisation’s website and include it in the organisation’s newsletter (5 answers/20%) or disseminate via e-mail to an existing mailing list (4 answers/16%). Other answers were provided by 3 respondents (12%) (please refer to the chart below
). 

Chart 34: What communication activities have been carried out by your organisation?
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The answers of information multipliers indicate that this information has reached numerous target groups, whereas the general trend includes the following: 

· national and regional authorities, local governments;

· non-governmental organisations, social partners, labour market organisations;

· ministries, state agencies, cultural institutions;

· universities and high schools, scientific institutions;

· industrial companies, business promoters;

· politicians.

Some information multipliers have been creative and have gone “beyond the basics” by disseminating the Programme information to such specific target groups as 

· embassies of the EU Member States;

· potential beneficiaries, e.g., through CBSS Expert group on Sustainable Development - Baltic 21 representing senior experts at national Ministries responsible for sustainable development of BSR. 

As regards beneficiaries, the survey results reveal that the available Programme information meets the needs of a total of 79% (15 answers out of 19) of the questioned potential and existing beneficiaries (for more information please refer to the chart below).

Chart 35: How would you assess the information that is available on the BSR Programme?
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The three most popular information channels used by the information multipliers to obtain information about the Programme have been (1) JTS (6 answers), (2) the Programme’s website www.eu.baltic and printed material (5 answers) followed by (3) information received from the project promoters, internet and Programme events (4 answers). Other options (5 answers) include a member of MC, an e-mail, direct involvement in the Programme preparation, information from the ministry and the respondent has been a Lead Partner for several projects in INTERREG III B (for more information please refer to the chart below
). 

Chart 36: Which information channels have been used by your organisation to obtain information about the BSR Programme?
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The three most popular information channels used by potential and existing beneficiaries to obtain information about the Programme have been (1) the Programme’s websitewww.eu.baltic.net (15 answers), (2) internet and direct mail (12 answers), followed by (3) colleagues, friends, relatives and the Programme events (10 answers). One answer “other” reveals receiving the Programme information from the respondent’s international umbrella organisation (for more information please refer to the chart below
). 

Chart 37: Information channels used by potential and existing beneficiaries to obtain information about the BSR Programme
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Obviously, awareness of the Programme has also been raised by media, namely,

· 73% (8 answers) of information multipliers and 50% (11 answers) of potential and existing beneficiaries have read an article in the local or national press and/or internet news portals about the Programme or any of its funded projects;

· 45% (5 answers) of information multipliers have heard information about the Programme or any of its funded projects on the radio and/or TV. The picture differs for potential and existing beneficiaries where only one affirmative answer was received. The rest had not heard anything on the radio and/or TV (17 answers /80%) or did not have an opinion (4 answers/15%).

Only 18% (2 answers) of information multipliers think that the Programme communication activities have reached the general public as opposite to 46% (5 answers) who do not agree to that and 36% (4 answers) who have no opinion.

A special attention has to be given to the unique network of information multipliers – members of the Programme Monitoring Committee and National Sub-committees. They have been provided with the relevant Programme information through e-mails, publications, personal contacts on a regular basis along with personalised invitations to the Programme events promoting the Programme and its activities on regional and national level. The interviews with the members of National Sub-committees revealed that the Programme website has also been highly appreciated and actively used by them.

As an example, Estonian National Sub-committee has carried out the following information and publicity activities on the national and regional level at their own expense:

· information about the BSR Programme and its updates, newsletters and translation of the Programme Manual has been put on the website of the Ministry of Interior of Estonia;

· results of European Territorial Cooperation (ETC) Programmes have been promoted via newsletters and on the national television, namely,

· quarterly newsletters with the information and news updates on eight ETC Programmes in Estonia including the BSR Programme have been prepared and distributed to the existing mailing list;

· in 2009 the brochure on ETC Programmes providing general information and project examples has been published in Estonian and Russian and distributed including through the network of Estonian Development Agencies;

· newsletter “EU funding in Estonia” has been produced in cooperation with the Managing Authority of the Objective 1 programmes and published in Estonian and Russian. It has included a story about BRISK project funded by the Programme;  

· a morning programme on the national television has broadcasted eight stories of different ETC projects, one of them being JOSEFIN project funded by the Programme. 

Other examples of involvement of National Sub-committees in dissemination of information include:

The Norwegian National Sub-committee has implemented the following activities targeted at regional and local authorities:

· a number of information seminars after the Programme launch;

· a home page www.interreg.no with regular updates on all INTERREG programmes available to Norway;

· a weekly newsletter;

· information materials provided by JTS in English used to argue that the potential applicants have to know English at an appropriate level in order to be able to take part in international projects.

Information activities provided by the Danish National Sub-committee (consists of two national, one local and one regional representative):

· a news notice to a mailing list about the Danish participation in the approved projects after each call for proposals;

· one thematic INTERREG day (combination of North Sea, BSR, INTERREG IVC) for state institutions, regions, local authorities and NGOs;

· regular and up to date e-mail information to the stakeholders circulated in parallel with the newsletters provided by JTS. 

Activities of the German National Sub-committee are targeted at public sector authorities, e.g. ministries, municipalities, NGOs, lobby groups, chambers of commerce etc. and include:

· decentralized conferences organised by individual “Länders”;

· each “Länder” has its homepage on INTERREG programmes, contact details for consultations, information material;

· Programme related leaflets and flyers in German;

· Programme translation into German and publication in a pocket format contributing to making the Programme more open to newcomers. Reaching new Programme actors has been a challenge in Germany.

As to Poland a reference was made that the National Sub-committee was not the key information source about the Programme in the country. Information about the European Territorial Cooperation Programmes is mostly disseminated by the regions. The information activities include seminars, events to present results of the projects funded by the Programme and a website dedicated to all EU Programmes. 

As to support provided by JTS to National Sub-committees for implementation of the communication activities several examples were mentioned, i.e.,

· Provision of standard information materials (e.g. leaflets, brochures, roll-ups, presentations, project and programme related statistics and figures, information about conferences, Lead Partner seminars, approved projects etc.);

· JTS presence at the info day;

· JTS help with statistics on the country’s participation in the calls for proposals.

The comment has been drawn that even though JTS provides standard information materials, it does not help too much with the national promotional activities taking into account their available resources, therefore it very much lies on the national level. 

Poland was of an opinion that JTS actions were directed towards selected groups of beneficiaries, for example, using partner search forums where previously selected partners participate. In Poland’s view a strategy to be active in contacts with already existing project consortia instead of promoting the Programme to newcomers from other Member States has been chosen by MA. As a result, Poland is underrepresented in the BSR Programme as it is not the leading partner in any of the Programme’s projects.

JTS evidenced that at the moment there is no system developed on how to collect information about the Programme related information activities carried out by National Sub-committees. National Sub-committees do not report to JTS and therefore JTS “has only a feeling” of what has been done. At the same time, also the information about composition of National Sub-committees is not very accurate and some might not exist at all. JTS is of an opinion that the most active National Sub-committees are from Poland, Germany, Sweden and Finland.

6.3.3.2 Assessment of communication activities carried out by JTS 

The top three Programme communication activities carried out by JTS according to information multipliers are:

· Programme website www.eu.baltic.net (9 answers out of the total 11);

· Programme related documents and direct mailing (6 answers out of the total 11);

· Programme events (4 answers out of the total 11). 

The Programme communication activities that have not been used by the information multipliers are a web banner, field trips and celebration of EU day on 9 May.

The top three Programme communication activities carried out by JTS according to the view of potential and existing beneficiaries are:

· Programme website www.eu.baltic.net (16 answers out of the total 22);

· Programme related documents (8 answers out of the total 22);

· personal contacts, brochures, newsletters and Programme events (7 answers out of the total 22). 

The Programme communication activities that have not been used by the beneficiaries are trailer movies and field trips. It was confirmed by JTS that they did not arrange field trips.

In general, the communication activities provided by JTS have been rated very positively and equally by both - information multipliers (9 answers/82%) and potential and existing beneficiaries (16 answers/80%). Only two information multipliers have assessed JTS communication activities as satisfactory or weak (for more information please refer to the chart below). 

Chart 38: How would you rate the communication activities provided by JTS?
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Only four potential and existing beneficiaries have rated the JTS communication activities as satisfactory (for more information please refer to the chart below
).

Chart 39: How would you rate the communication activities provided by the Programme’s JTS?
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90% (20 answers) of the surveyed beneficiaries declare that all their needs have been addressed by the communication activities provided by JTS which is another very positive rating of the Programme’s communication. It has been noted by a particular respondent that communication with JTS is in general positive and promotional. 

With regard to improvement of the communication activities provided by JTS, both of the questioned target groups have suggested to improve direct mailing, intensify media relations and contacts with politicians, produce Programme related articles and TV spots, organise more joint promotional activities with other ETC programmes in BSR, provide a closer link to the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, avoid overlapping of conference type of activities. In addition, a constructive feed-back on a more individual and direct way is needed. Particularly for beneficiaries there is a need to receive more JTS support and guidance on technical details of project implementation and reporting, especially on financial reporting. The BSR Programme newsletters produced and disseminated by JTS are a communication tool to ensure provision of guidance to the projects.

6.3.4 Assessment of Project Communication 

As provided in the Programme communication documents the aim of developing project communication plans, implementing information and communication activities, designing project logo and establishing a project website is to ensure distribution of results and good practices created by the projects and to promote the Programme and the EU financial assistance in a more effective and visible way than in the previous programme. 

Requirements set by the Programme for project communication plans follow the regulatory framework set by 1828/2006 and require to include (1) communication aims, (2) 2-3 main messages of the project; (3) target groups, (4) strategy and content of information and publicity measures; (5) indicative budget, (6) an indication on how the communication plan will be evaluated with quantified indicators. 

AIR 2009 reports that effective project communication activities are considered to be important to raise the visibility and transparency of the Programme. It also states that the emphasis has been put on instructing project applicants on how to incorporate communication requirements in project proposals and how to plan communication in the approved projects. 

According to the information provided by JTS, project communication activities have been coordinated by JTS and communication between JTS and the appointed project communication managers is ensured in a following way:

· JTS informs the potential beneficiaries about the project communication requirements in Lead Applicant seminars. Projects are advised to plan enough budget and staff resources for communication; 

· JTS provides information about the communication requirements also in Lead Partner seminars where some communication managers also participate;

· 5-6 months after the project approval a communication seminar is organised and it takes place 5-6 weeks before submitting the project communication plan to JTS. Projects are invited to send their draft communication plans before the seminar to receive pre-assessment and feedback from JTS during the event;

· After the communication seminar the communication plan is to be re-drafted in 4 to 6 weeks and submitted to JTS.

It was also mentioned by JTS that each communication seminar includes some specific training for project communication managers, e.g., improvement of writing skills, media training etc. After the communication seminar and submission of the project communication plans JTS and project communication managers keep the contact, as well as communication managers are encouraged to communicate among themselves. Taking this into account, a lack of regular two-way communication between projects and JTS after approval of project communication plans is obvious. 
85% (9 answers out of the total 11) of the surveyed project communication managers agreed that enough guidance was received from JTS for drafting the project communication plan through the Communication Guidelines, participation in communication seminars or other Programme seminars, e-mails etc. They also thought that no changes in the content of the project communication plan were needed. Another 15% (2 answers) pointed out that the Communication Guidelines were rather vague and thereby the beneficiary was uncertain of what was expected by JTS. It was unclear to them why communication plans were handled as a separate document from project work plans and progress reports. 

Implementation of the project communication plan after its approval by JTS is ensured mostly by developing detailed activity plan and monitoring its implementation (46%/5 answers). Implementation of project communication activities is also reported to JTS on a regular basis through project progress reports by 36% (4 answers) of project communication managers. Two other answers mentioned monitoring communication indicators and listing communication activities in the Work plan as well as reporting on their progress in the Progress report (for more detailed information on implementation of the project communication plan after its approval by JTS please refer to the chart below).

Chart 40: How do you ensure implementation of the project`s communication plan after its approval by JTS?
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It appears that some of the questioned projects (4 answers) contract an external service provider for daily implementation of project communication plans. 

After approval of the project communication plan, JTS provides feedback to project communication managers by answering questions in e-mails and on the telephone (50%/5 answers), by providing feedback on the progress of project communication activities as reported to JTS (30%/3 answers) and by analysing the actual communication plan. Two other answers mention project communication plan analysis by JTS and clear guidance on its amendment needs (for more information please refer to the chart below
). 

Chart 41: How does JTS provide its feedback to projects after approval of the project`s communication plan?
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The top three project communication tools mentioned by the project communication managers include: (1) project websites; (2) printed material (newsletters, project brochures, flyers, posters, roll-ups) and (3) events (organised by both - the project and external events). Other project communication instruments that were highlighted included personal communication, articles for regional media, workshops, project intranet and movies.

All project communication managers agree that their project logo and website contributes to raising visibility of their project. According to information provided by JTS, monitoring of project websites takes place at least once in project life time, usually in summer. As to date websites of all 46 projects from the first two calls for proposals have been checked. Although certain website development requirements have not been defined by JTS, project websites are checked against certain criteria, such as use of the EU and the Programme logo, partner information, contact information, project achievements etc.

The survey results reveal that the majority of project communication managers does not have a need for guidance from JTS on designing the project website, e.g., through setting up requirements for a minimum content of the website, providing feedback on the project website, etc. At the same time more detailed guidelines on how to use the Programme logo, the EU flag and other references could be provided. That would avoid redesigning of the project website and therefore would save financial resources on the project side.

Project communication managers confirm that there is sufficient amount of project information upload possibilities on the Programme website, whereas it was suggested that information on project events could also be uploaded and more information on other projects could be provided on the Programme website with the possibility to find related projects. On the other hand, JTS highlighted that at the moment projects were not very active in uploading project information (news, files and events) on the Programme website.

The survey results reveal that the communication seminars organised by JTS and namely the provided training have met the needs of 66% (7 answers) of the project communication managers. The most needed training themes during the communication seminars include the following: instruments for public relations, media training including simulation of video and audio interviews, drafting of press releases as well as website design and administration. Two other answers suggested a general training for dealing with media and for using the Programme website www.eu.baltic. for project communication as well as working with social media (for more information please refer to the chart below
).

Chart 42: Which of the training subjects would be of interest as part of the communication seminar?
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It appears that all projects have to monitor media in BSR. It was therefore suggested that media could rather be monitored by professionals centrally by the Programme and this process coordinated and assisted by JTS. 

As regards implementation of project communication activities, at the moment there is a lack of feedback given by both JTS and project communication managers, and no network of project communication managers has been established for sharing knowledge and experience. Based on experience of other forums, e.g., the network of communication officers of ETC programmes, JTS is of opinion that the contribution required to make a communication forum operational far exceeds the provided benefits. Half of the surveyed project communication managers consider that an operational network would be beneficial, while the other half has no opinion. If to be established, some of the communication managers are of opinion that the network should function as a separate forum on the Programme website or as regular meetings of project communication managers, for example, once a year. Other suggested to place it as a forum on LinkedIn, use social media or operate through an active e-mail list (for more information please refer to the chart below
).

Chart 43: How should the network of the project communication managers function?
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Most of the surveyed project communication managers are satisfied with their cooperation with JTS. One respondent suggested to appoint the communication manager already in the project application process and include in the project application form to avoid a situation when, for example, a scientist or a researcher has been appointed as the communication contact person without having professional communication skills and motivation in dealing with any communication issues. 

In order to assess the efficiency of project communication, the Evaluator examined the communication budgets of all 46 approved projects. The summary of project communication budgets reveals the following findings (for more information please refer to Annex 7.16 of this Report):

· 14 projects have their communication budget below 10% of the total project budget; 

· 18 projects have their communication budget between 10%-15% of the total project budget;

· 11 projects have their communication budget between 15%-20% of the total project budget;

· 3 projects have their communication budget between 22%-27% of the total project budget.

In addition, in order to assess the value for money of project communication activities, the Evaluator compared communication outputs and their costs for two projects – Scandria and Baltic Climate. The projects were selected as examples based on the total of their communication budgets, i.e., one having comparatively low (Scandria) and the other - comparatively high communication budget (Baltic Climate). Both projects have similar characteristics, i.e., duration, number of involved countries, partners and the total budgets, and therefore are comparable (for details please refer to the table below).

Table 24: General characteristics of the sample projects
	Project information
	Scandria
	Baltic Climate

	Number of partners 
	19
	23

	Number of associated organisations
	0
	16

	Number of involved BSR countries
	5
	7

	Project duration
	42 months 
	42 months 

	Project budget EUR 
	3 773 500
	4 220 720

	Communication budget EUR
	201 000
	769 089

	% of communication budget vs total project budget
	5.32%
	18.22%



According to the project communication plans, project progress reports and information provided by the communication managers, Scandria and Baltic Climate plan to produce and as of March 2011 have reached the following communication outputs:

Table 25: Communication outputs of the sample projects
	No.
	Communication Output
	Scandria
	Baltic Climate

	
	
	Target value
	Reached value
	Target value
	Reached value

	1. 
	Project website
	1
	1
	1
	1

	2. 
	Information about the project at external websites
	10
	70
	30
	41

	3. 
	Internal communication platform 
	1
	1
	1
	1


	4. 
	Scandria logistic portal
	1
	0
	n/a
	n/a

	5. 
	Brochures
	4
	1
	4
	1

	6. 
	Newsletters (online)
	5
	1
	8
	2


	7. 
	Flyers
	1
(7500 copies)
	1
	15
	6

(3000  copies)

	8. 
	Fact sheets
	4
	0
	n/a
	n/a

	9. 
	Project events
	3
	4
	15
	40

	10. 
	Project presentations in external events
	10
	12
	10
	19

	11. 
	Scandria Roll-up
	6
	6
	n/a
	n/a

	12. 
	Scandria  exhibition posters
	6
	6
	n/a
	n/a

	13. 
	TV broadcasts
	2
	0
	5
	1


	14. 
	Radio broadcasts
	2
	0
	0
	11

	15. 
	Press releases
	Not defined
	0
	10
	22

	16. 
	Articles in internationals newspapers
	3
	1
	2
	3

	17. 
	Articles in nationals newspapers
	3
	3
	3
	7

	18. 
	Articles in regional newspapers
	5
	2
	20
	37

	19. 
	Articles in local newspapers
	n/a
	n/a
	40
	18

	20. 
	Printed press kits
	40
	0
	n/a
	n/a

	21. 
	ICT toolkit copies 
	n/a
	n/a
	1500
	0

	22. 
	Give-aways distributed 
	n/a
	n/a
	1000
	5996



The comparison shows that most of the communication products are the same in both projects. The only individual product is an internal communication platform in Baltic Climate that is well justified by the number of involved countries, partners and associated organisations requiring an adequate internal communication set-up. At the same time, Scandria will produce a corresponding product – a logistic portal. Baltic Climate provides for more TV broadcasts, project events and articles in regional and local newspapers than Scandria. The printed material is comparatively equal in both projects and it needs to be noted that production and distribution of these generally do not constitute the biggest expense. Therefore the difference in the amounts of printed products in both projects does not considerably impact the project communication costs. The unique communication products of Baltic Climate are production and distribution of give-aways and provision of ICT toolkits that are also not cost consuming as, for example, road shows would be. At the same time also Scandria has its unique communication products - Scandria roll-up and Scandria exhibition posters. Therefore it can be concluded that Baltic Climate does not envisage unique and cost consuming communication products compared to Scandria, although its communication budget is 3.8 times higher than that of Scandria.

Based on information in the project communication plans, the table below compares the split of communication budgets of both sample projects.

Table 26: Comparison of communication budgets 

	Baltic Climate
	Scandria



	Budget Line
	EUR
	Budget Line 
	EUR 

	Budget Line 1: Personnel including:
	275 519
	Communication management including:
· Communication plan;

· Corporate design;

· Project website;

· Leaflet (layout + print);

· e-newsletter (layout);

· press work;

· Image Brochure (layout + print)
	100 000

	Communication manager and WP 2 coordination
	156 000
	· 
	

	Communication-related work at LP
	  22 700
	
	

	Communication-related work all other 21 PPs (summarised)
	  96 819
	
	

	Budget Line 2. External services including
	385 650
	Layout and printing of:
	101 000

	Project dissemination material, give-aways, dissemination
	  47 055
	Scandria Series of Fact Sheets (4)
	20 000

	Design, layout and dissemination experts’ support
	  55 000
	Scandria Series of Brochures (5)
	61 000

	Website programming and maintenance
	  25 000
	Scandria logistic portal (programming and maintenance)
	20 000

	Broadcasts and trailers (summarised) 


	  32 000
	
	

	Translations (all BSR languages) of various material (summarised)
	  72 100


	
	

	IT support and toolkit testing in all BSR languages
	  44 495


	
	

	ICT toolkit and final publication copies incl. shipping
	  80 000
	
	

	Final conference
	  30 000
	
	

	Budget Line 3. Travel and accommodation, thereof
	  71 870 


	
	

	WP 2-related travel of communication manager and LP
	  11 500
	
	

	WP 2-related travel of all other 21 PPs incl. travel final conference
	  60 370
	
	

	Budget Line 4. Equipment and investments
	17 900
	
	

	Budget Line 5. Other direct costs
	18 150
	
	

	Total 
	769 089
	
	201 000


The comparison of both communication budgets shows that the costs for communication personnel are 2.7 times higher for Baltic Climate than Scandria. Besides, for Scandria costs for communication management in addition to project communication manager also include expenses for development and maintenance of the project website, as well as layout and printing of some material. The other difference is that Baltic Climate has also foreseen communication related travel and accommodation, equipment, investments and other direct costs, as well as costs for communication personnel at project partner institutions in its communication budget.
Both projects are using external communication services. Scandria has contracted an external communication management for approximately half of its communication costs provided by WBPR GmbH from Berlin. This includes provision of the following services:

· drafting Scandria’s communication plan;

· designing Scandria’s logo and Style sheet (Image Brochure layout and printing);

· development and maintenance of the project website www.scandriaproject.eu (information in one language);
· leaflet layout and printing;

· e-newsletter layout;

· daily work with press.

Baltic Climate has outsourced the following communication management functions to an external service provider:
· Baltic Climate logo and corporate design including business card template;

· development and maintenance of the project website www.balticclimate.org (information in nine languages);

· development of internal communication tool based on Microsoft SharePoint (106 users from project partners and associate organisations);

· external communication consultant - outsourced based on the need to receive an additional knowledge and experience in public relations and communication, and to support the project communication manager in carrying out certain tasks. The contract for communication consultant comes from external service contingency costs that have to be added to the planned project communication costs in the project communication plan.

This analysis reveals that both projects produce similar set of communication products in comparatively similar amounts whereas consuming notably different budgets. The costs for communication personnel in Baltic Climate are high and exceed those of Scandria 2.7 times. If adding to the costs of communication personnel of Baltic Climate also the ones related to travel and accommodation, as well as external communication consultant these will exceed the total communication of Scandria more than 3 times. Also production and dissemination of communication products of Baltic Climate exceeds those of Scandria more than 3 times. 

This comparative analysis leads to a conclusion that project communication activities can in general be implemented at lower costs than in the sample case of Baltic Climate without losing either quantity or quality as in the case of Scandria. Therefore, it would be advisable to define the maximum amount of communication costs for a project to ensure financial efficiency of the use of funds and avoid “overpaying”.

6.4 Conclusions 

The overall conclusion is that a wide range of the Programme’s communication tools and activities implemented during the first half (2007-2010) of the Programme have been effective in raising awareness about the Programme and have contributed to reaching the communication aims, although some minor shortcomings still exist.

· The Communication Plan complies with the regulatory framework set by 1828/2006 and provides a strategic framework for implementation of the Programme communication activities in 2007-2013. At the moment the Communication Plan defines its target groups very broadly and therefore lacks certain focus, does not provide key messages, does not foresee any activities for internal communication of the Programme responsible institutions and does not set out baseline values for communication indicators to facilitate on-going evaluation of the progress achieved.

· The implemented communication activities comply with the measures required by 1828/2006 regarding organisation of the Programme major launching event and annual major information activity, flying the flag of the European Union for one week starting 9 May and listing beneficiaries on the Programme website.

· Over the period of 2007 – 2010
 a wide range of Programme communication activities have been planned and implemented by JTS, some of them going “beyond the basics”, namely,

· a remarkable number of Programme events and supportive measures for projects contributing to quality project applications and successful implementation of projects;

· the Programme website www.eu.baltic.net offers a wide range of well structured information and search possibilities. DG Regio has nominated it as one of the five Regio Stars 2009 finalists.

· The Programme website is the most important Programme communication tool that has been increasingly (over the years 2008-2010) used by a variety of audiences through both websites and social networks on Facebook and Twitter. It is the most popular information channel for beneficiaries for obtaining information about the Programme, whereas for the information multipliers it is JTS.

· The most successful communication activities carried out by JTS are the Programme website www.eu.baltic.net, Programme events, documents, direct mailing, brochures and newsletters, as well as personal contacts. A web banner, field trips, trailer movies and celebration of EU day on 9 May have not been used by the communication target groups. 

· The Programme communication activities generally address the needs of both - information multipliers and beneficiaries, although the latter would need more thorough guidance on reporting and technical details of project implementation. At the same time, some improvements can be done to ensure feedback between JTS and the respective target groups. At the moment no information has been gathered by JTS on the communication activities performed neither by National Sub-committees nor on-going projects. 

· Planning of project communication is a well organised process guided by JTS, although implementation of project communication plans lack a defined monitoring procedure. 

· Little has been done by the Programme to intensify media relations. Those have entirely been delegated to projects and therefore have only a limited effectiveness from the use of media.

· The Programme communication budget of a total of 494 520 EUR spent over 2008-2010 has resulted in a variety of communication tools and activities reaching the target groups. The relation between the costs and the produced outputs is favourable and the efficiency is high. 

· Communication activities performed by projects are rather expensive ranging in average from 10% up to 27% of their total budgets. Only each third project has its communication costs less than 10% of the total budget, therefore the value for money of project communication is doubtful. 

6.5 Recommendations

A number of recommendations are made to increase effectiveness of the Programme communication during the second half of the programming period. The first set of recommendations relates to the current programming period 2007-2013, whereas the second - to the next programming period post 2014.

6.5.1 For the current programming period 

6.5.1.1 Communication Plan and Communication Guidelines

· It is recommended to add the following Communication aims:

· communication towards potential applicants;

· guidance towards on-going projects; 

· internal communication among the Programme responsible institutions.

· It is recommended to reduce the number of the communication target groups and to focus only on those that are most relevant for the Programme, namely, (1) existing beneficiaries, (2) potential beneficiaries, (3) information multipliers, (4) EU-related actors, (5) media, (6) general public and (7) the Programme responsible institutions. This would ease targeting the Programme communication activities.

· As a consequence of the changes in the Communication Plan, the Programme communication tools and activities should be revised deleting those not carried out by JTS, namely, field trips, graphics and feature articles. Appropriate communication activities to ensure effective internal communication among the Programme responsible institutions should be included in the Communication Plan.

· The Programme key messages that have been developed for the Communication Guidelines are recommended to be included also in the Communication Plan.

· Contacts of National Sub-committees as the most important Programme information multipliers could be included in the Communication Plan and updated on the Programme website.

· The baseline values for communication indicators for 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 should be defined to facilitate an on-going evaluation of the communication progress achieved. These could include the following information:

	Information and publicity measure
	Output indicator

(number of)
	Result indicator

(number of)

	All kinds of printed material
	X copies printed
	Y copies distributed

	Promotional materials
	X copies (of x material) produced
	Y copies (of x material) distributed

	Programme mailing list
	X mails sent out to the list
	Y subscribers per month

	www.eu.baltic.net
	regular updates (monitored at the front page)
	· Y unique visits per month/ per year

· Y downloads of documents (application pack, event materials etc.)

	Press releases
	X press releases disseminated to X media contacts
	· Y articles in press

· Y TV visibility

· Y radio time gained

	Press conferences
	· X press conferences held

· X media contacts invited
	· Y journalists participated 

· Y articles in press

· Y TV visibility 

· Y radio time gained

	Communication seminars
	X project information managers invited
	· Y Communication seminars held 

· Y participants

	Programme events
	X people invited
	· Y participants

· Y articles in press 

· Y TV visibility 

· Y radio time gained

	Annual major event
	X people invited
	· Y participants

· Y articles in press 

· Y TV visibility 

· Y radio time gained

	Event specific material
	X materials made
	Y copies distributed

	Presentations for specific audiences
	X presentations held
	Y participants reached

	Participation in external and joint events 
	X invitations to external and joint events 
	Y events where the Programme was represented

	Feature articles 
	X articles published 
	Y audience reached

	Trailer movies
	X trailer movies produced 
	Y audience reached


· Communication Guidelines should include visual examples of billboards and plaques as described in 1828/2006 Articles 8&9 to ease their proper design and ensure the right combination of regulatory requirements, on the one hand, and the Programme branding, on the other.

6.5.1.2 Implementation of Communication Activities

· To reach the highest perfection the Programme website could be further developed by adding (1) examples of the most often faced problems during project implementation; (2) project publicity examples, for example, project photo galleries, video clips, posters etc.; (3) portrait features of people involved in project implementation. (2) and (3) should be ensured by the project communication managers.

· When promoting the Programme level results more active work with media is recommended:

· Aim at the widest possible media coverage using various forms and methods of communication. Find an innovative way of securing airtime on radio and TV, for example, a quiz on the Programme priorities or a competition on collecting project stories that can be put on a local radio station;

· Insure media monitoring including coverage of projects that could be outsourced per each country or a wider geographical territory;

· Gain media attention through project site visits to be organised by both projects and JTS.

· The system for keeping a record on the communication activities performed by National Sub-committees should be established. It could be in the form of simple reports on annual basis or every six months. This information could also be collected via a simple web questionnaire to be filled in by National Sub-committees with a multiple choice answers to questions quantifying outputs of their communication activities, e.g., number of e-mails sent, number of mailing list addresses, number of printed material printed and distributed, number of clicks on the Programme information in the organisation’s website etc.

6.5.1.3 Project Communication

· More detailed guidelines on how to use the Programme logo, the EU flag and the reference, as well as the minimum content guidelines for a project website should be developed for project communication managers.

· The communication seminars could provide more detailed training on:

· possibilities for a project to use the Programme website www.eu.baltic.net; 

· instruments for public relations;

· media training.

· A forum for exchange of information should be created for the project communication managers. It could function in the form of a separate forum either on the Programme website or on LinkedIn, regular meetings of project communication managers or an active e-mail list, as well as combinations of several of these formats.

· Costs for project communication should be better monitored and should normally not exceed 10% of the total project budget.

6.5.2 For the next programming period 

· It is recommended to limit the costs for project communication up to a maximum of 10% of the total project budget. This rule should be included in the Programme Manual to limit the expenses that are committed for communication activities and have been outsourced to private service providers. Communication is just a mean to disseminate the achieved results and therefore by its definition should only support the project activities. Therefore these costs have to be proportional to the total project budget, efficient and not “overpaid”.

· All project websites could be developed in the framework of the Programme website through a separate section made exclusively for projects with a possibility to insert information which is currently spilled in a number of separate project websites. The project site on the Programme website should include possibilities for uploading and editing different kinds of information, e.g., news, project photo gallery, video clips, posters, portrait features etc. It will contribute to reducing project communication costs and to concentrate all the project information in one place.

· An on-going dialogue and active feedback needs to be established and strengthened between JTS and National Sub-committees and between JTS and National authorities to exchange statistics and good practice examples of their Programme communication activities. 
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7.2 Questionnaire for Interviews

Question 1 - EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region

1.1. Does the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region (the Strategy) provide the framework for the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 (the Programme)? How?

1.2. In which Strategy areas the Programme has the biggest potential to deliver useful results?

1.3. What, to your opinion, would be the expectations from the point of view of the Strategy towards the Programme? 

1.4. In what way the Programme could increase its contribution towards better achievements of the Strategy?

1.5. To your opinion, could the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region be used as the strategic base for the Programme for the next programming period?

Question 4 - participation of public authorities in the Programme

4.1. What are the most common obstacles / de-motivators for public authorities to participate in or lead the EU funded projects? Are there any specific issues related to the BSR Programme funding or are the issues similar?


4.2. How has the financial crisis impacted the participation of public partners from your country in the EU funded projects? Please explain, give examples of specific austerity measures, constraints. Has there been a more significant impact on the BSR Programme? If so, why/how?


4.3. What to your mind would be the most effective stimulus to engage public authorities more actively in the EU funded projects, esp. the BSR Programme?

Question 5 - Impact of non-available ENPI funding


5.1. Do you feel that the lack of ENPI funds for Russian partners will have an impact on the achievement of the goals set out by the Programme - integration of the region, addressing problem issues and using opportunities? Please explain why yes/not.


5.2. Has the lack of ENPI funding meant lesser cooperation at project level between public authorities in your country and Russia? Do you feel that there are previous successful partnerships that have stopped because of the lack of funding?


For Russians:

5.4. How has the lack of funding impacted integration of the eligible Russian territories in the Baltic Sea Region? Are the commonly defined objectives of the BSR Programme still important?


5.5. Is the ENPI funding important for the development of the eligible territories and cross border cooperation?


5.6. Do the Russian partners have alternative funding to finance their participation in the BSR Programme projects? If so, what are the sources?

Question 6 - Programme communication activities

6.1. Which communication activities have been carried out by National Sub-committees (e.g. support in organisation of seminars, translation of flyers and other Programme documents into national languages, promoting the Programme and its results to the relevant target groups in their countries, etc.)? Which target groups have been reached by these activities?

6.2. What kind of support has been provided by JTS to the National Sub-committees for implementation of the communication activities in relation to the Programme (e.g. provision of the necessary information - info toolkit, publications, maps, presentations, project and programme related statistics)?

For JTS:

6.3. On the project level, how many of the 65 approved projects have appointed an information manager - a person responsible for implementation of information and communication measures for their project? How the individual project information and publicity activities have been coordinated by JTS? How the regular contact among JTS and the appointed project information manager is ensured?

6.4. How many projects have designed their own logo and established a website containing information about the project, its progress, contact data, achievements and results? How has this process been monitored by JTS? 

6.5. Has JTS provided regular training for projects on communication and information issues like work with media, organising final events, establishing user friendly website etc.?

6.6. Has a network of the project information managers been established for sharing the knowledge and experience? How does it function?

6.7. Which of the Programme’s communication activities take the biggest financial share in the annual Programme’s budget for communication activities (a total of 100 000 EUR per year)? 

6.8. What are the approximate costs and benefits of the following communication activities?

· Design and maintenance of the Programme website. What is the number of visitors per month, per year?

· Trailer movies. How many different clips have been produced?  Where have they been shown besides the Programme website?

· Programme events. How often have the events been organised? How many people reached?

· Feature articles. Where have they been placed and how many people reached?

· Field trips. How often they been organised? For which target groups? Have they been reported in the media?

· Programme newsletters. How often have they been issued per year? What is the circulation/print run/number of copies?

7.3 List of persons interviewed

	No
	Person
	Institution
	Representation

	1. 
	Anders Lindholm
	DG REGIO
	EC

	2. 
	Ann-Irene Saeternes
	Eastern Norway County Network
	National Sub-committee

	3. 
	Arina Andreicika 
	Ministry of Regional Development
and Local Government, Latvia
	Monitoring Committee

	4. 
	Arve Skjerpen 
	Ministry of Local Government and
Regional Development, Norway
	Monitoring Committee

	5. 
	Bjarke Bøtcher
	EfficienSea
	Flagship Project Manager

	6. 
	Dainis Garančs
	Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Latvia
	National Contact Point

	7. 
	Darijus Valiucko
	Joint Technical Secretariat
	JTS 

	8. 
	Diana Zaliecke
	Ministry of the Interior of Lithuania 
	Monitoring Committee

	9. 
	Eeva Rantama 
	Joint Technical Secretariat
	JTS 

	10. 
	Elena Kolosova
	Joint Technical Secretariat
	JTS 

	11. 
	Hans Brask
	Baltic Development Forum
	NGO

	12. 
	Harry Ekestam
	Ministry of Employment and the
Economy, Finland
	Monitoring Committee

	13. 
	Jakub Urbanik 
	DG Relex, Policy Officer at External Relations Directorate-General, European Neighbourhood Policy General Coordination Unit, Dir E/1 Horizontal Matters, Eastern Europe, Caucasus, Central Asia 
	EC

	14. 
	Joanna Kiryllo
	DG REGIO
	EC

	15. 
	Kaarina Williams 
	State Chancellery of Land Schleswig-
Holstein, Germany
	National Sub-committee

	16. 
	Kadri Jushkin
	Ministry of the Interior of Estonia

	Monitoring Committee

	17. 
	Kaspars Žūriņš
	Baltic DEAL
	Flagship Project Manager

	18. 
	Klaus Rave
	Managing Authority
	MA

	19. 
	Knut Fleckenstein
	European Parliament 
	EP

	20. 
	Liina Kirsipuu
	Estonian Ministry of the Interior
	National Sub-committee

	21. 
	Magnus von Schenck
	Baltic Master II
	Flagship Project Manager

	22. 
	Maila Midri
	Executive Officer EU and International Cooperation Department, Estonia
	Priority Area Coordinator

	23. 
	Maira Jēgere
	Environmental Projects State Ltd.


	Project Information Manager

	24. 
	Marcin Lata
	Ministry of Regional Development, Poland
	Monitoring Committee

	25. 
	Michael Koch-Larsen 
	Danish Regions
	National Sub-committee

	26. 
	Niels Bjerring Hansen 
	Danish Enterprise and Construction
Authority
	Monitoring Committee

	27. 
	Odd Godal
	Norwegian Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development
	National Sub-committee

	28. 
	Radomir Matczak
	Marshal’s Office of Pomorskie Region, Poland
	National Sub-committee

	29. 
	Sonja Ewerstein
	Bioenergy Promotion
	Flagship Project Manager

	30. 
	Stefan Herms
	BSSSC
	NGO

	31. 
	Susanne Scherrer 
	Joint Technical Secretariat
	JTS 

	32. 
	Sven Gunnar Edlund
	StarDust
	Flagship Project Manager

	33. 
	Talis Linkaits
	VASAB
	NGO

	34. 
	Tunne Kelam
	European Parliament 
	EP 

	35. 
	Ulf Savbäck 
	Ministry of Enterprise, Energy and
Communications, Sweden
	Monitoring Committee

	36. 
	Vineta Grieķere
	Joint Technical Secretariat
	JTS

	37. 
	Wilfried Görmar
	Federal Office for Building and
Regional Planning, Germany
	Monitoring Committee


7.4 Questionnaire of Survey for Beneficiaries for EQ3

Details about the respondent 

Name of the organisation (in English):

Type of the organisation 

	National public authority

	Regional public authority

	Local public authority

	Academic/scientific organisation

	Other public equivalent body

	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association


Country 

	BY

	DE

	DK

	EE

	FI

	LT

	LV

	NO

	PL

	RU

	SE


Contact person:

E-mail:

Telephone number (incl. country code): 

On funding instruments for research and innovation

1. Which programmes your organisation has applied for financing of your innovation and/or research activities? (you can choose several)

· 7th Framework Programme

· Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

· EEA and Norway Grants

· BONUS-169 Programme 

· Lifelong Learning Programme 

· Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013  

· Other INTERREG programmes (please specify): __________

· European Research Council Grant

· European Science Foundation Grant

· European Investment Bank financing

· National EU Structural Funds programmes (please specify): ________

· Other (please name): ________

2. Which programme to your opinion and previous experience is the most suitable for funding innovation and research projects? (Please, mark one)

· 7th Framework Programme

· Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

· EEA and Norway Grants

· BONUS-169 Programme 

· Lifelong Learning Programme 

· INTERREG IVB Baltic Sea Region

· Other INTERREG programme (please specify)__________________

· European Research Council Grant

· European Science Foundation Grant

· European Investment Bank financing

· National EU Structural Funds (please specify)_____________________

· Other (please name)______________________

Please name three reasons to justify your opinion:

3. Which programme to your opinion and previous experience facilitates most cross-border cooperation among EU regions as regards to innovation and research? (Please, mark one)

· 7th Framework Programme

· Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

· EEA and Norway Grants

· BONUS-169 Programme 

· Lifelong Learning Programme 

· INTERREG IVB Baltic Sea Region

· Other INTERREG programme (please specify)__________________

· European Research Council Grant

· European Science Foundation Grant

· European Investment Bank financing

· National EU Structural Funds (please specify)_____________________

· Other (please name)______________________

Please name three reasons to justify your opinion:

4. To your opinion do the available funding instruments facilitate enough cooperation with territories outside the EU, particularly, with Russia?

· Facilitate sufficiently

· Does not facilitate sufficiently

· Does not facilitate at all

· I am not interested in cooperation outside the EU

5. If your answer to the previous question (#4) was positive, please specify which programme(-s) facilitate cooperation with territories outside the EU most successfully? (you can choose several)

· 7th Framework Programme

· Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

· EEA and Norway Grants

· BONUS-169 Programme 

· Lifelong Learning Programme 

· INTERREG IVB Baltic Sea Region

· Other INTERREG programme (please specify)__________________

· European Research Council Grant

· European Science Foundation Grant

· European Investment Bank financing

· National EU Structural Funds (please specify)_____________________

· Other (please name)______________________

Please name three reasons to justify your opinion:

6. To your opinion do the existing funding instruments not cover any particular field in innovation and research?

· They cover all fields

· They do not cover some fields (please name) ______________

· I do not have an opinion

7. Which programme(-s) does not provide sufficient support to promotion of innovation and research?

· 7th Framework Programme

· Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

· EEA and Norway Grants

· BONUS-169 Programme 

· Lifelong Learning Programme 

· INTERREG IVB Baltic Sea Region

· Other INTERREG programme (please specify)__________________

· European Research Council Grant

· European Science Foundation Grant

· European Investment Bank financing

· National EU Structural Funds (please specify)_____________________

· Other (please name)______________________

Please name reasons to justify your opinion:

8. Please assess the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 mentioning its three strengths and three weaknesses as regards funding innovation and research projects:

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

9. To your opinion do priority areas and measures as regards innovation and research overlap among different financing instruments/programmes?

· No

· Yes

· It is difficult to say

10. If your answer to the above question (#9) was positive, please mark which financing instruments/programmes overlap with each other.

	
	a)
	b)
	c)
	d)
	e)
	f)
	g)
	h)
	i)
	j)
	k)
	l)
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	b)
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	f)
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	i)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	j)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	k)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	l)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


a) 7th Framework Programme

b) Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP)

c) EEA and Norway Grants 

d) BONUS-169 Programme 

e) Lifelong Learning Programme 

f) INTERREG IVB Baltic Sea Region

g) Other INTERREG programme (please specify)__________________

h) European Research Council Grant

i) European Science Foundation Grant

j) European Investment Bank financing

k) National EU Structural Funds (please specify)_____________________

l) Other (please name)______________________

11. If you would have to choose funding for your innovation and/or research activity among different financing instruments/programmes, which one you would give the preference? (Please, mark one)

· Cross-border programme (please, name which one)________________

· National EU Structural funds

· Bank loan

Please justify your opinion (what are the reasons?)

12. Your suggestions for improvements that are necessary to make the existing financing instruments/programmes in the field of innovation and research more attractive to its recipients (please name the programme in brackets, if applicable):

Thank you very much for your time devoted for filling in this questionnaire! 

Results of this survey will be integrated in the evaluation report that will be made publicly available on the Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net after 15 July 2011.

7.5 List of Beneficiaries surveyed for EQ3

	No
	Person
	Name of the organisation
	Country 

	1. 
	Antti Roose
	University of Tartu
	Estonia

	2. 
	Arve Haugan
	Chamber of Handicrafts in Trondheim
	Norway

	3. 
	Alexander Uspenskiy
	Republican Centre for Technology Transfer
	Belarus

	4. 
	Christian Theel
	Leibniz Institute for Plasma Science and Technology
	Germany

	5. 
	Eugen Stamate
	Technical University of Denmark
	Denmark

	6. 
	Heidi Valtari
	University of Turku
	Finland

	7. 
	Jan Frick
	University of Stavanger
	Denmark

	8. 
	Josifas Parasonis
	Vilnius Gediminas Technical University
	Lithuania

	9. 
	Kaspars Vartukapteinis
	Latvia University of Agriculture
	Latvia

	10. 
	Niels Henrik Helms
	University of Southern Denmark
	Denmark

	11. 
	Øyvind Nordstrand
	Hedmark Innovation Centre
	Norway

	12. 
	Pernille Bertelsen
	Aalborg University 
	Denmark

	13. 
	David Cameron
	Lappeenranta University of Technology
	Finland

	14. 
	Klaus Rückert
	Berlin Institute of Technology
	Germany

	15. 
	Sylwia Witman
	Institute of Nuclear Chemistry and Technology
	Poland

	16. 
	Uwe Fortkamp
	IVL Swedish Environmental Research Institute
	Sweden

	17. 
	Zane Zeibote
	University of Latvia, Centre for European and Transition Studies
	Latvia

	18. 
	Vitas Valincius
	Lithuanian Energy Institute
	Lithuania


7.6 Questionnaire of Survey for Beneficiaries for EQ4, 5 and 6

Details about the respondent 

Name of the organisation (in English):

Type of the organisation 

	National public authority

	Regional public authority

	Local public authority

	Academic/scientific organisation

	Other public equivalent body

	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association


Country 

	BY

	DE

	DK

	EE

	FI

	LT

	LV

	NO

	PL

	RU

	SE


Contact person:

E-mail:

Telephone number (incl. country code): 

On transnational cooperation – generally 

1. Is transnational cooperation important for your organisation?

· Yes

· No

· Other: ______

2. Is participation in EU funded projects a part of your organisation’s strategy?

· Yes

· No

· Please give a few reasons why (yes or no): ______

3. Is your organisation involved in EU funded projects in this programming period (2007-2013)?

· Yes 

· No

4. If yes, which of these programmes? 

· Interreg IV, strand A

· Interreg IV, strand B

· Interreg IV, strand C

· FP7 (7th Framework Programme)

· CIP (Competitiveness and Innovation Programme)

· Other (please list): _____

5. Are you aware of the EU strategy for the Baltic Sea Region?

· Yes, it serves as a guideline for our international cooperation

· Yes, but it has little or no effect on our work

· No

· Other (please explain): ______

6. Is your organisation involved in any of the FLAGSHIP projects under the EU strategy for the Baltic Sea Region?

· Yes 

· No, but we are trying to become engaged 

· No

7. If yes, has this FLAGSHIP project received funding?

· Yes 

· No

· Please list funding sources: _____

8. Would you say that your organisation is more actively involved with EU funded projects this period (2007-2013) compared to the previous programming period (2000-2006)?

· Yes

· No

· Comments: _____

9. What are the key motivators for participation in EU funded projects? (please rate each of the following statements in the scale of 1 (weak) to 5 (excellent))

· Exchange of experience with partners in other countries

· Building of professional networks 

· Development of common solutions 

· Giving our organisation an international profile

· The programmes we are involved in address topics that are important for our organisation

· Extra funding for our organisation’s activities

· Other (please specify): ______

10. What are the key de-motivators to participate in EU funded projects? (please rate each of the following statements in the scale of 1 (weak) to 5 (excellent))

· International cooperation is not a top priority in our organisation

· There is little experience of participation in international projects

· We do not have enough staff to facilitate our organisation’s participation in projects

· Our staff does not have the necessary expertise and / or experience 

· Working in English is difficult

· The participation in EU funded projects has a heavy administrative burden

· It is difficult to pre-finance our participation in EU funded projects 

· It is difficult to find partners for our projects

· Project application procedure is too complex and long

· Other (please specify): _____

On involvement in the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 specifically

11. Are you involved in a project funded by the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013?

· Yes

· No

· No, our project was not approved

· Comments: _____

12. Do you feel that being part of the wider cooperation under the umbrella of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 is important for your organisation’s goals and for the competitiveness of your region?

· Yes

· No

· Comments: _____

13. Please rate to what extent the thematic priorities of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 address the needs/priorities of your organisation (1 / not at all – 5 / fully)

· Priority 1: Fostering innovations

· Priority 2: Internal and external accessibility

· Priority 3: Baltic Sea as a common resource 

· Priority 4: Attractive and competitive regions and cities

· Comments: _____

14. Do you feel that the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 fails to address certain topics that are of importance to your organisation?

· Yes (please name the topics below)

· No

· Topics: _____

15. Do you feel that the programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat and information points provide enough assistance in the application and/or implementation process?

· Yes

· No, if there was more assistance our organisation would be more active 

Please specify what assistance would be needed:  _____

On the impact of financial crisis

16. Has the financial crisis impacted your organisation’s ability to take part in transnational projects generally?

· Yes, we will not be taking part in new EU projects 

· Yes, we are struggling to meet our obligations in the existing projects and we will not be taking part in new EU projects 

· Not significantly

· Not at all

· Other (please specify): _____

17. What have been the most significant effects of the financial crisis for your participation (you can choose several)?

· We cannot raise the required co-financing

· We cannot ensure the pre-financing of our activities in the projects

· We do not have enough staff resources 

· International cooperation is no longer a priority for our organisation

· We see participation in international projects as a possibility to raise additional funds for our organisation

Comments: _____

18. Has the financial crisis affected your participation in the projects funded by / proposed for funding of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013?

· Yes, we are struggling to meet our obligations in the existing projects

· Yes, we are struggling to meet our obligations in the existing projects and we will not be taking part in new EU projects 

· No 

· We see participation in projects funded by the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 as a possibility to raise additional funds for our organisation

· Other (please specify): _____

19. What measures could be taken to ensure more active participation in the projects funded by Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013?

· Advance payment to counteract the cash-flow problem

· Faster reimbursement of spent resources

· Simplification of administrative procedures

· Adjustment in programme priorities 

· Other (please specify): _____

Cooperation with partners in Russia

20. Did you intend to have Russian partners in your project?

· Yes

· No

21. If yes (to question #20), have you found other means to finance their participation in the project?

· No, we continue implementation of the project without participation of our intended Russian partners

· Yes (please explain how their participation is funded in the box below)

Funding for Russian partner: _____

22. If no (to question #21), has this affected objectives of your project?

· Yes

· No 

Please explain your answer: _____

23. Has the absence of funding for partners from Russia meant that you have not invited Russian partners to join your project(s)?

· Yes

· No

On the Baltic Sea Region Programme’s 2007-2013 information activities

24. Which information channels have been used by your organisation to obtain information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 (you can choose several)? 

· National press

· Local press

· Project promoters

· Colleagues, friends, relatives, acquaintances 

· Television

· Radio

· Internet

· Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net
· Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat

· Direct mailing

· Printed material (brochures, flyers, newsletters etc.)

· Programme events (applicant and lead partner seminars, individual consultations etc.)

· Other, please, name: _____

· Did not use any of the listed information channels

25. How would you assess the information that is available on the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013?

· It is exceeding my needs

· It is just enough

· It is insufficient 

· Do not know

26. Which of the Programme’s communication activities carried out by the Joint Technical Secretariat have been used by your organisation (you can choose several)?

· Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net
· Web banner

· Direct mailing

· Personal contacts

· Newsletter

· Brochure

· Fact sheet

· Documents

· Press releases

· Press conference

· Field trips

· Features, articles

· Trailer movies

· Graphics

· Promotional materials

· Programme events

· Participation in external events

· Joint events with other programmes

· Celebration of EU day on 9 May

· None of the above mentioned

27. Please list the top three of the above mentioned Programme’s communication activities that have been used by your organisation?

1. ________

2. ________

3. ________

28. Have all your needs been addressed by the communication activities provided by the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat?

· Yes

· No

· If no, what needs have not been met? _______

29. How would you in general rate the communication activities provided by the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat?

· 5 excellent

· 4 very good

· 3 good

· 2 satisfactory

· 1 weak

30. Do any of the communication activities provided by the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat need to be improved? How?

______

31. What kind of assistance from the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat would your organisation need in receiving information about the Programme and / or carrying out communication about your funded project(s)?

______

32. Have you read any article in the local or national press and/or internet news portals about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 or any of its funded projects? 

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

· If yes, please, name where: ______

33. Have you heard any information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 or any of its funded projects on the radio and/or TV? 

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

· If yes, please, name where: ______

34. Please name what communication activities related to the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 or any of its funded projects have been carried out by your organisation?

______

Thank you very much for your time devoted for filling in this questionnaire! 

Results of this survey will be integrated in the evaluation report that will be made publicly available on the Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net after 15 July 2011.

7.7 List of Beneficiaries surveyed for EQ4, 5 and 6

	No
	Person
	Name of the organisation
	Country

	1. 
	Airi Vetemaa
	Estonian Organic Farming Foundation
	Estonia

	2. 
	Arūnas Gražulis
	Association of Local Authorities in Lithuania
	Lithuania

	3. 
	Carinne Lancereau, 

Eva Norman
	Örebro municipality


	Sweden

	4. 
	Daina Saktiņa
	Latvian State Institute of Agrarian Economics
	Latvia

	5. 
	Erik Ørskov
	Region of Southern Denmark
	Denmark

	6. 
	Hans Brask
	Baltic Development Forum
	Denmark

	7. 
	Heidrun Fammler
	Baltic Environmental Forum Latvia
	Latvia

	8. 
	Ilmar Karro
	Swedish Meteorological and Hydrological Institute
	Sweden

	9. 
	Karl Schmude
	Ministry of Transport, Building and Regional Development Mecklenburg - Vorpommern
	Germany

	10. 
	Leonid Stukalov
	Belorussian Department of the International Academy of Transport 
	Belarus

	11. 
	Liisa Folkersma
	Akava
	Finland

	12. 
	Marjo Wallenius
	Regional Council of South Karelia 
	Finland

	13. 
	Max Hogeforster
	Hanseatic Parliament
	Germany

	14. 
	n/a
	Rostock University
	Germany

	15. 
	n/a
	Swedish Transport Agency
	Sweden

	16. 
	Ove Langeland
	Norwegian Institute for Urban and Regional Research
	Norway

	17. 
	Robert Hall
	Suderbyn Cooperative Society
	Sweden

	18. 
	Sille Paas
	Association of Municipalities of Estonia
	Estonia

	19. 
	Stanislaw-Jerzy Rozwadowski
	West Pomeranian Business School
	Poland

	20. 
	Tavo Kikas
	Rapla County Government
	Estonia 

	21. 
	Zivile Gedminaite-Raudone
	Lithuanian Institute of Agrarian Economics
	Lithuania


7.8 Questionnaire for Survey of Information Multipliers

Details about the respondent 

Name of the organisation (in English):

Type of the organisation 

	National public authority

	Regional public authority

	Local public authority

	Academic/scientific organisation

	Other public equivalent body

	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association


Country 

	BY

	DE

	DK

	EE

	FI

	LT

	LV

	NO

	PL

	RU

	SE


Contact person:

E-mail:

Telephone number (incl. country code): 

On the Baltic Sea Region Programme’s 2007-2013 information activities

1. Has the information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007–2013 reached your organisation?

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

2. If yes, which information channels have been used by your organisation to obtain information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 (you can choose several)? 

· National press

· Local press

· Project promoters

· Colleagues, friends, relatives, acquaintances 

· Television

· Radio

· Internet

· Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net
· Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat

· Direct mailing

· Printed material (brochures, flyers, newsletters etc.)

· Programme events (applicant and lead partner seminars, individual consultations etc.)

· Other, please, name: _____

3. Has the information received about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 been useful?

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

4. Has your organisation been involved in spreading information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013?

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

5. If yes, what communication activities have been carried out by your organisation (you can choose several)? 

· Disseminating the Programme’s information to the organisation’s members and other interested parties

· Disseminating the Programme’s information via e-mail to an existing mailing list

· Putting the Programme’s information on your organisation’s website

· Including the Programme’s information in your organisation’s newsletter

· Other, please, name: _________

6. Please list what target groups have been reached by your organisation in spreading the Programme’s information? 

______

7. Have you read any article in the local or national press and/or internet news portals about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 or any of its funded projects? 

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

· If yes, please, name where: ______

8. Have you heard any information about the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 or any of its funded projects on the radio and/or TV? 

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

· If yes, please, name where: ______

9. Which of the Programme’s communication activities carried out by the Joint Technical Secretariat have been used by your organisation (you can choose several)?

· Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net
· Web banner

· Direct mailing

· Personal contacts

· Newsletter

· Brochure

· Fact sheet

· Documents

· Press releases

· Press conference

· Field trips

· Features, articles

· Trailer movies

· Graphics

· Promotional materials

· Programme events

· Joint events with other programmes

· Celebration of EU day on 9 May

· None of the above mentioned

10. Please list the top three of the above mentioned Programme’s communication activities that have been used by your organisation?

1. ________

2. ________

3. ________

11. How would you in general rate the communication activities provided by the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat?

· 5 excellent

· 4 very good

· 3 good

· 2 satisfactory

· 1 weak

12. Do any of the communication activities provided by the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat need to be improved? How?

_______

13. What kind of assistance from the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat would your organisation need in receiving information about the Programme?

_______

14. To your opinion have the Programme’s communication activities reached the general public?

· Yes

· No

· Do not know

Thank you very much for your time devoted for filling in this questionnaire! 

Results of this survey will be integrated in the evaluation report that will be made publicly available on the Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net after 15 July 2011.

7.9 List of Information Multipliers surveyed

	No
	Person
	Name of the organisation
	Country 

	1. 
	Arve Skjerpen
	Ministry of Local Government and Regional Development
	Norway

	2. 
	Filip Skawinski
	European Commission, Representation in Poland
	Poland

	3. 
	Frans Hejgaard
	Danish Ministry of the Environment
	Denmark

	4. 
	Janusz Krukowski
	Ministry of Regional Development
	Poland

	5. 
	Marcus Andersson
	Baltic Development Forum 
	Denmark

	6. 
	Marie Fridh
	Region Blekinge
	Sweden

	7. 
	Mia Crawford
	CBSS Baltic 21 Unit
	Sweden

	8. 
	Niels Chresten Andersen
	Regional Municipality of Bornholm
	Denmark

	9. 
	Paavo Mäkinen
	European Commission Representation in Finland
	Finland

	10. 
	Vladislav Mikhnevich
	EU Delegation to Belarus
	Belarus

	11. 
	Wilfried Görmar
	Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning
	Denmark


7.10 Questionnaire for Survey of Project Communication Managers

Details about the respondent 

Name of the organisation (in English):

Type of the organisation 

	National public authority

	Regional public authority

	Local public authority

	Academic/scientific organisation

	Other public equivalent body

	Non-governmental and non-profit registered association


Country 

	BY

	DE

	DK

	EE

	FI

	LT

	LV

	NO

	PL

	RU

	SE


Contact person:

E-mail:

Telephone number (incl. country code): 

The Baltic Sea Region Programme’s 2007-2013 information activities

1. Do you receive enough guidance from the Joint Technical Secretariat (JTS) for drafting the project communication plan through Communication Guidelines, participation at communication seminars and/or other Programme seminars, e-mails etc.?

· Yes

· No

· Don't know

2.  Would you suggest changing the content of a project communication plan defined by JTS?

· Yes, name what exactly __________________

· No

· Don't know

3.  Do you contract an external service provider for daily implementation of your communication plan?

· Yes

· No

4.  How do you ensure implementation of the project communication plan after its approval by JTS?

· Develop detailed activity plan and monitor its implementation 

· Report on implementation of project communication activities to JTS on a regular basis

· Other, please, name __________________

· Don't know

5. How does JTS provide its feedback to you after approval of your project’s communication plan?

· By answering your questions in e-mails, on the telephone

· By providing feedback on the progress of project communication activities as reported to JTS 

· Other, please, name __________________

· No feedback from JTS received

6. Please list the top three communication activities/tools that have been used by your project?

1. ________

2. ________

3. ________

7.  Does the training and information given by JTS during the communication seminars meet all your needs? 

· Yes

· No,  please, name what exactly is missing __________________

8.  Which of these training subjects would be of interest to you as part of the communication seminar?

· Drafting of press releases

· Instruments for public relations 

· Media training (includes simulation of video and audio interviews)

· Website design and administration

· Other, please, name _______________

9.  Do you see any benefits from having an operational network of the project communication managers for the BSR Programme?

· Yes

· No

· Don't know

10.  If yes, how should it function?

· As an e-mail list 

· As a separate forum on the Programme’s website 

· As regular meetings of the project communication managers, e.g., once a year

· Other, please, name _______________

11.  Do you think that your project logo contributes to raising visibility of your project?

· Yes

· No

· Don't know

12. Do you think that your project website contributes to raising visibility of your project?

· Yes

· No

· Don't know

13. Do you need any guidance from JTS on designing your project website, e.g., through setting up requirements for a minimum contents of the website, providing feedback on your project’s website, etc.?

· Yes, please, name what exactly __________________

· No

· Don't know

14.  Do you have a need to upload more information from the Programme’s website than currently available, e.g., news, various files and information on events, etc.?  

· Yes, please, name what exactly __________________

· No

· Don't know

15. Do you have any suggestions for improvement of your project communication activities and your cooperation with JTS?

· Yes, please, name what exactly __________________

· No

Thank you very much for your time devoted for filling in this questionnaire! 

Results of this survey will be integrated in the evaluation report that will be made publicly available on the Programme’s website www.eu.baltic.net after 15 July 2011.

7.11 List of Project Communication Managers surveyed

	No
	Person
	Name of the organisation
	Country 

	1. 
	Anu Lahdensuu
	Finnish Meteorological Institute
	Finland

	2. 
	Evelina Hansson Malm
	Region Skane
	Sweden

	3. 
	Gertrud Hermansen
	Danish Maritime Safety Administration
	Denmark

	4. 
	Johanna Vannes
	Baltic Institute of Finland
	Finland

	5. 
	Johannes Klein
	Geological Survey of Finland
	Finland

	6. 
	Mads Wojtynka
	South Denmark European Office
	Denmark

	7. 
	Malin Faraasen
	Region Blekinge
	Sweden

	8. 
	Maria-Ilona Kiefel
	Kiefel und Partner GmbH
	Germany

	9. 
	Michal Galkiewicz
	Investitionsbank Berlin
	Germany

	10. 
	Natalie Fischer
	HAW Hamburg
	Germany

	11. 
	Paula Biveson
	Baltic Sea Action Group
	Sweden


7.12 Comparison of the main features of EUSBSR and the BSR Programme 2007-2013

	
	EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region
	Baltic Sea Region Programme
	Observations and Comments

	Design Process
	In late 2006 the European Parliament published a report calling for a strategy for the Baltic Sea Region. On 14 December 2007 the European Council in its Presidency Conclusions invited the Commission to present a European Union Strategy for the Baltic Sea region no later than June 2009. The Strategy and the proposed actions and Flagship Projects were designed by the European Commission in close and intense consultations with the EU Member States and stakeholders and adopted on 10 June 2009. 

The wider consultation process on the Strategy was organised by the European Commission and involved three principle components: none-papers from governments and other official bodies in the region; stakeholder events to allow official, NGO and private sector participants to contribute their expertise; public consultation through the Europa web site.


	A joint programming committee composed of national and regional representatives from all 11 participating countries was responsible for the design of the Programme. The programme development took place during 2005-2007. Pan-Baltic organisations were involved in Programme development as well and wide consultation process was carried out on the draft document. After the programme was agreed by the joint programming committee, it was submitted for a formal approval by all participating countries and, thereafter, to the European Commission.

The Programme was approved by the European Commission on 21 December 2007.
	The BSR Programme was design before the Strategy, thus its alignment had to take place ex post. Following the adoption of the Strategy, the Programme carried out an internal reflection on its compliance with the Strategy and also made adjustments to the project selection criteria.

The design approach taken in both cases is quite different – the Strategy has been initiated by the EU-level bodies and developed by the European Commission, primarily with the involvement of the national government bodies of the EU Member States surrounding the Baltic Sea, but also all the other EU Member States. The BSR Programme has been designed through a collaborative process involving on equal terms the national and regional government representatives from the 11 countries participating in the Programme. The collaborative approach to the Programme development applied by the BSR Programme has ensured it the necessary recognition and support from its main target groups, which carries on also during its implementation.



	Objectives
	To address the four key challenges in the Region:

· to enable sustainable development

· to enhance the region’s prosperity

· to increase accessibility and attractiveness

· to ensure safety and security in the region

by:

· establishing an integrated approach on the regional level 

· better coordination and a more strategic use of Community funds and results of the research programmes

· using the opportunities provided by closer cooperation and co-ordination to improve the effectiveness of the existing financial and legal frameworks

· carrying through specific actions to respond to the identified challenges

· benefitting from cooperation with interested third countries

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy states: “It is important to make sure that the objectives of the Strategy are reflected in the relevant funding programmes and that a proactive approach is adopted with the aim to ensure that financial solutions are found for the priorities in the Strategy”.

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy mentions a Reference Document developed by the DG Regional Policy and sent to the Managing Authorities of the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund financed programmes in the region on alignment of Structural Fund financed programmes with the Strategy. The Evaluator has not had an access to and a possibility to review this document.


	To strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region by joining physical and human resources over the borders. 

The Programme is focused on preparation of investments and actions aimed at improving the territorial potential of the region, minimising the considerable differences in the level of socio-economic development between the western and eastern parts of the region and at resolving several issues of common concern for all the countries around the Baltic Sea.

The Programme is divided into four priorities:

· Fostering innovations across the Baltic Sea Region

· External and internal accessibility of the Baltic Sea Region

· Management of the Baltic Sea as a common resource

· Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions

The following horizontal principles apply to all actions supported by the Programme:

· promotion of innovative approaches

· ensuring sustainable environment

· strengthening territorial cohesion

· ensuring equal opportunities, including the gender perspective

· public participation in transnational territorial development actions


	Comparison of the objectives of the Strategy and the Programme reveals that the Programme’s objectives are fully in line with those of the Strategy. Programme’s objectives are more specific which is understandable as Programme is only one of potential instruments for the implementation of the Strategy.

When the Programme was designed, the main EU level policies it had to comply with were the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas. These are reflected in Programme’s objective. The overall strategic context of the Programme has changed since: the Lisbon and Gothenburg Agendas have transformed into EU 2020 Strategy and the EUSBSR has been adopted. The consistency between the two has not been addressed by this evaluation, but in the future context there will be a need for clarity as to which strategic framework will be the primary guiding one for the BSR Programme and how far is the Strategy aligned with the EU 2020?



	Targets 
	No explicit targets have been set for the Priority Areas of the Strategy. In case of some Priority Areas the description provided in the Action Plan and the definition of the “actions” indicates the direction / aims of the respective Priority Area. The short highlighted definitions of the possible actions (strategic and cooperative) appear to be quite targeted, whereas the detailed descriptions open up for quite wide interpretations of the scope of interventions.

Where the Priority Areas or “actions” concern some of already established EU and BSR level sectoral policies / strategies / action plans or specific decisions on major projects already taken on the BSR level, it is understood that targets and time-frames of those apply. Examples here are the Baltic Sea Action Plan of HELCOM, the objectives and targets set for the implementation of the Water Framework Directive, Nitrate Directive, Urban Waste Water Directive, Marine Strategy Framework Directive, MARPOL Convention, Energy Performance in Buildings Directive, Single Market Directive, Baltic Energy Market Interconnection Plan, extension of Nordic electricity market model to the three Baltic States, implementing the agreed TEN-T actions and Northern Dimension Partnership on Transport and Logistics, etc.

The established targets refer to different time-frames, some aim at 2015, some – at 2020.


	Common results are set on the Programme level and apply to all projects across all Priorities. The goal is to:

· achieve increased recognition of projects’ outcomes among politicians

· achieve increased sustainability of transnational structures, and

· unlock investments

Further on, result indicators are set also for each Priority.

Programme’s time-frame spans from 2007 until 2015. The new budget period of the EU will begin on 2014.
	More clarity on the targets of each of Strategy’s Priority Area and “action” would be necessary to ensure that the available funds are used in the most cost-effective and efficient way. In case of some, the targets are very clear and relate to wider EU or BSR policies, strategies or action plans, whereas for others the expected results, targets and time-frames still need to be defined. 

The similar observation stands true for the Priority related result indicators set by the BSR Programme. Current scope of Priorities is quite wide theme-wise. 

The established “common results” have a “horizontal’ character, are extend to all Priorities and can, in fact, be considered the main value added of the Programme. From the Programme level results the Evaluator makes the conclusion that the BSR Programme is primarily about 

· creating BSR wide awareness (in particular among the decision makers on all levels) of common issues / challenges and contributing to development of BSR wide policies, 

· BSR-wide networking and governance, and 

· preparing investments through strategy development, studies, experimentation / pilot actions

in all Priority areas covered by the Programme.

Building on the existing strengths of the Programme, its future potential vis-à-vis Strategy (and all or majority of its Priority Areas) lies in:

· supporting projects dealing with development of regional level studies, policy / strategy development and planning, including spatial planning; equally, supporting projects which contribute to creation of BSR-level institutions (where relevant political decisions and agreements exist)

· supporting projects which engage multi-level governance structures and wider stakeholders in EUSBSR implementation and coordinate their actions on BSR-scale

· becoming a project preparation facility for the EUSBSR

· supporting projects which present possibilities for experimentation / innovation / piloting of new approaches, products, services having wider application potential

· covering the other areas of common interest not covered by the Strategy, or funding projects in those Priority Areas / “actions” which require BSR-level cooperation and where there are no specific / other funding instruments available



	Priorities and Their Scope
	Pillar I: To make the Baltic Sea Region an environmentally sustainable place

1. To reduce nutrient inputs to the sea to acceptable levels

· implement actions to reduce nutrients

· promote measures and practices which reduce nutrient losses from farming and address eutrophication

· full implementation of the Water Framework Directive in order to maximize the environmental benefits for the Baltic Sea Region

· Establish and restore more wetlands

· Set up the BONUS 169 scheme

· Facilitate cross-sectoral policy-oriented dialogue

2. To preserve natural zones and biodiversity, including fisheries

· implement the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan

· Reduce the negative effects of fishing on the Baltic ecosystem

3. To reduce the use and impact of hazardous substances

· Implement actions to reduce hazardous substances

· Restrict the input of hormone-like substances

· Continue the research on hazardous substances

4. To become a model region for clean shipping

· Implement actions to reduce ship pollution

· Encourage ports, local and regional authorities, and shipping companies to adopt voluntary measures reducing wastewater discharges from shipping and boating and providing facilities in ports for preventing or limiting air emissions of vessels

5. To mitigate and adapt to climate change

· Establish a regional adaptation strategy at the level of the Baltic Sea Region

· Promote the whole Baltic Sea Region as a green region (on land and in the sea)

· Promote efficient heating systems and promote energy efficient housing


	Priority 3: Managing the Baltic Sea as a common resource

The third priority concentrates on environmental pollution of the Baltic Sea in a broader framework of a sustainable management of the sea resources. It supports operations aiming at limiting pollution inputs into and pollution impacts on the marine environment. Special emphasis is put on enhanced maritime safety. The priority also promotes economic management of open sea areas by means of best available technologies and practices. Attention is given to an integrated development of offshore and coastal areas in the BSR in the context of climate change tendencies.

Priority level results:

· improved institutional capacity and effectiveness in water management in the Baltic Sea

· increased sustainable economic potential of marine resources

· improved institutional capacity in dealing with hazards and risks at onshore and offshore areas

· influenced policies, strategies, action plans and/or regulations in the field of management of Baltic Sea resources

Relevant Priority 1 level results:

· improved transnational transfer of technology and knowledge

· broadened public basis for generation and utilisation of innovation

Relevant Priority 2 level results:

· influenced policies, strategies and regulations in the field of transport and ICT

· increased role of sustainable transport

Relevant Priority 4 level results:

· pooled resources of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas to enhance the BSR competitiveness and cohesion

· strengthen social conditions and impacts of regional and city development


	Overall, the thematic scope of the Pillar I Priority Areas and Programme’s third - but to certain extent also first, second and fourth - priority is comparable. The size of the BSR Programme, however, is too small to be able to deliver significant and visible results in any one of the Priority Areas and “actions” under Pillar I. We have marked the “actions” which are character-wise similar to the Programme’s focus and where Programme would have the potential of a direct and significant contribution considering its nature – i.e. it primarily supports soft cooperative actions with the involvement of regions and regional actors. 

In all other areas the Programme has a potential of contributing through development of innovative solutions and testing them through pilot projects, as well as through preparing grounds for investments. Furthermore, the Programme may provide platform for a policy or governance coordination in any of the Priority Areas / “actions” which may require such.

The following Strategy’s Flagship (or related) Projects are supported by the BSR Programme according to 2010 Progress Report:

· BalticDEAL under Priority Area 1

· COHIBA under Priority Area 3

· BSR InnoShip under Priority Area 4

· CleanShip under Priority Area 4

· Baltic Master II under Priority Area 4

· BALTADAPT under Priority Area 5

The list available on BSR Programme website lists number of further projects related to the Strategy:

· SMOCS under Priority Area 3

· Longlife under Priority Area 5

· BaltCICA under Priority Area 5

· Baltic Green Belt under Priority Area 5

· Baltic Climate under Priority Area 5

From the above it can be concluded that Programme is already serving all Priorities Areas of Pillar I, with the exception of Priority Area 2.

 

	
	Pillar II: To make the Baltic Sea Region a prosperous place

6. To remove hindrances to the internal market in the Baltic Sea Region including improve cooperation in the customs and tax area

· Implement the strategy aimed at sustainable improvement and facilitation of controls of goods at the border

· Coordinate with actions taken by the CBSS Working Group on Customs Cooperation and Border Crossing Aspects (WGCB)

· Open up the public sector to competition

· Remove remaining barriers to the cross-border provision of services

· Make the EU internal market work on the ground for the Baltic Sea Region

· Promote the principles of good governance in the tax area

7. To exploit the full potential of the region in research and innovation

· Establish a common Baltic Sea Region innovation strategy

· Improve the exploitation of research through patents

8. Implementing the Small Business Act: to promote entrepreneurship, strengthen SMEs and increase the efficient use of human resources

· Promote trade and attract more investments into the Baltic Sea Region

· Secure access to capital for SMEs

· Encourage and promote female entrepreneurship

· Jointly develop entrepreneurship in offshore renewable energy, particularly wind, to make the Baltic Sea Region a lead region in this field

· Entrepreneurship training as part of the school curricula

· Facilitate labour mobility

· Initiate an exchange of good practices in the area of administrative simplification of start-ups, licenses and bankruptcy procedures

9. To reinforce sustainability of agriculture, forestry and fisheries

· Continue the adaptation of the Baltic fishing fleet capacity to the available resources

· Improve control and stop illegal fishing

· Develop sustainable strategies for wood

· Enhance the combined effects of the rural development programmes

· Develop strategies for a sustainable use of and breeding with forest-, animal-, and plant genetic resources

· Animal Health and disease control

· Enhance the combined effects of the European Fisheries Fund (EFF) programmes


	Priority 1: Fostering innovation across the Baltic Sea Region

Priority is focused on the facilitation, generation and dissemination of innovations across the Baltic Sea Region. It is especially dedicated to core innovations in the field of natural and technical science but also to selected non-technical innovations, such as business services, design and other market-related skills. Actions are meant to be targeted at the performance of innovation sources and their links to SMEs, facilitation of transnational transfer of technology and generating and absorbing knowledge. The priority also, especially in a context of cooperation with Russia and Belarus, aims at supporting actions aimed at broader socio-economic development at the regional level.

Priority level results:

· strengthened international performance of innovation sources and improved links to SMEs

· improved transnational transfer of technology and knowledge

· broadened public basis for generation and utilisation of innovation

Relevant Priority 2 level results:

· accelerated increase of capacity and/or interoperability of different transport and ICT networks

· influenced policies, strategies and regulations in the field of transport and ICT

Relevant Priority 3 level results: 

· increased sustainable economic potential of marine resources

Relevant Priority 4 level results:

· pooled resources of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas to enhance the BSR competitiveness and cohesion

· improved preconditions for increase of BSR competitiveness in Europe and worldwide

· strengthened social conditions and impacts of regional and city development 


	Pillar II of the Strategy encompasses activities aimed at ensuring wider prosperity of the region. Whereas the Priority I of the BSR Programme addresses “innovation” field in particular. Priority Area 6 of the Strategy requires actions in the fields not covered by the BSR Programme: taxation, customs, border controls and legislative adjustments. The main beneficiaries of this Priority Area are also slightly different than the ones of the Programme. 

The size of the BSR Programme has to be considered also here. The Programme would not be able to deliver significant and visible results in any one of the Priority Areas and “actions”. Marked are the “actions” which are character-wise similar to the Programme’s focus and where Programme would have the potential of a direct and significant contribution considering its nature – i.e. it primarily supports soft cooperative actions with the involvement of regions and regional actors. 

As regards horizontal actions: development of innovative solutions and testing them through pilot projects, preparing grounds for investments, supporting policy or governance coordination, these can be supported in any of the Priority Areas / “actions” which may require such.

The following Strategy’s Flagship (or related) Projects are supported by the Programme:

· BSHR Health Port under Priority Area 7

· JOSEFIN under Priority Area 8

· SPIN under Priority Area 8

· Baltic Sea Labour Network under Priority Area 8

· BaltMet Promo under Priority Area 8

· BATMAN under Priority Area 9

The list available on BSR Programme website lists number of further projects related to the Strategy:

· StarDust under Priority Area 7

· Ecovillages under Priority Area 9 

From the above it can be concluded that Programme is already serving all Priorities Areas of Pillar I, with the exception of Priority Area 6.



	
	Pillar III: To make the Baltic Sea Region an accessible and attractive place

10. To improve the access to, and the efficiency and security of the energy markets

· Establish an integrated and well-functioning market for energy

· Increase use of renewable energies

· Ensure more cross-border cooperation

11. To improve internal and external transport links

· Coordinate national transport policies and infrastructure investments

· Improve the connections with Russia and other neighbouring countries

· Facilitate efficient overall Baltic freight transport and logistics solutions

· Increase the role of the Baltic Sea in the transport systems of the region

· Promote sustainable passenger and freight transport and facilitate the shift to intermodality

12. To maintain and reinforce attractiveness of the Baltic Sea Region in particular through education and youth, tourism, culture and health

· Education: Further increase exchanges within the Baltic Sea Region

· Education: Develop people-to-people actions

· Tourism: Highlight and optimise the sustainable tourism potential

· Tourism: Network and cluster stakeholders of the tourism industry and tourism education bodies

· Health: Contain the spread of HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis

· Health: Fight health inequalities through the improvement of primary healthcare

· Health: Prevent lifestyle-related non-communicable diseases and ensure good social and work environment

· Bring local authorities close to the citizens


	Priority 2: Improving external and internal accessibility of the BSR

The second priority is dedicated to improving the external and internal accessibility of the Baltic Sea Region. Priority topics highlight promotion and preparation of joint transnational solutions in the field of transport and information and communication technology (ICT), in particular, those flows. Also further integration of already existing strategic development zones, spread along the transnational transport corridors in the BSR, is promoted, as well as creating new transnational links.

Priority level results:

· accelerated increase of capacity and/or interoperability of different transport and ICT networks

· speeded up integration of areas with low accessibility

· influenced policies, strategies and regulations in the field of transport and ICT

Relevant Priority 4 level results:

· pooled resources of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas to enhance the BSR competitiveness and cohesion

· improved preconditions for increase of BSR competitiveness in EU and worldwide

· increased BSR identity and its recognition outside the formal borders

· strengthened social conditions and impacts of regional and city development


	The thematic scope of the Pillar III of the Strategy and the scope of Priority 2 (but also selected actions from other Priorities) of the Programme appear to be quite well aligned. Again, the size of the BSR Programme is too small to be able to deliver significant and visible results in any one of the Priority Areas and “actions” or the Pillar as a whole. We have marked the “actions” which are character-wise similar to the Programme’s focus and where Programme would have the potential of a direct and significant contribution considering its nature – i.e. it primarily supports soft cooperative actions with the involvement of regions and regional actors. 

In number of further areas (in fact – in almost all) the Programme has a potential of contributing through development of innovative solutions and testing them through pilot projects, as well as through preparing grounds for investments. The Programme may also provide platform for a policy or governance coordination in any of the Priority Areas / “actions” which may require such.

The following Strategy’s Flagship (or related) Projects are supported by the Programme:

· TransBaltic under Priority Area 11

· East West Transport Corridor II under Priority Area 11

· Scandria under Priority Area 11

· BSR Quick under Priority Area 12 (Education)

· Agora 2.0 under Priority Area 12 (Tourism)

· ImPrim under Priority Area 12 (Health)

· ICT for Health under Priority Area 12 (Health)

The list available on BSR Programme website lists number of further projects related to the Strategy:

· Bioenergy Promotion under Priority Area 10

· RBGC under Priority Area 11

From the above it can be concluded that Programme is already serving all Priorities Areas of Pillar I.



	
	Pillar IV: To make the Baltic Sea Region a safe and secure place

13. To become a leading region in maritime safety and security

· Create a common maritime management system and monitoring, information and intelligence sharing for the Baltic Sea

· Improve the coordination of systems relating to ships’ routing and monitoring of the vessel traffic and consider establishing new systems

· Jointly apply surveillance tools

· Ensure that vessels, in particular those transporting energy products or other dangerous cargo, are up to the highest maritime safety standards 

14. To reinforce maritime accident response capacity protection from major emergencies

· Implement the HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan (BSAP)

· Develop a winter storms and storm surge prevention and preparedness approach

15. To decrease the volume of, and harm done by, cross border crime

· Improvement of cooperation between customs, border guard and police; evaluate the potential for further integration of law enforcement functions and tasks


	Relevant Priority 2 level results:
· increased role of sustainable transport

Relevant Priority 3 level results:

· increased institutional capacity and effectiveness in water management in the Baltic Sea

· improved institutional capacity in dealing with hazards and risks at onshore and offshore areas

· influenced policies, strategies, action plans and/or regulations in the field of management of Baltic Sea resources

Relevant Priority 4 level results:

· strengthened social conditions and impacts of regional and city development


	Although there is no one Programme Priority which would directly link to Pillar IV of the Strategy, the scope of Pillar IV can thematics-wise be addressed through selected actions of Programme’s Priorities 2, 3 and 4. The comment regarding the size of the BSR Programme remains valid also here – it is too small to be able to deliver significant and visible results in any one of the Priority Areas and “actions” under Pillar III. We have marked the “actions” which are character-wise similar to the Programme’s focus and where Programme would have the potential of a direct and significant contribution considering its nature – i.e. it primarily supports soft cooperative actions with the involvement of regions and regional actors. 

In number of further areas (in fact – in almost all) the Programme has a potential of contributing through development of innovative solutions and testing them through pilot projects, as well as through preparing grounds for investments. And on top of that – the Programme may provide platform for a policy or governance coordination in any of the Priority Areas / “actions” which may require such.

The indication of Programme’s potential can also be obtained by looking at the Strategy’s Flagship (or related) Projects which have been supported by the Programme. Those are:

· EfficienSea under Priority Area 13

· BRISK under Priority Area 14

From the above it can be concluded that Programme is already serving all Priorities Areas of Pillar I, with the exception of Priority Area 15.



	
	Horizontal Actions: 

· Align available funding and policies to the priorities and actions of the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region

· Cooperate on the transposition of EU Directives

· Develop integrated maritime governance structures in the Baltic Sea Region

· Become a pilot project in implementing the Marine Strategy Framework Directive

· Encourage the use of Maritime Spatial Planning in all Member States around the Baltic Sea and develop a common approach for cross-border cooperation

· Develop and complete Land-based Spatial Planning

· Transform successful pilot and demonstration projects into full-scale actions

· Use research as a base for policy decisions

· Coordinate the use of digital dividend

· Ensure fast broadband connection for rural areas

· Define and implement the Baltic Sea basin component of the European Marine Observation Data Network (EMODNET) and improve socio-economic data

· Build a regional identity

· Support for sustainable development of the fisheries areas


	Relevant Priority 2 level results:
· Accelerated increase of capacity and/or interoperability of different transport and ICT networks

· Influenced policies, strategies and regulations in the field of transport and ICT

Relevant Priority 3 level results:

· Improved institutional capacity and effectiveness in water management in the Baltic Sea

· Improved institutional capacity in dealing with hazards and risks at onshore and offshore areas

· Influenced policies, strategies and action plans and/or regulations in the field of management of Baltic Sea Resources

Relevant Priority 4 level results:

· pooled resources of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas to enhance the BSR competitiveness and cohesion

· increased BSR identity and its recognition outside the formal borders

· strengthened social conditions and impacts of regional and city development


	As for the horizontal actions the experience of the Programme may be quite useful in delivering number of them. 

The BSR Programme has evolved from a spatial planning platform into the development instrument. The following Strategy related Projects have been supported by the Programme in the field of spatial planning:

· BaltSeaPlan

· Eco-Region

· New Bridges

· Baltmet Promo

· Transbaltic

· Rail Baltica Growth Corridor

Equally, it has previously financed projects supporting development of regional identity and regional products. The efforts are aimed at creating regional identity and the feeling of “belonging” to the region, as well as support the emergence of a regional (Baltic) community. These steps are essential to ensure wider societal support to common efforts in the BSR region. Regions and cities are the most valuable actors in leading the communities and building this support. The following Strategy related Projects have been supported by the Programme linked to common identity issues:

· BaltMet Promo

· Cruise Baltic

Programme has also established good relations with the cross border programmes in the BSR region and this presents a potential to become a coordinator of territorial cooperation actions in the region. Also here we have marked the “actions” where Programme would have the potential of a more direct contribution.

Some of these “actions” may require a different approach to their implementation – i.e. the coordination of the funding and policies, and the development of a common cross-border cooperation approach in the region can be considered as permanent secretarial type of duties for the Strategy which could be implemented alongside the programme management functions.

The Programme also has potential in contributing to the transfer of successful pilot and demonstration projects into full-scale actions or into general practices applied throughout the region. In particular this could be done with regard to the pilot actions supported by the Programme. Already now the Programme offers a possibility to apply for a project extension stage which can be used exactly for such purposes.

 

	
	
	Priority 4: Promoting attractive and competitive cities and regions

The fourth priority promotes cooperation of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas enhancing its attractiveness for citizens and investors. It features action programmes and policies at the BSR level to make cities and regions more competitive engines for economic development. At the same time, ideas are to be promoted, which strengthen urban-rural partnerships and support a viable economic transformation of BSR areas with smaller and less dense settlements. The priority is also open for preparation of pan-Baltic strategies, action programmes, policies and subsequent investments. A special ENPI feature under this priority is joint actions dedicated to the social issues within regional and city development, as well as governance and capacity building in the public sector, exclusively promoted in cooperation projects with Russia and Belarus.

Priority level results:

· pooled resources of metropolitan regions, cities and rural areas to enhance the BSR competitiveness and cohesion

· improved preconditions for increase of BSR competitiveness in EU and worldwide

· increased BSR identity and its recognition outside the formal borders

· strengthened social conditions and impacts of regional and city development


	The fourth priority of the Programme reflects on the importance of territorial and societal integration of the BSR region, in particular the cooperation between its cities and regions and addressing the West-East divide. 

The Programme also acknowledges the existence of the West-East divide in many areas and the associated need for knowledge transfer and capacity building. 



	Geographical Scope
	The Strategy primarily concerns the eight EU Member States surrounding the Baltic Sea: Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland and Sweden. Close cooperation is envisaged with Russia and constructive cooperation is foreseen with Norway and Belarus.

The main coordination body for the Strategy – the High Level Group includes national government representatives from all EU Member States. Several European institutions, such as the Committee of Regions, are included in the role of observer.


	The Programme supports cooperation between the eight EU Member States, Russia, Belarus and Norway, all on equal terms.

In case of the BSR Programme, all countries are represented in the Programme’s decision making committee on equal terms. The decision making committee also includes regional representatives from each country.


	The BSR Programme has established a permanent platform for equal cooperation between the 11 Programme countries. Equal participation of Russian and Belarusian stakeholders is a very strong asset Programme can offer to the Strategy implementation. 



	Main Beneficiaries
	There is no explicit description of the beneficiaries or main target groups for the Strategy. The nature of the described actions, however, requires involvement of national and, where appropriate, BSR level stakeholders in almost all of them. Other than that, many actions need to be extended to the regional and local governments, as well as private sector, educational, research, health care and other institutions. 

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy states: “The participation of private sector representatives, local and regional authorities, and NGOs in the Strategy must also be further encouraged and facilitated”.


	The beneficiaries of the Programme can be national, regional and local authorities, as well as bodies governed by public law (this may include NGOs, Chambers of Commerce, trade unions etc). Private sector bodies have limited access to Programme’s funds.
	The BSR Programme has traditionally supported the cooperative actions undertaken by the regions and regional level bodies. There is a tradition of working with the regions and other stakeholders interested in the development of the BSR region as a whole. Considering that the implementation of the Strategy requires involvement of widest possible stakeholder groups, the BSR Programme can ensure the link to and engagement of its traditional target groups. The Programme also presents a potential for creating cooperation and governance structures (i.e. for Priority Area or action coordination) which would link the different governance structures and different types of stakeholders – i.e. public sector with NGOs, social and economic partners. There is also a potential for wider involvement of the private sector – in case the Programme would support governance, cooperation, experimentation and preparation of the investments – i.e. actions concerned with wider public good for the region as a whole, it may mean lifting its activities outside the state aid “domain”.



	Project Selection Criteria
	No criteria can be found anywhere in the Strategy and related documents for selection of Flagship Projects. The current listings of Flagship Projects under the Priority Areas also raise some questions as to how these have been identified and approved. The selected projects represent rather wide interpretation of the “actions” to be supported under each Priority Area. Some of these are linked to existing initiatives referred to in the Strategy – i.e. implementation of existing Nordic initiatives which foresee extension into the BSR, or implementation of e.g. HELCOM Baltic Sea Action Plan. Some are newly suggested projects selection of which appears to be a somewhat subjective process (acc to the information provided in Annex I of the 2010 Progress Report).

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy recognises: “There is no uniform system in place on /…/ which criteria should be used when deciding on which projects contribute to the Strategy. /…/ Further harmonisation of the methodologies used is necessary in order to provide more reliable data”.


	There is a clear and detailed project assessment criteria which has been approved by the Programme’s Monitoring Committee and is included in the Programme Manual and available on the Programme’s website. Projects are assessed by the JTS and the assessment outcome presented to the Monitoring Committee for decision making. Since the adoption of the Strategy the selection criteria also bears reference to the EUSBSR. Separate additional selection criteria and selection procedure has been established for strategic projects.

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy states: “The Transnational Baltic Sea Region Programme has been the most active Programme in funding Flagship Projects included in the EUSBSR. The programme is currently financing twelve Flagship Projects or parts of Flagship Projects. Projects have been asked to describe their links to the Strategy in the application form. Flagship Projects applying for funding are asked to provide a letter of commitment issued by the relevant Priority Area Coordinator. A new quality assessment criterion has also been added, giving extra priority to Flagship Projects or projects related to the Strategy”


	There appears to be no criteria for selection of the Strategy’s Flagship Projects. It is also not clear how the decision to consider one or another project a Flagship Project is taken? Having no clarity on the Priority Area level targets and no assessment procedure, the conclusion is made that there is no institutionalised ex ante verification on the potential contribution the Flagship Projects have as to the achievement of the Strategy’s objectives. It is also not clear how and by whom the potential Flagship Projects can be proposed?

The BSR Programme has a clear procedure for project submission and project selection, including assessment and decision making. There are clear provisions how any institution which satisfies Programme’s criteria can submit an application. Applicants, on the other hand, have full information on the assessment criteria and decision making mechanisms. The membership list of the Programme’s decision making body, the Monitoring Committee, is published on the Programme’s website. The process is transparent and described in detail.

It is interesting to observe that there seems to be an expectation from the Programme to finance the Flagship Projects of the Strategy, yet no wish to explore if and which of the projects already financed by the Programme could be considered as Flagship Projects? Some projects financed from the BSR Programme have, after approval, taken initiative to make contacts with Priority Area Coordinators and suggest their projects as Flagship Projects. 

Our observation is that the Programme’s selection criteria reflects the main features of the Strategy and therefore number of projects selected by the Programme may have a potential to be considered Flagship Projects of the Strategy. It seems that the only element missing in assigning this title to the projects financed by the Programme rests in formal recognition / acceptance by the Priority Area Coordinators or Steering Groups.

Having a clear procedure and selection criteria for the Strategy’s Flagship Projects would help to improve the overall recognition of the Strategy and its transparency / availability to (and consequently engagement and commitment from) a wider range of stakeholders.



	Implementation and Decision Making
	“No new institutions” was among the preconditions for the launch of the Strategy. Its coordination is undertaken by the European Commission, DG Regio. A multi-level coordination mechanism has been established to coordinate the implementation of the Strategy and its priorities. It consists of the High Level Working Group, the National Contact Point network, the Priority Area Coordinators network, a Network on Funding and Financing the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, etc. 

The High Level Working Group includes representatives of national governments (National Contact Points) from all EU Member States.

Each Priority Area has a Coordinator (or two), which in all cases, but one, are national level institutions. It is only in Priority Area 12 where the role of Coordinator has been entrusted to regional authorities.

The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy states: “The availability of technical assistance funding to cover running costs has been raised as an important issue by some Priority Area Coordinators and Flagship Project Leaders. The absence of centralised financing opportunity may limit the level of ambition of some areas and projects”. There is also reference to the need for “a more systematic monitoring and evaluation, possibly by independent consultants” to ensure that the decisions are as informed as possible.

There is evidence that the Priority Area events include some representatives of regions (i.e. the Annual Progress Conference of Transport Priority Area 11), but it is not clear if there is a general approach established to involvement of sub-national level stakeholders, as well as NGOs, social and economic partners and private sector in Priority Area level discussions.

Implementation-wise the involvement of sub-national levels and other stakeholder groups is, presumably, foreseen primarily via the projects financed from the different funding schemes associated with the Strategy.


	The main decision making body of the BSR Programme is the Monitoring Committee. It includes representatives from national and regional level governments of all participating countries.

Programme implementation is entrusted to the Investitionsbank Schleswaig Holstein which fulfils the tasks of the Managing Authority, Certifying Authority and hosts the Joint Technical Secretariat of the Programme.
	It is not clear what coordination mechanisms are there to coordinate between the Strategy and the Programme? The 2010 Progress Report of the Strategy states that “all ERDF programmes in the BSR have been asked to describe in their annual implementation report how they have contributed to the implementation of the Strategy”. This is rather an ex post verification of the alignment and contribution. 

If the wish of the BSR Programme stakeholders would be for a further alignment of the BSR Programme with the Strategy, it will require closer coordination between the decision making bodies. The coordination would extend into several stages of Programme implementation:

· Selection of the Programme’s priorities and alignment of the Programme’s targets at the programming stage may require consultation with both, National Contact Points and Priority Area Coordinators

· alignment of Programme’s project selection criteria will require consultation with Priority Area Coordinators

· decision making on projects may again require a consultation with Priority Area Coordinators

· Priority Area Coordinators and, possibly, National Contact Points would have to be involved also in monitoring the Programme’s progress



	Budget
	Another pre-condition for the Strategy has been “no new funding”. It is expected that the funding for the implementation of the Strategy will be drawn from the EU, national, regional funding schemes, programmes and International Financing Institutions (EIB, NIB, EBRD etc) available for the participating countries. Action Plan indicates that from the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund programmes, ca 44,3 billion EUR are available in the intervention areas covered by the Strategy.


	The total public funding (ERDF + co-financing) available to the Programme is 293 million EUR, the ERDF share is 208 million EUR.
	It is clear that the funds available through the BSR Programme constitute tiny (frankly speaking – marginal) fraction of the resources required for the implementation of the EUSBSR. Comparing the ERDF and the Cohesion Fund amounts available to the Strategy and the Programme, the Programme’s share barely reaches 0,5%. It is by far too small to contribute visibly and significantly to the implementation of the Strategy. 

This is why it is necessary to focus the Programme’s efforts – i.e. establish in which Priority Area(s) or “actions”, or for what particular type of measures the input of the Baltic Sea Region Programme may be most beneficial. 




7.13 Project visibility and capitalisation 
	No.


	Title
	Priority 
	Countries involved
	Objective
	Visibility/capitalisation effect

	1
	JOSEFIN
	1
	DE - 6

SE - 4

LV - 1

LT - 2

EE - 2

PL - 7

NO - 1
	To develop and implement a risk-sharing model in close collaboration with the European Investment Fund (EIF) and to improve conditions for the monetary support. 
	YES
 - Transnational guarantee fund will be set up by the JOSEFIN partners. That will allow the regions to support existing and new financial instruments in accordance to their specific demand and needs. The region will get the opportunity to boost transnational co-operation and the internationalisation of SMEs by reducing the risk for both, the SMEs and the financial institutions.

	2
	BSR Inno CBP


	1
	SE - 1

DK - 1

LV - 1
	To design and pilot training modules on basic and advanced cluster facilitation and management and on design and implementation of public cluster support and innovation programmes.
	No


	3
	BaSIC


	1
	DE - 3

SE - 3

DK - 1

FI - 2

LV - 2

LT - 1

EE - 1

PL - 2

NO - 1

RU - 2
	To put into action recommendations of Baltic Metropolises Innovation Strategy: i.e bring the cooperation onto a practical level, offering consistent & certified instruments & trained staff for implementing the instruments for innovative SME across BSR, enabling SME to internationalize & have access to finance.
	YES - BaSIC will contribute to enhance competitiveness and cohesion of the BSR through developing service support structures for fast growth of SME and a network of Science Parks and Incubators to promote international cooperation, business creation and cluster development.



	4
	BaltFood


	1
	DE - 4

SE - 2

DK - 3

FI - 3

LT - 1

PL - 2
	To build a sustainable and demand-oriented pan-Baltic food cluster structure. 
	YES – The project increases the transfer and application of technological and market-related know-how among its scientific, industry and public members that will facilitate development of food industry.

	5
	SPIN


	1
	DE - 2

SE - 2

DK - 1

FI - 1

LT - 1

EE - 1

PL - 1

RU - 1
	To increase the exploitation of the innovation potential from SMEs throughout the BSR in order to enhance sustainable production processes in SMEs.


	Yes/No
 – The project introduces new tools/instruments and incentives that facilitates the application of eco-innovations in SMEs to comply with EU environmental directives

	6
	Longlife


	1
	DE - 4

DK - 2

LT - 3

PL - 3

RU - 3
	To harmonise procedures and technologies for pan-European tendering of residential building projects under consideration of energy aspects.
	YES - The project optimizes regional typologies of buildings and construction methods to develop, transfer, adapt and implement new technologies in order to improve sustainability of buildings and to reduce the energy consumption during the building's life cycle.  A prototype pilot project will be realised after completion of Longlife with that would facilitate further investments in the region.

	7
	BONITA


	1
	DE - 2

SE - 2

DK - 2

FI - 2

LV - 2

LT - 2

PL - 2

RU - 1
	To implement trans-nationally a model for the technology and innovation transfer as impulse for regional development.
	YES – The project implements mobile IT Demonstration-Lab (mobile and wearable IT applications) and facilitate boost of the innovation potential of industrial enterprises through R&D efforts.

	8
	BSRInnoReg
	1
	DE - 4

FI -5

LV - 3

LT - 3

EE - 2

PL - 1

RU - 1
	To develop a coherent and complementary political agenda to support preconditions for innovation in Baltic non-metropolitan areas 
	No

	9
	BALTRAD
	2
	SE - 1

DK - 1

FI - 2

LV - 1

EE - 1

PL - 1

RU - 1

BY - 1
	To create a durable and sustainable weather radar network for the BSR, operating in real-time, with high-quality data, and with demonstrated value to forecasters and decision-makers.
	YES - The project facilitates establishment of joint weather radar network and improves its performance by introduction of new working methods. 



	10
	WATERPRAXIS
	3
	DE - 1

SE - 1

DK - 3

FI - 2

LV -1

LT - 2

PL - 1

RU - 1
	To improve the status of the Baltic Sea by contributing to the practical implementation of measures chosen in the River Basin Management Plans in BSR
	Yes/No – The project has a potential of continuity through attraction of investments for water protection measures and implementation of water protection plans. 



	11
	BaltCICA
	3
	DE - 4

SE - 1

DK - 3

FI  -7

LV - 2

LT - 5

EE - 1

NO - 1
	To achieve a better capability to deal with the impacts of climate change at those levels, where concrete adaptation measures have to be implemented and are visible/tangible for the population.
	Yes/No – New methodology will be tested and introduced in order to assess adaptation to sea level rise and changing frequency and magnitude of floods for the cities and regions located on the Baltic coast. 

	12
	COHIBA
	3
	DE - 2

SE - 3

DK - 4

FI - 2

LV - 2

LT - 4

EE - 4

PL - 1

RU - 4
	To support the Baltic Sea countries in jointly implementing the Baltic Sea Action Plan with regard to hazardous substances, and to enhance the application of the ecosystem approach also to the management of hazardous substances.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates improvements in management system of hazardous substances.

	13
	EfficienSea
	3
	SE - 4

DK - 1

FI - 3

EE - 1

PL - 5

NO - 3
	To develop a comprehensive dynamic preventive paradigm for risk assessment.
	YES – The project facilitates use of e-Navigation and integration of maritime traffic data into a coastal environmental framework leading to improved maritime safety. 

	14
	BRISK
	3
	DE - 1

SE - 1

DK - 1

FI - 2

LV - 1

LT - 1

EE - 1

PL - 2

RU -1
	To contribute to building-up sufficient emergency capacity and pollution response capability in the Baltic Sea Region.
	YES – The project introduces risk analysis tool for strategic planning of emergency response in order respond efficiently in case of pollution. 



	15
	Baltic Master II
	3
	DE - 1

SE - 21

DK - 2

FI - 1

LT - 1

EE - 1

PL - 3

RU - 1
	To improve response capacity to an oil spill and reduce possible sanitation costs for regions and municipalities. 
	No.

	16
	BaltSeaPlan
	3
	DE -3

SE - 2

DK - 1

LV -1

LT -2

EE -2

PL -3

RU -4
	To support the process of developing and implementing maritime spatial planning throughout the Baltic Sea in a coherent manner.
	Yes/No – The project has a potential to improve maritime spatial planning through new methods and methodologies for data integration and data assessment. 



	17
	Baltic Green Belt
	3
	DE -3

SE -1

LV -2

LT -2

EE -3

PL -1

RU -2

BE - 1
	To establish the Baltic Green Belt as a functional durable ecological network and use the initiative as a respected mechanism for the sharing of knowledge, experiences and best practices on trans boundary cooperation for nature conservation and sustainable coastal development.
	No

	18
	Bioenergy Promotion
	4
	DE -6

SE -5

DK -3

FI -3

LV -3

LT -3

EE -2

PL -4

NO -3

RU -2

BY -2
	To strengthen the development towards a sustainable, competitive and territorially integrated Baltic Sea Region in the field of sustainable use of bio-energy.
	YES – The project has a potential to have an impact on production and use of bio-energy. 

	19
	NEW BRIDGES
	4
	DE -1

SE -2

DK -1

FI -3

LV -1

LT -2

EE -1

PL -1

RU -3
	To improve the management of quality of life in urban-rural planning.
	Yes/No – The project improves process of urban-rural planning by introduction of new planning tools and integrated management approach with regard to urban-rural interactions. 

	20
	Urb.Energy
	4
	DE - 5

LV -2

LT -2

EE -3

PL -1

RU -1

BY -1
	To elaborate and partly implement applicable and transferable integrated concepts and strategies for the sustainable and holistic EER of residential areas in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR).
	Yes/No – The project has a potential to introduce new approaches for urban renewal. 

	21
	Parks &Benefits
	4
	DE -6

SE -5

LV -2

LT -3

EE -1

NO -1

RU -1
	To implement the European Charter as instrument to promote & generate socio-economic benefits by a sustainable land use in protected areas of BSR.
	Yes/No - The project has a potential to provide new, sustainable economic approaches of natural heritage protection within protected areas of BSR. The approaches can be transferred to other areas of the BSR.

	22
	Eco-Region
	4
	DE -7

SE -6

DK -1

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -2

NO -2

RU -3
	To contribute to the declared aim of Baltic 21 to develop the Baltic Sea Region into the world’s first Eco-Region, where economic growth goes hand in hand with environmental integrity and social justice.  
	Yes/No – The project has a potential to facilitate sustainable development of the BSR by attraction of investments and application of new approaches to planning of sustainable development. 



	23
	BSLN


	4
	DE - 3

SE - 4

DK - 1

FI - 3

LV - 2

LT - 4

EE - 2

PL - 2

NO - 3

RU - 1

BE - 1
	To utilise more efficient the existing potential of the very complex labour market in sense of mobility & qualification in the BSR
	No.

	24
	BalticClimate
	4
	DE -2

SE -5

FI -3

LV -3

LT -2

EE -7

PL -1

RU -2
	To enable BSR municipalities, regions and local actors to deal with the climate change issue in a cooperative, integrative and sustainable way.


	No.

	25
	Baltic Biogas Bus
	2
	DE -2

SE -2

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -1

NO -3
	To increase the use of biogas buses in order to improve air quality in Baltic Sea Region cities.
	YES – The project has a potential to facilitate biogas production and introduction of biogas buses. 



	26
	SCANDRIA
	2
	DE -7

SE -8

DK -2

FI -1

NO -1
	To increase efficiency and sustainability of the transport systems in the corridor and to strengthen cooperation in transnational logistic and value-added chains.
	YES – The project unlocks large scale investments for rail and road infrastructure, harbours and nodes. 



	27
	TransBaltic
	2
	DE -3

SE -4

DK -1

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -5

NO -2 
	To provide regional level incentives for integration of transport patterns and networks in the BSR, as stipulated by the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region, by means of joint transport development measures and jointly implemented business concepts.
	YES – The project has a potential to attract regional and national investments for development of transport corridors in the BSR. 

	28
	EWTC II
	2
	DE -4

SE -11

DK -6 

LT -5

BY -3
	To implement parts of the EWTC Action Plan by introducing hindrance-resolving solutions compliant with the latest directions of the EU transport policy.
	YES – The project has a potential to attract investments for the rail and maritime transport development in the East-West transport corridor.  



	29
	C.A.S.H.
	2
	DE -3

DK -1

FI -5

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -1

NO -1
	To make safer road traffic and less people injured or dead as a consequence of HGV related accidents. To intensify the work of combatting HGV-related crime in cross border traffic, thus affecting the security of BSR.
	Yes/No – The project has an impact on improvement of safety on the roads and crime prevention in cross-border areas. 

	30
	BalticSupply


	1
	DE - 3

SE - 1

DK - 2

FI - 2

LV - 3

LT - 3

EE - 1

PL - 1
	To extend knowledge for better SME performance on Northeast (NE) European SME supply markets. To enhance competitiveness of Baltic SME on NE European supply markets. 
	Yes/No – The project has a potential to facilitate SME competitiveness and overall performance through establishment and further development of supply clusters. 

	31
	FM


	1
	DE - 1

SE - 1

DK - 2

LV - 1

EE - 2

PL - 2

NO - 2
	To let the BSR AV-industry SMEs actively participate as competitive players in the new digital markets, thereby promoting regional development by stimulating an over-proportional growth-sector, enhancing knowledge-transfer and strengthen East-West cooperation.
	Yes/No – The project raises SME competitiveness through development of a Media cluster and a forum for communication between creative producers and academics. 

	32
	BSR QUICK


	1
	DE - 8

SE - 2

DK - 1

FI - 2

LV - 1

LT - 3

EE - 1

PL - 16

NO - 2

BY - 4
	To strengthen innovation and improving support for SMEs. To increase the innovative power and reduce lack of qualified employees and businessmen in SMEs. 
	YES – The project facilitates development of innovations and SMEs by establishment of specific innovation-promoting infrastructure "Baltic Sea Academy" in joint cooperation between 9 universities and chambers of commerce.



	33
	PlasTEP


	1
	DE - 3

SE - 1

DK - 1

FI - 1

LV - 1

LT - 3

EE - 1

PL - 4
	To push plasma based cleaning technologies of atmospheric air and water treatment to a visible practical application.
	Yes/No - The project will facilitate the transnational transfer of knowledge and technologies through sustainable joint research and education base for students, pupils and employees in the BSR. The project has a potential to attract investments for development of technologies in plasma industry.

	34
	REMOWE


	1
	DE - 1

SE - 2

FI - 3

LT - 1

EE - 1

PL - 1
	To increase the possibilities for waste-to-energy utilisation by policies and strategies for the regional development.
	Yes/No 

	35
	IBI Net


	1
	DE - 1

SE - 1

LV - 2

PL - 1

NO - 1

BY - 1
	To develop entrepreneurship, foster innovation and technology transfer in the Baltic Sea Region (BSR) thus decreasing socio-economic disparities between W-BSR and E-BSR.
	No

	36
	ICT for Health


	1
	DE - 7

SE - 1

DK - 3

FI - 3

LT - 3

PL - 1

NO - 1
	To facilitate use of eHealth technologies in prevention of chronic diseases.
	YES – The project facilitates public /private investments in regional health care providers during the project and after its lifecycle in health sector. 

	37
	Best Agers


	1
	DE - 5

SE - 2

DK - 2

LV - 2

LT - 3

EE - 1

PL - 3

UK - 1
	To keep more members of the generation 55+ in the centre of society and use their knowledge and experience to form a cross-generational innovation environment in the BSR. 


	YES – The project facilitates transfer of knowledge among generations keeping the know-how of experienced professionals in regional labour markets, and provides fundament for development of new business ideas and innovations.



	38
	PURE
	3
	DE -1

FI -4

LV -2

EE -1

PL -2

BY -1
	To improve the environmental state of the Baltic Sea.
	Yes/No – The project reduces phosphorus discharges to the Baltic Sea by introduction of new methods and attracts investments to achieve good ecological status of the Baltic Sea. 

	39
	SMOCS
	3
	DE-1 

SE -3

FI -2

LT -2 

PL -2


	To improve management of contaminated sediments.  
	Yes/No – The project facilitates investments in port of Gävle and port of Kokkola to handle the contaminated sediments. The project introduces new tools and treatment technologies for reduction of contaminated sediments.

	40
	Baltic COMPASS
	3
	DE -1

SE -5

DK -2

FI -4

LV -1

LT -3

EE -3

PL -2

BY -2
	To contribute in reducing eutrophication of the Baltic Sea through fostering win-win solutions for agriculture, municipal and environmental sectors, based on problem definitions which are relevant for stakeholders within the whole drainage area.
	YES – The project facilitates continuous transfer of knowledge regarding reduction of eutrophication caused by agricultural activities. It will accelerate investments in the sector to facilitate its sustainable growth by reduction of pollution.



	41
	Trans in Form
	4
	DE -1

SE -1

LV -2

LT -1

PL -1

NO -5


	To raise awareness among policy makers and citizens about regional attractivity and potential and show how the different regions and municipalities are scored based on objective criteria, in transnational comparison. To elaborate a number of scenarios with focus on urban design and regional attractivity and generate a toolbox for regional scenario planning through sharing of expertise and best practices. 
	Yes/No – The project will facilitate development of town centres through attraction of investments and development of new approaches for planning.

	42
	Egoprise
	4
	DE -5

SE -1

DK -4

FI -4

LV -3

LT -2

EE -2

BY -1
	To turn public administrations in rural BSR areas to more business oriented service suppliers, to relieve SMEs from administrative burdens, improve their access to information & qualified staff and as a consequence to increase attractiveness of rural areas as places to live, work & invest in.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates development of Service Centres as support institutions for SMEs and by this impacts development of the rural areas.  



	43
	PEA
	4
	DE -4

FI -2

LV -2

LT -5

EE -5

PL -3
	To foster regional development through reduction of energy related costs, added value based on new value chains and sustainable technological innovations
	YES – The project has a potential to have an impact on promotion of energy efficiency through attraction of investments and development of pilot measures related to production of energy from renewable sources.  



	44
	AGORA
	4
	DE -4

SE -2

DK -2

FI -2

LV -3

LT -2

EE -3

PL -5

BY - 1
	To improve a common identity within the BSR.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates regional identity by introduction of solutions for strengthening regional identity, incl., an award in relation to national heritage. 

	45
	BaltMet Promo
	4
	DE -1

DK -1

FI -4

LV -1

LT -1

PL -1
	To attract tourists, talents and investments to BSR through global promotional products, which are designed, launched and evaluated in transnational co-operation.
	No

	46
	ImPrim
	4
	SE -2

FI -1

LV -2

LT -3

EE -3

NO -1

BY -2
	To improve public health (especially in the Eastern parts of the BSR).
	YES – The project will affect development of public health system in the project area by introducing solutions for improvement of its performance.

	47
	RBGC
	2
	DE -3

FI -6

LV -1

LT -2

EE -2

PL -6
	To improve accessibility of Eastern BSR and strengthen external and internal connectivity of the Eastern BSR countries through Rail Baltica in line with green growth corridor principles.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates development and introduction of transnational transport information system and cooperation of logistic centres in the BSR. 

	48
	NECL II
	2
	SE -11

FI -8

NO -4


	To implement the Strategy in close co-operation with the national transport authorities and industry over the national borders through pre-investment studies, development of transport solutions, marketing of the corridor on a macro region level, and a continued development of a logistic ICT solution.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates attraction of investments in transport infrastructure in Norway, Sweden and Finland.     

	49
	BALTRIS
	2
	SE -2

LV -1

LT -2

EE -2
	To develop tools and build capacity to better manage safety of road infrastructure in the BSR.
	YES – The project facilitates improvement of safety on the roads through introduction of new tools for engineering solutions and raised capacity of professionals. 

	50
	Baltic.AirCargo.Net
	2
	DE -4

SE -2

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -1

BY -2

UK-1
	To enhance operating environment in the air cargo sector in the Baltic Sea Region and beyond.
	YES – The project promotes development of air cargo services in the BSR by joint cooperation and attraction of investments for improvement of services. 

	51
	BSR InnoShip
	2
	DE -2

SE -2

DK -1

FI -7

LV -1

LT -2

EE -1

PL -2

NO -1
	To enhance integrated environmental and economic management of the Baltic Sea by supporting key maritime actors to minimise adverse effects of pollution from maritime traffic and optimize the competitiveness of Baltic Shipping by deploying sustainable, cost-effective, jointly coordinated national and transnational policies, strategies and concrete measures
	Yes/No - The project has a potential to introduce new and innovative transnational approaches to mitigate the different needs and interests of the maritime sector and to ensure a level-playing field for more sustainable and economically viable management of the Baltic Sea resources, incl., promotion of low-emission solutions.

	52
	CleanShip
	2
	DE -5

SE -4

DK -1

FI -2

LV -2

LT -3

EE -1

PL -1

NO -2
	To reduce ship borne air pollution and sewage as a major sources of the eutrophication of the sea.
	YES - The project facilitates introduction of new, gaseous, fuels thus improving conditions for shipping of different ships. 

	53
	BERAS IMPLEMENTATION
	3
	DE -1

SE -6

DK -1

FI -5

LV -1

LT -3

EE -2

PL -5

BY -1
	To contribute to solving the problem of excessive nutrient losses from agricultural production through introduction of conversion to Ecological Recycling Agriculture (ERA) in all countries of the BSR.
	YES – The project facilitates rural development by developed system of complete food chain in order to solve the problem of excessive nutrient losses from agricultural production. Cooperation of all rural networks within the BSR will be developed.  

	54
	Baltic Deal
	3
	SE -1

DK -1

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1

EE -1

PL -1
	To reduce agriculture’s contribution of nutrients to the Baltic Sea using a cost-efficient approach.
	YES – The project facilitates reduction of pollution caused by agricultural activities and implementation of pilot approaches in regional farms. 



	55
	SUBMARINER
	3
	DE -5

SE -3

DK -2

FI -1

LV -2

LT -2

EE -2

PL -2
	To influence the improvement of environmental conditions and foster the economic development of the BSR by promoting new sustainable marine use.
	Yes/No – The project has a potential to improve use of marine resources by introduction of sustainable ways of utilisation. 



	56
	BALTADAPT
	3
	DE -3

SE -2

DK -2

FI -1

LV -1

LT -1 

EE -1
	To contribute to the management of the Baltic Sea as a common resource by providing joint transnational solutions to address the sustainable management of the sea in the context of climate change.
	No.

	57
	Baltic Fashion


	1
	DE - 3

SE - 1

FI - 2

LV - 2

LT - 1

EE - 3

PL - 2
	To provide adequate business support to innovative fashion SMEs throughout the BSR via services offered by a permanent Baltic Fashion Knowledge and Support Network, composed of representatives of fashion industry, public sector and academic

sector (Triple Helix) from all over the BSR.
	YES – The project implements business support activities on the regional scale by development of business-clinics and attraction of investments to BSR fashion factory in the region of Mecklenburg Vorpommern. The factory will offer production facilities and training opportunities customized to the needs and opportunities of fashion entrepreneurs operating in the BSR.



	58
	StarDust


	1
	DE - 2

SE - 7

DK - 3

FI - 4

LV - 4

LT - 7

EE - 3

PL - 3

NO - 1
	To create a number of global innovation and business hubs in the region to achieve critical mass, attractiveness and a competitive international position in the world.
	YES – The project facilitates development of clustering and use of innovative approaches in production and services thus raising competitiveness of the BSR in the global market. The project attracts multimillion investments for this purpose. 



	59
	URBAN CREATIVE POLES


	1
	DE - 2

SE - 2

LT - 1

EE - 2

PL - 2
	To enhance the framework conditions for innovation, growth and transnational cooperation of creative industries in medium-sized BSR cities.
	Yes/No – The project facilitates development of clustering in urban areas and introduction of innovative solutions in creative industries. It attracts investments targeted towards less developed areas.

	60
	MIN-NOVATION


	1
	DE - 2

SE - 2

FI - 2

EE - 2

PL - 3

NO - 1
	To create a trans-national network that brings together universities and other research institutions with regional business development agencies to help increase the pace and volume of mining and mineral processing waste management innovation coming out of academic and research institutions into the private sector.
	YES – The project attracts investments for development of state-of-the-art technologies to be used in mining industry in order to reduce pollution. 

	61
	COOL Bricks


	1
	DE - 4

SE - 4

DK - 1

FI - 1

LV - 2

LT - 1

EE - 3

PL - 1

BY - 1
	To harmonise the conflict between energetic refurbishment and the protection of historical buildings and to combine both aims in interdisciplinary solutions
	YES – The project attracts multimillion investments for protection and preservation of historical buildings in the BSR.  

	62
	BSHR HealthPort


	1
	DE - 1

SE - 1

DK - 2

FI - 2

LT – 1

EE - 1

PL - 1
	To facilitate SME access to the health care market by promoting business development via matchmaking and enabling SMEs to join R&D projects, as well as pre-commercial procurement and their engagement in the procurement. To enhance innovation competences of health care providers and SME managers.  
	Yes/No – The project facilitates establishment of ScanBalt offices to promote health care development through attraction of investments. 

	63
	BATMAN


	3
	DE - 3

SE - 2

DK - 3

FI - 4

LV - 1

LT - 1

EE - 2

PL - 2
	To establish a needed manure knowledge forum by transnational R&D efforts, communication and business innovation
	Yes/No – The project stimulates business innovation for manure technologies and attracts investments for their development.

	64
	RB21T
	4
	DE -1

SE -2

LV -3

LT -3

EE -2

PL -1

BY -1

ES -1
	To improve the local and regional capacity to apply the process of implementing waste management that catalyse the execution of the EU Directive, helping the BSR to climb in the waste hierarchy.
	Yes/No – The project attracts multimillion investments for development of waste management systems in the BSR. 

	65
	Ecovillages


	4
	SE - 1

FI - 1

LV - 1

LT - 1

PL - 1

BY - 1
	To foster more sustainable ways of living in the rural areas of the BSR by creating a toolkit for initiators and developers of eco-villages including an effective model of action planning and implementation.
	No


7.14 Summary of the key information on the programmes 

	Description
	BSRP
	FP7
	EIB
	CIP
	EEA&NG
	ERC
	ESF
	BONUS
	LLP

	Beneficiaries

	Public bodies at national, regional and local level
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Academic and research institutions 
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Training institutions
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X

	Commercial institutions
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Non-governmental organisations
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Individuals
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Minimal number of partners
	3
	3
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1

	1
	3

	Eligible areas

	EU Member States
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EU Candidate Countries
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EU Associated Countries
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	EEA Countries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Non-EU Countries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X

	Co-financing rates

	Co-financing rates (%)
	50-85
	50-100
	*

	≤50
	60-90
	100
	*

	100
	≤75

	Max funding

	Max funding (EUR)
	-

	3 M

	-
	-
	≥1M

	3,5M 
	*
	2 M
	≥0,5 M


	Max project duration

	Max project duration (Months)


	36
	36
	*
	36
	18
	60
	*
	36
	24

	Eligible Activities

	Setting up transnational structures (platforms, networks etc.)
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Production of innovative technologies
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Stimulation of commercialisation of the inventions
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Support to technology transfer
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Support to non-technological innovations, innovation management advice
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Harmonisation of national and regional level support schemes to technology transfer and diffusion of knowledge
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	Improvement of innovative technologies and solutions
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Development of clusters
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Pilot implementation of transnational innovations including eco-innovations and market replication projects in companies
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Creation and application of good practise
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Marketing of capacities and success stories
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Strengthening cooperation of educational structures
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Providing access to finance for SMEs supporting investments in technological development
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Elaboration and implementation of strategies
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Development of research infrastructure
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Support to fundamental research
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Support to applied & collaborative research
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	

	Granting research fellowship, PhD studies abroad, company placements
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X

	Capacity building
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Recruitment of researchers and innovators to adopt innovative technologies
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Development of energy-efficiency solutions and renewable energy in different industries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Improvement of environmental performance
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Improvement of ICT use and services
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Promotion of female and youth entrepreneurship
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	


7.15 Summary of the Programme communication activities 2007-2010

	Communication tool
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010



	Strategic measures

	Communication plan
	Drafting 
	· Approved by MC on 15 February 2008

· Approved by EC on 11 June 2008
	No revisions 

	Communication guidelines 
	
	Available as of July 2008
	No revisions 

	Participation in other programmes (external) events 
	
	
	· 5 Programme presentations

· 1 participation at discussion 
	· 8 Programme presentations

· 1 Programme exhibition

· 1 discussion moderation

	Networks

	Annual conference of BSSSC
	14 September 2007, Turku, FI
	
	13-15 October 2009, Ringsted, DK, 300 participants
	

	Events

	Programme annual conference / major event
	10-11 May 2007, Hamburg, DE, 450 participants
	26-27 November 2008, Tallinn, EE, 500 participants
	13-15 October 2009, Ringsted, DK, 300 participants, 28 project ideas discussed with 75 participants at Project Idea Cafe
	

	Partner search forum
	14 September 2007, Turku, FI, 100 participants, 29 project ideas submitted
	
	
	

	Lead

Applicant 

Seminars

(LAS)
	
	· 2-3 April 2008, Hamburg, DE, 130 participants

· 9-10 April 2008, Riga, LV, 130 participants

· 27 November 2008, Tallinn, EE, 130 participants

· 10 December 2008, Gdansk, PL,  125 participants 
	· 4-5 February 2009, Rostock, DE, 112 participants

· 2-3 December 2009, Riga, LV, 120 participants


	13-14 January 2010, Malmö, SE, 140 participants

	Information event for the ENPI component
	
	· 16-17 April 2008, St. Petersburg, RU,  500 participants
	4 March 2009, Minsk, BY, 50 participants
	29-30 September 2010, Minsk, BY 193 participants

	Barents Region workshop
	
	
	9 December 2009, Oulu, FI, 37 participants
	

	Individual consultations
	
	· 178 ideas consulted in LAS 

· 40 ideas consulted ad-hoc

· 62 consulted via telephone, e-mail 
	· 49 ideas consulted in LAS 

· 5 ideas consulted in Oulu

· 61 ideas consulted ad-hoc
	· 42 ideas consulted ad-hoc

	Total number of participants in Programme events
	550
	1515
	approx. 700
	333

	Total number of project ideas consulted
	29
	280
	115
	42

	Supportive measures for running projects

	Lead Partner seminars (LPS)
	
	
	· 24 February 2009, Rostock, DE, 65 participants

· 8-9 October 2009, Rostock, DE, 12 participants
	· 27-28 January 2010, Rostock, DE, 60 participants

· 6-7 October 2010, Rostock, DE, 24 participants

	Financial seminars
	
	
	3 June 2009, Rostock, DE, 50

participants


	3-4 May 2010, Hamburg, DE, 44

participants



	Communica-tion seminars
	
	
	26-27 May 2009, Berlin, DE, 53 participants 
	· 10-11 February 2010, Berlin, DE, 7 participants

· 26-27 May 2010, Berlin, DE, 44 participants

	Total number of project representatives consulted / trained
	
	
	180
	179

	Website and e-communication

	www.eu.baltic.net 
	created
	· Extended and updated, RU section added

· 32 000 visits per year

· 2600 visits per month

· 100 visits per day
	· Extended and updated, new sections 

· 42 000 visits per year

· 4000 visits per month

· 115 visits per day

· One of 5 Regio Stars 2009 finalists
	· Extended and updated 

· 39 000 visits January - September

· 4300 visits per month

· 144 visits per day

	Programme newsletters
	
	5 e-newsletters sent to 11 000 addresses
	5 e-newsletters sent to 12 500 addresses
	3 e-newsletters sent to 12 900 addresses

	Printed and promotional materials

	Brochures
	No information on number of copies printed
	No information on number of copies printed and distributed
	No information on number of copies printed and distributed
	No information on number of copies printed and distributed

	Flyers
	No information on number of copies printed
	2000 copies printed in RU

No information on number of copies distributed
	No information on number of copies printed and distributed
	5000 copies printed No information on number of copies distributed

	“First 24 transnational cooperation projects”
	
	
	4000 copies printed No information on number of copies distributed
	

	“Cooperation continues. 22 new transnational projects”
	
	
	
	4000 copies printed No information on number of copies distributed

	“Power of cooperation. 46 transnational projects”
	
	
	
	4000 copies printed No information on number of copies distributed

	Promotional materials
	
	6 types (USB memory sticks, pens, post-its, calendars for 2009, poster calendars 2009, linen bags);

no information on number of copies distributed
	5 types (postcards, paper conference folders, note pages, pens, USB memory sticks);

no information on number of copies distributed
	1 type (reflective snap bracelets), 2000 copies, no information on number of copies distributed

	Audio visual material

	A video of 3 projects from the previous programme (Interreg III B) in transport, environment and business development 
	
	Produced in September ,800 DVDs distributed 
	
	

	A photo exhibition of projects from the previous programme
	
	26-27 November 2008, Tallinn, EE, at Programme conference
	
	

	Bow-flags on programme priorities
	
	Displayed at programme events
	
	

	Media relations

	Press releases
	
	6 (in EN, DE, RU, EE) disseminated
	1 disseminated
	2 disseminated

	A press kit (includes flyer, fact sheet)
	
	Distributed 
	
	

	Other

	Celebration of the EU week
	
	Flying the EU flag for 1 week from 9 May 2008  in front of the JTS, Rostock and Riga
	Flying the EU flag for 1 week from 9 May 2009  in front of the JTS, Rostock and Riga
	Flying the EU flag for 1 week from 9 May 2010 in front of the JTS, Rostock and Riga


7.16 Summary of Project Communication Budgets

	No.
	Project acronym
	Priority
	Total Budget (Euro)
	Communi-cation Budget (Euro)
	% of Total Budget

	0001
	JOSEFIN
	1.1.
	4 120 237
	776 350
	18.84 %

	0002
	BSR CBP
	1.1.
	394 448
	38 500
	9.76 %

	0003
	BaSIC
	1.1.
	2 800 000
	618 800
	22.10 %

	0004
	BaltFood
	1.2.
	2 400 000
	175 300
	7.30 %

	0005
	SPIN
	1.2.
	3 000 000
	489 896
	16.32 %

	0006
	Longlife
	1.2.
	2 400 000
	216 000
	9.00 %

	0007
	BONITA
	1.2.
	2 939 235
	453 379
	15.42 %

	0008
	BSR InnoReg
	1.3.
	2 293 063
	307 743
	13.42 %

	0009
	BALTRAD
	2.2.
	2 130 000
	248 149
	11.65 %

	0010
	WATERPRAXIS
	3.1.
	2 001 900
	289 500
	14.46 %

	0011
	BaltCICA
	3.1.
	5 300 000
	754 906
	14.24 %

	0012
	COHIBA
	3.1.
	4 900 000
	483 128
	9.85 %

	0013
	EfficienSea
	3.3.
	7 995 320
	764 994
	9.56 %

	0014
	BRISK
	3.3.
	3 310 541
	357 576
	10.80 %

	0015
	Baltic Master II
	3.3.
	4 002 312
	323 457
	8.08 %

	0016
	BaltSeaPlan
	3.4.
	3 707 721
	525 294
	14.16 %

	0017
	Baltic Green Belt
	3.3.
	2 300 000
	634 706
	27.59 %

	0018
	Bioenergy Promotion
	4.1.
	5 100 000
	670 946
	13.15 %

	0019
	NEW BRIDGES
	4.1.
	2 813 728
	323 284
	11.48 %

	0020
	Urb.Energy
	4.1.
	3 768 836
	533 361
	14.15 %

	0021
	Parks & Benefits
	4.2.
	2 686 660
	497 136
	18.50 %

	0022
	Eco-Region
	4.2.
	3 421 456
	378 395
	11.05 %

	0023
	BSLN
	4.2.
	2 685 923
	531 902
	19.80 %

	0024
	BalticClimate
	4.2.
	4 220 720
	769 089
	18.22 %

	0025
	Baltic Biogas Bus
	2.1.
	4 173 260
	568 645
	13.62 %

	0026
	SCANDRIA
	2.1.
	3 773 500
	201 000
	5.32 %

	0027
	TransBaltic
	2.1.
	5 500 000
	860 000
	15.63 %

	0028
	EWTC II
	2.1.
	5 992 400
	573 860
	9.57 %

	0029
	C.A.S.H.
	2.1.
	3 388 270
	327 000
	9.65 %

	0030
	BalticSupply
	1.1.
	3 639 750
	550 000
	15.11 %

	0031
	FM
	1.1.
	3 025 070
	298 292
	9.86 %

	0032
	BSR QUICK
	1.1.
	3 688 000
	436 205
	11.82 %

	0033
	PlasTEP
	1.2.
	3 820 010
	437 350
	11.44 %

	0034
	REMOWE
	1.2.
	1 583 800
	130 077
	8.21 %

	0035
	IBI Net
	1.2.
	677 050
	22 501
	3.32 %

	0036
	ICT for Health
	1.2.
	3 645 621
	388 451
	10.65 %

	0037
	Best Agers
	1.2.
	4 423 070
	584 391
	13.21 %

	0038
	PURE
	3.
	3 168 615
	419 280
	13.23 %

	0039
	SMOCS
	3.
	3 645 000
	302 000
	8.28 %

	0040
	Baltic COMPASS
	3.1.
	6 678 210
	834 301
	12.49 %

	0041
	Trans in Form (TiF)
	4.2.
	1 625 000
	361 500
	22.24 %

	0042
	Egoprise
	4.2.
	2 546 000
	416 654
	16.36 %

	0043
	PEA
	4.2.
	3 732 080
	634 993
	17.01 %

	0044
	AGORA 2.0
	4.
	2 800 000
	545 732
	19.49 %

	0045
	BaltMet Promo
	4.2.
	2 776 540
	327 000
	11.77 %

	0046
	ImPrim
	4.
	2 644 200
	180 900
	6.84 %


1. To what extent does the EU Strategy for the Baltic Sea Region present the future main policy framework for the BSR Programme? 





2. In which EUSBSR areas would the BSR Programme have the biggest potential to deliver useful results?








3. How can the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013 contribute to the implementation of the Strategy, even beyond its current Priorities?








1. Do the current Priorities and themes of the Programme address relevant problems and gaps in the Baltic Sea Region and how does the Programme contribute to improving / solving these? Here, selected sectors could be analysed, such as transport or environment (including analysis of link to initiatives such as Safety at the Sea; Marine directive, TENs, and others).





2. What are Priority fields in which the outcome of projects funded by the Programme are most visible (e.g. innovation, transport, environment)?





3. What type of innovation projects could/should be supported by a transnational cooperation Programme?





1. Analysis of special features, potential overlaps and complementarity of the Programme with other EU funded programmes, such as the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) and the Framework Programme for Research (FP7). 





Project example / Objectives:





BSR Programme project – Best Agers: 


Keeping more members of the generation 55+ in the centre of society and making use of their knowledge and experience to form a cross-generational innovation environment in BSR;


Helping the cities and regions of BSR to utilise these resources in innovative ways, in particular by keeping the know-how of experienced professionals in regional labour markets to counteract the shrinking of the workforce in due time.





FP7 project – AEGIS:


Study in depth the very act of knowledge-intensive entrepreneurship, its defining characteristics, boundaries, scope and incentives;


Study the link between knowledge entrepreneurship, economic growth and social wellbeing.











Project example / Partnership:





BSR Programme project – Best Agers (19 partners): 


5 scientific and research institutions;


3 regional and municipal institutions;


7 universities/business schools;


2 business organisations;


2 associations.





FP7 project – AEGIS (21 partners):


6 scientific and research institutions;


12 universities;


3 business organisations.











Project example / Eligible areas:





BSR Programme project – Best Agers: 


7 EU Member States;


1 Country outside BSR (UK).





FP7 project – AEGIS:


12 EU Member States;


1 EU Accession Country (Croatia);


3 Countries outside the EU (China, India, Russia).





Project Example / Eligible activities:





BSR Programme project – Best Agers: 


Elaboration of guidelines and manuals (i.e., Best Agers Activation Toolbox);


Elaboration of studies and researches (i.e., Study on Best Agers' involvement in the innovation activities of students and pupils);


Establishment of ICT-based supporting tools (i.e., Best Agers Virtual Incubator);


Development of networking (i.e., Pan-Baltic Network for Innovative Age Management, Business Angels networks);


Development and implementation of training programmes (i.e., training programme for Best Agers to support pupils in vocational training);


Development of pilot initiatives (i.e., development of a certificate for Best-Ager-friendly organisations);


Promotion of marketing materials on the project (i.e., a documentary film about 4 Best Agers from 4 partner countries);


Project management, administration and communication.





FP7 project – AEGIS:


Development of researches (i.e., research on ICT assistance for people with cognitive impairments); 


Development of new technological approaches and products (i.e., a toolkit for developers, end-users to provide accessibility to new ICT products, development of new ICT software for people with impairments);


Testing of elaborated products and approaches (i.e., testing of software among vision, cognitive, mobility, hearing and speech impaired people);


Development of networking (i.e., involvement of industrial partners including manufacturers in the network);


Creation of new business opportunities for SMEs (i.e., providing SMEs with low cost technologies and applications);


Development of training modules (i.e., training for developers and pilot participants);


Promotion of marketing materials on the project (i.e., DVD and leaflet);


Project management, administration and communication.





Project Example / Funding rules:





BSR Programme project – Best Agers:


Co-financing rate - 78% (from 50% (UK) to 85% (PL, LV LT, EE));


EU contribution – 3.4 million EUR;


Project duration – 36 months. 





FP7 project – AEGIS:


Co-financing rate ~77% (50-85%);


EU contribution – 3.3 million EUR;


Project duration – 36 months. 








1. Analysis of types of lead and project partners of the different countries participating in the programme:


Which types of partners are least/most involved?


In how far are the involved partners similar to the ones funded by the previous BSR INTERREG IIIB NP?


What are the specific patterns/characteristics of lead partners of the different countries?








2. Analysis of public authorities’ involvement and needs for transnational cooperation:


To what extent are public authorities involved in the Programme?


What are their needs and interests in transnational cooperation?


How to get the public authorities even more involved in the Programme?








3. Analysis of the impact of severe public budget cuts and their effects in some Member States with view to their involvement in Programme:


How do the drastic cuts in public budgets of some Member States affect the available public co-funding for transnational projects? Which impact does this have on the involvement of potential project partners in the Programme?


Is there a shift in policy priorities of some Member States away from long-term Priorities (such as involvement in transnational programmes) to meet immediate needs?





Which impact on the overall Programme implementation does the fact have that ENPI funds are not available for Russian partner organisations?





Have there been any other means and financing sources which made it possible to involve Russian organisations in the Programme after all?








1. What has been the impact and added value of the implementation of communication plan? What has been done so far? What has been achieved? Have the activities been useful? Which changes could be noticed? Has there been increase in awareness of general public with regard to Programme, funded projects and tackled problems?





2. How effective is the Communication Plan? What is the progress towards the achievement of the foreseen objectives? If the actions taken are appropriate to obtain the planned effects. Could more effects be obtained by using different instruments or actions? Are there outputs, results and impacts well defined to obtain the objectives? What were (un-)successful actions with a large effect?








� agreed with MA and JTS during the kick-off meeting held in Rostock on 4 October 2010


� The Evaluator found more than 20 references to BSR Programme financed projects in the Strategy’s 2010 Progress Report. All of these are listed in the detailed comparison table, Annex 7.12. 


� Here and further on quoting the assessment criteria


� Interact “The Knowledge Management and the Capitalisation Issue”


� Elisabeth Helander & Walter Stockl „Panoramic views on capitalisation, evaluation and the future of the European territorial cooperation”


� The Lisbon Strategy for Growth and Jobs 2000-2010


� Europe 2020 – A European Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth


� Scientific research in domains where "real-world" applications are not immediately apparent (Wikipedia)


� Europe 2020 – A European Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth


� European Innovation Scoreboard 2010


� European Innovation Scoreboard 2009


� 2011 University Ranking by International Colleges and Universities 


� European Innovation Scoreboard 2009


� Bohdan, Nina „Belarus in the Context of Innovation Indicators of the European Innovation Scoreboard”


� Com(97)243 final Brussels 29.05.2997.


� Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


� Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


� Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


� As of total number of the approved projects under each Priority


� As of total number of the approved projects under each Priority


� Follow-up of the INTERREG IIIC project


� Cordis database of FP7 projects


� BSR Programme Project database


� Fact Sheet on the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


� Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


� Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013


�Programme Manual of the Baltic Sea Region Programme 2007-2013, Joint Secretariat of the BSR Programme, 2010 (also for other tables)


�The 7th Framework Programme: Taking European Research to the Forefront, European Commission, 2007


�Corporate Operational Plan 2010-2012, European Investment Bank (also for other tables)


�Competitiveness and innovation framework programme � HYPERLINK "http://ec.europa.eu/cip/eip/index_en.htm" �http://ec.europa.eu/cip/eip/index_en.htm� (also for other tables)


�Programme areas 209-2014, EEA Grants and Norway Grants, December 2010 (also for other tables)


�European Research Council, How to get Funding � HYPERLINK "http://erc.europa.eu/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.display&topicID=498" �http://erc.europa.eu/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.display&topicID=498� (also for other tables)


�European Science Foundation � HYPERLINK "http://www.esf.org/activities.html" �http://www.esf.org/activities.html� (also for other tables)


�Outline of Bonus-169 Joint Baltic Sea System Research Programme, Baltic Organisations Network for Funding Science EEIG, 2009 (also for other tables)


�European Commission, Lifelong learning programme � HYPERLINK "http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/llp/ka1/policy_cooperation_innovation_en.php" �http://eacea.ec.europa.eu/llp/ka1/policy_cooperation_innovation_en.php� (also for other tables)


� Requirements differ in each Member State of ESF


� ERC Grant Schemes: Guide for Applicants for the Advanced Grant 2011 Call


� Special national funding organisation eligibility and requirements for participation in EUROCORES 


� Outline of Bonus-169 Joint Baltic Sea System Research Programme


� Regulation Norway Grants 2009-2014 for consultation


� Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council on participation by the Community in a Joint Baltic Sea Research and Development Programme (BONUS-169) undertaken by several Member States


� http://www.eib.org/projects/regions/eastern-neighbours/index.htm


� Lifelong Learning Programme Guide 2011


� If transnational investments are foreseen in the project, these may not exceed 10 MEUR


� Conditions differ in case of every sub-programme and applicant


� Maximal and minimal amount is decided among the donor and the country of beneficiary  


� Conditions differ per each Member State


� Amount of funding depends in case of each programme


� ERC Guide for Applicants – Advanced Grant


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question.


� Due to the failure to sign a Financing Agreement for the Programme, the ENPI funding is not available to Russian partners


� Evaluation Steering Group (ESG) consisting of representatives of the Monitoring Committee, Managing Authority and Joint Technical Secretariat to monitor and support the evaluation process.


� In the analysis of lead partners, the Evaluator only looks at the ERDF and Norwegian funding since partners from Belarus are not eligible for being lead partners thus there is no ENPI financing involved. 


� Source – Baltic Sea Region INTERREG IIIB Neighbourhood Programme promotional flyer.


� The chronology is prepared by Elena Kolosova of the Programme’s Joint Technical Secretariat.


� According to the EU-Russia Common Spaces Progress Report 2009 (March 2010, DG RELEX), Russia also withdrew from the seventh – Black Sea Basin Joint Operational Programme 2007-2013. 


� The deadline was set for 31 December 2008.


� This average is for the first three calls for project proposals of the Programme. 


� It should be noted that Norrbotten province in the North of Sweden is involved in the Kolarctic ENPI CBC programme although there is no land border between Sweden and Russia.


� According to Joint Technical Secretariat, part of the ENPI funds will be de-committed by the European Commission due to the fact that not all funds could be absorbed by the Programme (as Russia is not eligible). A letter was sent in December 2010 to announce the de-commitment, but more concrete amounts will only be communicated during 2011.


� In accordance with chapter 5.2.10 “Use of ERDF co-financing outside the EU and Programme area” of the Programme Manual. 


� Citizens’ awareness and perceptions of EU regional policy. DG Regio, DG Communication. Last Eurobarometer. October 2010


� Data as to 1 October 2010





� Accountancy data on expenditure of the communication budget in 2008, 2009 and 2010 provided by JTS


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question


� A total of 20 answers have been received to this question 


� A total of 10 answers have been received to this question


� Multiple answers were allowed to this question


� A total of 7 answers have been received to this question


� 106 registered users


� 3rd newsletter under preparation and due 28 March 2011


� 2nd TV broadcast under preparation and due 28 March 2011. An animated toolkit trailer is in the development process.


� 7 types of give-aways (meeting folders, stickers, writing paper blocks, pencils, post-it notes, umbrellas, bicycle bags)


� Data as to 1 October 2010


� Project is visible and with capitalisation effect


� Project does not provide visibility or capitalisation


� Visibility/capitalisation


� Requirements differ in each Member State of the ESF


� Conditions differ in case of every sub-programme and applicant


� Conditions differ in case of every member state


� If transnational investments are foreseen in the project, these may not exceed 10 MEUR


� 3 M – 3 000 000 EUR


� Maximal and minimal amount is decided among the donor and the country of beneficiary  


� Amount of financing depends in case of each programme


� Data as to 1 October 2010


� Data of the Programme’s first two calls for proposals
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