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SUMMARY
The summary of the Report refers to the Impact I evaluation of the implementation of the
Cooperation Programme Interreg V-A Slovenia-Austria 2014–2020 (CP SI-AT), which was
undertaken between October 2019 and January 2020.
The overall objective of the CP SI-AT for the 2014‒2020 period is to ensure harmonious
development of participating cross-border regions and to enable all citizens to make the best use
of the natural conditions and opportunities available, taking into account the specifics of each
part of the programme area. The CP SI-AT promotes smart, sustainable and inclusive growth
through an integrated approach that combines thematic and territorial dimensions.
The evaluation of the impact of the CP SI-AT is based on evaluation questions prepared by the
Contracting Authority.
The main evaluation results are briefly presented below, while an in-depth analysis is available in
the Evaluation Report.
PROGRAMME PROGRESS
The CP SI-AT defined 24 specific output indicators for 4 Investment Priorities (18 indicators) and
Technical Assistance (6 indicators). An overview of all planned values, which take into
consideration the planned achievements of 49 approved projects, shows that target values will
be achieved for all output indicators except 1 – Co042 Research institutions participating in CB
research projects under the IP 6f. For 12 indicators, the value will be more than doubled. The
programme also achieved all target values for the 2018 milestone of the performance framework.
According to the presented data, target values of all milestones will be reached, proving that the
programme does not face any major difficulties that would hinder the implementation of projects
and the achievement of their target values. Regarding the result indicators, the Evaluation Team
had some difficulties finding the correct source of data for some of the indicators as, in some
cases, the Methodological Document (Annex G of the CP SI-AT) did not adequately define the
area or source of the indicator. Therefore, evaluation remarks have been added in order to fully
explain the interim value and trends of the indicators.
APPROVED PROJECTS
The analysis shows that the 49 approved projects indicate a diverse and well-balanced
geographical, financial and thematic distribution between Slovenia and Austria. At the regional
(NUTS 3) level, the highest number of partners, LPs, allocated funds and participating projects is
evident in the regions of Graz (Austria) and Osrednjeslovenska (Slovenia), thus reflecting a high
absorption capacity of both regions where national (Ljubljana) and state (Graz) capital cities are
located. One region (Zasavska, Slovenia) remains absent from the programme, while effects from
the programme can be expected also outside the programme area (participating partners also
from the Austrian regions of Nordburgenland and Wien, and Jugovzhodna Slovenija).
According to the structure of beneficiaries, most of the partners are involved in the field of SME
support (cluster support and business development), followed by research (innovation
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infrastructure and activities, technology transfer and university-enterprise cooperation). This is
partly a reflection of the eligible types of beneficiaries and indicative fields laid down in the
programme document, and partly of the fact that such institutions are more embedded in
international cooperation. Partners addressing these fields are represented in each region (except
the region of Zasavska, Slovenia) of the programme area, whereby they are more represented in
the region with a higher concentration of universities and technological activities.
Generally, the partnerships are solid and the quality of cooperation among partners is assessed
as good. The selected target groups are adequate, but in the next financial period more attention
should be given to the exact definition of target groups (such as the general public), the intensity
of their involvement, and measurement tools. Furthermore, a clear distinction should be made
between “informing” target groups about the project and “involving” target groups in project
activities.
PROGRAMME IMPACT
In its current phase, the evaluation of the programme impact is hindered by the fact that the
majority of the projects are still in the implementation phase (and some are yet to be contracted).
A more coherent impact evaluation will be performed within the following (Impact II) evaluation
(in 2022).
A sample of 17 already finished projects has been analysed in terms of their performance and
impacts.
The analysis of projects under Priority Axis 1 shows that the supported projects only have a limited
territorial impact and that the latter is mainly limited to the involved PPs (SO1.1 and SO1.2). Due
to the involvement of professional agencies under SO1.3, a larger number of businesses have
been supported in their internationalisation efforts and cross-border activities.
The analysed projects under Priority Axis 2 and SO2.1 were properly managed, addressed relevant
topics and achieved tangible outputs that were properly communicated. Thus, they had a positive
impact on the valorisation of the natural and cultural heritage of the region. However, the
contribution to the related programme´s result indicator (overnight stays) is not credibly
traceable. The analysed project under SO2.2 was relevant and produced valuable outputs, but the
related result indicator is not affected accordingly.
Projects under Priority Axis 3 SO3.2 addressed relevant topics for the region, produced tangible
outputs and involved a large number of relevant structures. This resulted in a relevant impact for
the addressed territories and substantial contributions to the related specific objectives and result
indicators.
SOCIO-ECONOMIC OVERVIEW
The current socio-economic development has a positive impact on the programme area and the
programme objectives. The economic development has been very favourable in the programme
area since 2014, when this programming period started, and will continue to have a positive
impact on the programme area and can support the achievement of the programme objectives.
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Projects have addressed all elements identified in the SWOT analysis for research and innovation,
competitiveness and SMEs. As the programme area is lagging behind in terms of investments in
R&D, the need to fund such activities remains extremely important. In order to cope with the fastchanging global markets and build on the potential of cross-border cooperation of SMEs, the
support of SMEs in such programmes remains relevant. In the fields of the environment and
cultural and natural heritage, the analysed projects did not address all elements identified by the
SWOT analysis. The projects mostly leaned on rich heritage and building partnerships in order to
protect the environment and address climate change. We estimate that the thematic field of
efficient public administration and institutional capacity has major potential that has not been
exploited yet. So far, the projects mainly addressed structural linkages and historical socioeconomic ties of the programme area and focused on harmonised joint development strategies.
Preparations for the following programme period need to take into account the cross-border
potential for the following topics: health and social care, crisis management, circular economy
and sustainable mobility.
SYNERGIES
Projects, although in direct synergy with other EU programmes and strategies, are weak when it
comes to mutual cooperation in the implementation phase. Considering their objectives and
activities, the potential to create synergies among projects is great
COMMUNICATION STRATEGY
Programme communication continued in 2019 with a broad set of effective communication tools
in line with the Communication Strategy. In addition, the programme website continues to be a
high-quality and valuable backbone for programme communication. The spending of the
communication budget in 2019 was slightly above the planned average annual amounts, but it is
reasonably in line with the development of programme implementation and is monitored well.
The achievement of the programme´s communication indicators was already quite above the plan
by the end of 2019. However, substantial imbalance in terms of the outreach of electronic
communication tools (website, e-newsletter) between Slovenia and Austria continued and even
intensified, being about twice more effective on the Slovenian side.
So far, communication at the project level was not as effective as envisaged. This is attributed to
limited tangible project outputs that could be experienced by the general public and to
substantial under-utilisation of planned communication budgets at the project level.
It is recommended that the mix and the quality of communication tools and activities at the
programme level should continue in the future, along with the manner of spending and
monitoring expenditures for programme communication. Special attention should be given to
supporting more effective communication at the project level.
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POVZETEK
Povzetek poročila se nanaša na Vrednotenje vpliva I Programa sodelovanja Interreg V–A
Slovenija-Avstrija za programsko obdobje 2014–2020 (v nadaljevanju PS SI-AT).
Splošen cilj PS SI-AT je ob upoštevanju posebnosti posameznega dela programskega območja
zagotoviti skladen razvoj sodelujočih čezmejnih regij in omogočiti vsem državljanom, da kar
najbolje izkoristijo naravne danosti ter priložnosti. PS SI-AT spodbuja pametno, trajnostno in
vključujočo rast s celostnim pristopom, ki združuje tematske in teritorialne razsežnosti.
Vrednotenje vpliva PS SI-AT temelji na specifičnih evalvacijskih vprašanjih, ki jih je pripravil
naročnik.
V nadaljevanju so predstavljeni ključni rezultati vrednotenja.
NAPREDEK PROGRAMA
PS SI-AT opredeljuje 24 kazalnikov neposrednega učinka. 18 za štiri prednostne naložbe in 6 za
tehnično pomoč. Pregled načrtovanih vrednosti, ki upoštevajo ciljne vrednosti 49 potrjenih
projektov, izkazuje, da se pričakuje, da bo njihova ciljna vrednost za leto 2023 dosežena za vse
kazalnike z izjemo enega – Co042 Raziskovalne institucije, ki sodelujejo pri čezmejnih
raziskovalnih projektih v okviru prednostne naložbe 6f. Ciljna vrednost dvanajstih kazalnikov bo
presežena za več kot dvakrat. Program dosega tudi ciljne vrednosti okvira uspešnosti za leto 2018.
Glede na razpoložljive podatke bodo doseženi vsi mejniki, kar dokazuje, da program nima večjih
težav, ki bi vplivale na izvedbo projektov in njihovih dosežkov. Pri kazalnikih rezultata je imela
evalvacijska ekipa nekaj težav pri iskanju virov podatkov za določene kazalnike, saj Metodološki
dokument programa (priloga G PS SI-AT) bodisi ni ustrezno opredelil območje zajema podatkov
ali vira vrednosti kazalnika. Posledično smo na določenih mestih podali pripombe, ki pojasnijo
vmesne vrednosti in trende posameznih kazalnikov.
ODOBRENI PROJEKTI
Izvedena analiza izkazuje, da 49 odobrenih projektov kaže na raznoliko in dobro uravnoteženo
geografsko, finančno in tematsko porazdelitev projektov in projektnih parterjev med Slovenijo in
Avstrijo. Največ partnerjev, vodilnih partnerjev, dodeljenih sredstev in projektov je v regijah
Gradec (Avstrija) in Osrednjeslovenska (Slovenija), kar odraža visoko absorpcijsko sposobnost
obeh regij, kjer se nahajata tudi državno (Ljubljana) in deželno (Graz) glavno mesto. Ena regija
programskega območja (Zasavska, Slovenija) v programu ni zastopana, medtem ko lahko učinke
programa pričakujemo tudi zunaj programskega območja (sodelujoči partnerji prihajajo tudi iz
regij Severno Gradiščansko in Dunaj v Avstriji, ter Jugovzhodni Sloveniji).
Največ projektnih partnerjev je vključenih v projekte na področju podpore MSP (grozdi in
podpora podjetništvu), sledijo raziskave (inovacijski procesi, prenos tehnologije ter sodelovanje
med univerzami in podjetji). To je deloma odraz kategorij upravičencev in vodilnih načel za izbor
operacij navedenih v programu in deloma tega, da so tovrstne institucije tudi sicer bolj vpete v
mednarodno sodelovanje. Partnerji, ki naslavljajo ta področja so zastopani v vseh regijah
programskega območja (z izjemo Zasavske regije, Slovenija), zlasti pa v regijah kjer se nahajajo
univerze in so tehnološke dejavnosti bolj skoncentrirane.
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Splošno gledano so partnerstva trdna in dobro sodelujejo. Izbrane ciljne skupine so primerne,
vendar bi bilo potrebno v prihodnjem programskem obdobju več pozornosti posvetiti bolj
natančni opredelitvi ciljnih skupin (zlasti na primer splošna javnost), načinu njihove vključitve v
projekt ter način merjenja. Ustrezno bi morali opredeliti razliko med »informiranjem« ciljnih skupin
o projektu ter njihovem »vključevanju« v projektne aktivnosti.
VPLIV PROGRAMA
V trenutni fazi vrednotenja programa, zmožnost vrednotenja vpliva ovira dejstvo, da je večina
projektov še vedno v fazi izvajanja (nekateri se bodo šele začeli izvajati). Bolj relevantno bo
vrednotenje vpliva II, ki se bo izvedlo v letu 2022.
V tej fazi vrednotenja vpliva je bilo z vidika njihove uspešnosti in vpliva podrobneje analiziranih
17 že zaključenih projektov.
Analizirani projekti v okviru 1. prednostne osi kažejo, da imajo njihovi učinki omejen teritorialni
vpliv in so praviloma omejeni na območja vključenih projektnih partnerjev (specifična cilja 1.1. in
1.2). Vključitev strokovnih institucij v okviru specifičnega cilja 1.3. je večjemu številu podjetij
omogočila ustrezno podporo pri prizadevanjih za vstop na tuje trge, čezmejno delovanje in
internacionalizacijo.
Projekti v okviru 2. prednostne osi in specifičnega cilja 2.1 so se ustrezno izvajali in obravnavali
relevantne tematike ter dosegli oprijemljive rezultate, ki so bili tudi ustrezno diseminirani.
Posledično so imeli pozitiven vpliv na valorizacijo naravne in kulturne dediščine v regiji. Kljub temu
njihov prispevek k doseganju programskega rezultata (število nočitev) ni možno ustrezno in
zanesljivo oceniti. Izvedeni projekt v okviru specifičnega cilja 2.2. je bil ustrezen in dosegel
pomembne rezultate, vendar na programski kazalnik rezultata ne bo imel vpliva.
Projekti v okviru 3. prednostne osi so obravnavali ustrezne teme, dosegli oprijemljive rezultate in
v svoje izvajanje vključili veliko pomembnih institucij in ciljnih skupin. To ima pomemben vpliv na
programsko območje in pomembno prispeva k doseganju programskih kazalnikov učinka ter
rezultata.
SOCIO-EKONOMSKA ANALIZA
Trenuten sociekonomski razvoj ima pozitiven vpliv na programsko območje in cilje PS SI-AT.
Gospodarski razvoj celotnega programskega območja je bil od leta 2014 dalje, torej od začetka
programskega obdobja, ugoden in bo imel poziven vpliv na doseganje programskih ciljev.
Projekti so naslovili vse opredeljene elemente SWOT analize za raziskave, inovacije in
konkurenčnost ter MSP. Programsko območje zaostaja na področju investicij v raziskave in razvoj,
kar pomeni, da tovrstne priložnosti financiranja predstavljajo pomembno priložnost za krepitev
čezmejnega sodelovanja na področju raziskav in inovacijskega potenciala. Z namenom
obvladovanja hitro spreminjajočih se globalnih trgov in krepitvi čezmejnega sodelovanja MSP,
predstavlja podpora MSP-jev v takšnih programih še vedno pomembna. Na področju okolja ter
kulturne in naravne dediščine, analizirani projekti niso naslovili vseh elementov SWOT analize.
Obravnavani projekti so se najbolj naslonili na bogato dediščino in oblikovali partnerstva z
namenom varstva okolja in reševanja podnebnih sprememb. Ocenjujemo, da predstavlja
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področje učinkovite javne uprave in krepitve institucionalne zmogljivosti še velik, a neizkoriščen
potencial. Projekti na tem področju so se predvsem navezali na obstoječe strukturne, zgodovinske
in socioekonomske povezave programskega območja ter se osredotočali na pripravo skupnih
razvojnih strategij. V okviru priprav na naslednje programsko obdobje je potrebno v večji meri
upoštevati čezmejni potencial in vzpodbuditi sodelovanje zlasti na naslednjih področjih: zdravstvo
in socialno varstvo, krizno upravljanje, krožno gospodarstvo in trajnostna mobilnost.
SINERGIJE
Analizirani projekti, kljub temu da so v neposredni sinergiji z drugimi programi in strategijami EU,
so v fazi izvajanja zelo šibki na področju medsebojnega sodelovanja. Glede na njihove cilje in
opredeljene aktivnosti je potencial za ustvarjanje sinergij med projekti velik.
KOMUNIKACIJSKA STRATEGIJA
Komunikacija na programski ravni se je z uporabo širokega nabora uspešnih komunikacijskih
orodij nadaljevala tudi v letu 2019. Spletna stran programa je še naprej kvalitetna in dragocena
osnova za vso preostalo komunikacijo. Poraba komunikacijskega proračuna je bila v letu 2019
nekoliko nad načrtovanimi povprečnimi zneski, vendar je še vedno v skladu s potekom izvajanja
programa in ustrezno spremljana.
Doseganje kazalnikov komunikacijske strategije je precej nad načrtovanimi cilji za leto 2019. Kljub
temu se je neravnovesje glede naročnikov elektronskih komunikacijskih orodij (spletna stran, enovičnik) med Slovenijo in Avstrijo nadaljevalo in še stopnjevalo. Slovenska stran izkazuje dvakrat
več naročnikov kot Avstrijska.
Komunikacija na ravni projektov je do sedaj manj učinkovita kot je bilo predvidno. To gre pripisati
že omenjenim oprijemljivim dosežkom projektov, ki so namenjeni neki ožji skupini zainteresirane
javnosti ter precej manjši porabi sredstev za izvajanje komunikacijskih aktivnosti na projektni ravni
od predvidene. V prihodnje priporočamo, da se ohrani širok nabor predvidenih komunikacijskih
orodij za namen komunikacije na ravni programa ter tudi za to namenjena sredstva. Posebno
pozornost pa je potrebno nameniti podpori projektom pri učinkovitejšem izvajanju projektnih
komunikacijskih aktivnosti.
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Die Zusammenfassung des Berichts bezieht sich auf die Wirkungsanalyse I zur Umsetzung des
Kooperationsprogramms Interreg V-A Slowenien-Österreich 2014–2020 (CP SI-AT), welche von
Oktober 2019 bis Januar 2020 durchgeführt wurde.
Das übergeordnete Ziel des CP SI-AT für den Zeitraum 2014–2020 besteht darin, eine
harmonische Entwicklung der teilnehmenden grenzüberschreitenden Regionen sicherzustellen
und es allen Bürgern zu ermöglichen, die verfügbaren natürlichen Bedingungen und
Möglichkeiten, unter Berücksichtigung der Besonderheiten des Programmgebietes ,optimal zu
nutzen. Das CP SI-AT fördert intelligentes, nachhaltiges und integratives Wachstum durch einen
integrierten Ansatz, der thematische und territoriale Dimensionen berücksichtigt.
Die wichtigsten Evaluierungsergebnisse werden im Folgenden kurz vorgestellt, während eine
eingehende Analyse im Bericht verfügbar ist.
PROGRAMM FORTSCHRITT
Der CP SI-AT definierte 24 spezifische Output-Indikatoren für vier Investitionsprioritäten (18
Indikatoren) und Technische Hilfe (sechs Indikatoren). Eine Übersicht aller Zielwerte, die die
geplanten Erfolge von 49 genehmigten Projekten berücksichtigen, zeigt, dass die Zielwerte für
alle Output-Indikatoren außer für einem erreicht werden (Co042-Forschungseinrichtungen, die
an CB-Forschungsprojekten im Rahmen des IP 6f teilnehmen). Bei zwölf Indikatoren wird der Wert
mehr als doppelt erfüllt. Das Programm erreichte auch alle Zielwerte für den Meilenstein 2018 des
Leistungsrahmens. Nach den vorgelegten Daten werden die Zielwerte aller Meilensteine erreicht,
was beweist, dass das Programm keine größeren Schwierigkeiten hat, welche die Umsetzung von
Projekten und die Erreichung der Zielwerte behindern würden.
In Bezug auf die Ergebnisindikatoren hatte das Bewertungsteam einige Schwierigkeiten, die
richtigen Datenquelle für einige der Indikatoren zu finden, da in einigen Fällen das
Methodendokument (Anhang G des CP SI-AT) den Bereich oder die Quelle der Indikatoren nicht
angemessen definierte. Daher wurden Bewertungsbemerkungen hinzugefügt, um den
Zwischenwert und die Entwicklung der Indikatoren vollständig zu erläutern.
GENEHMIGTE PROJEKTE
Die Analyse zeigt, dass die 49 genehmigten Projekte eine unterschiedliche und ausgewogene
geografische, finanzielle und thematische Verteilung zwischen Slowenien und Österreich
darstellen. Auf regionaler Ebene (NUTS III) befinden sich die meisten Projektpartner,
zugewiesenen Mittel und teilnehmenden Projekte in den Regionen Graz (Österreich) und
Osrednjeslovenska (Slowenien). Dies spiegelt die Aufnahmekapazität beider Regionen, wo sich
nationale Hauptstädte (Ljubljana) und Landeshauptstädte (Graz) befinden, wider. Eine Region
(Zasavska, Slowenien) ist weiterhin nicht am Programm beteiligt, während Auswirkungen des
Programms auch außerhalb des Programmgebiets zu erwarten sind (teilnehmende Partner auch
aus den österreichischen Regionen Nordburgenland und Wien sowie Jugovzhodna Slovenija). Die
Struktur der Begünstigten zeigt, dass die meisten Partner im Bereich der Unterstützung von KMU
(Clusterunterstützung

und

Geschäftsentwicklung)
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(Innovationsinfrastruktur und -aktivitäten, Technologietransfer und Zusammenarbeit zwischen
Universität und Unternehmen). Das ist zu einem Teil begründet in dem Typus der berechtigten
Partnerorganisation und in dem Typ der förderfähigen Aktionen laut Programmdokument als
auch darin, dass diese Organisation allgemein stärker in internationale Kooperationen
eingebunden sind. Partner, die sich mit diesen Bereichen befassen, sind in jeder Region (mit
Ausnahme der Region Zasavska, Slowenien) des Programmgebiets vertreten, insbesondere aber
in Regionen, in der sich die Universitäten und technologischen Aktivitäten stärker konzentrieren.
Im Allgemeinen sind die Partnerschaften solide und die Qualität der Zusammenarbeit zwischen
den Partnern wird als gut bewertet. Die ausgewählten Zielgruppen sind angemessen, aber in der
nächsten Finanzperiode sollte das Augenmerk auf die genaue Definition der Zielgruppen (wie
der Öffentlichkeit), der Intensität ihrer Beteiligung und deren Messung mehr Aufmerksamkeit
gewidmet werden. Darüber hinaus sollte klar unterschieden werden zwischen dem „Informieren“
von Zielgruppen über das Projekt und dem „Einbeziehen“ von Zielgruppen in Projektaktivitäten.
AUSWIRKUNGEN DES PROGRAMMS
In der aktuellen Phase wird die Bewertung der Programmauswirkungen durch die Tatsache
eingeschränkt, dass sich die meisten Projekte noch in der Umsetzungsphase befinden (und
einzelne noch nicht begonnen haben). Eine umfassende Folgenabschätzung wird im Rahmen der
folgenden Bewertung (Wirkungsanalyse II) im Jahr 2022 durchgeführt.
Eine Stichprobe von 17 bereits abgeschlossenen Projekten wurde hinsichtlich ihrer Leistung und
Auswirkungen bewertet.
Die untersuchten Projekte unter Prioritätsachse 1 zeigen, dass die unterstützten Projekte nur
begrenzte territoriale Auswirkungen haben und diese hauptsächlich auf die beteiligten
Projektpartner (SO1.1 und SO1.2) beschränkt sind. Aufgrund der Einbeziehung von professionell
tätigen Agenturen im Rahmen von SO1.3 wurde eine große Anzahl von Unternehmen bei ihren
Internationalisierungsbemühungen und bei der Durchführung grenzüberschreitender Aktivitäten
unterstützt.
Die untersuchten Projekte unter Prioritätsachse 2 und SO2.1 wurden professionell gemanagt,
behandelten relevante Themen und erzielten konkrete Ergebnisse, welche gut kommuniziert
wurden. Sie wirkten sich somit positiv auf die Aufwertung des Natur- und Kulturerbes der Region
aus. Der Beitrag zum entsprechenden Ergebnisindikator des Programms (Übernachtungen) ist
jedoch nicht glaubwürdig nachvollziehbar. Das analysierte Projekt unter SO2.2 war aussagekräftig
und lieferte wertvolle Ergebnisse, aber der zugehörige Ergebnisindikator des Programms wird
nicht entsprechend beeinflusst.
Projekte unter Prioritätsachse 3 SO3.2 befassten sich mit relevanten Themen für die Region,
lieferten greifbare Ergebnisse und haben eine große Anzahl relevanter Strukturen eingebunden.
Dies führte zu relevanten Auswirkungen für die angesprochenen Gebiete und trug wesentlich zu
den entsprechenden spezifischen Zielen und Ergebnisindikatoren bei.
SOZIOÖKONOMISCHER ÜBERBLICK
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Die aktuelle sozioökonomische Entwicklung wirkt sich positiv auf den Programmbereich und die
Programmziele aus. Die wirtschaftliche Entwicklung im Programmbereich war seit 2014, als dieser
Programmplanungszeitraum

begann,

sehr

günstig.

Dies

wird

sich

positiv

auf

den

Programmbereich auswirken und die Erreichung der Programmziele unterstützen.
Die Projekte haben alle identifizierten Elemente in der SWOT-Analyse für Forschung und
Innovation sowie Wettbewerbsfähigkeit und KMU angesprochen. Die Investitionen in Forschung
und Entwicklung im Programmbereich bleiben hinter den Erwartungen zurück. Um mit den sich
schnell verändernden globalen Märkten fertig zu werden und auf dem Potenzial der
grenzüberschreitenden Zusammenarbeit von KMU aufzubauen, bleibt die Unterstützung von
KMU im Rahmen des Programms relevant. Im Bereich Umwelt, Kultur und Naturerbe wurden in
den analysierten Projekten nicht alle durch die SWOT-Analyse identifizierten Aspekte
angesprochen. Die Projekte stützten sich am stärksten auf ein reiches Natur- und Kulturerbe und
bauten Partnerschaften auf, um die Umwelt zu schützen und dem Klimawandel zu begegnen. Wir
gehen davon aus, dass der Themenbereich effiziente öffentliche Verwaltung und institutionelle
Kapazitäten ein großes Potenzial hat, das noch nicht ausgeschöpft wurde. Die bisherigen Projekte
befassten

sich

hauptsächlich

mit

strukturellen

Verknüpfungen

und

historischen

sozioökonomischen Verbindungen im Programmbereich und konzentrierten sich auf
harmonisierte gemeinsame Entwicklungsstrategien. Bei der Vorbereitung auf den kommenden
Programmzeitraum sollte das grenzüberschreitende Potenzial für die Themenbereiche
Gesundheits- und Sozialwesen, Krisenmanagement, Kreislaufwirtschaft und nachhaltige Mobilität
berücksichtigt werden.
SYNERGIEN
Obwohl die Projekte in direkter Synergie mit anderen EU-Programmen und -Strategien stehen,
sind sie im Bereich der Zusammenarbeit in der Umsetzung schwach. In Anbetracht von ähnlichen
Zielen und Aktivitäten der Projekte ist das Potenzial zur Schaffung von Synergien zwischen den
Projekten hoch.
KOMMUNIKATIONSSTRATEGIE
Die Programmkommunikation wurde auch 2019 erfolgreich fortgesetzt, indem das breite
Spektrum von Kommunikationsinstrumente im Einklang mit der Kommunikationsstrategie
eingesetzt wurde. Die Programmwebsite ist weiterhin ein qualitativ hochwertiges und wertvolles
Rückgrat für die Programmkommunikation. Die Ausgaben für das Kommunikationsbudget im
Jahr 2019 lagen leicht über den geplanten durchschnittlichen Jahresbeträgen, stehen jedoch im
Einklang mit der Entwicklung der Programmumsetzung und werden gut beobachtet.
Das Erreichen der Kommunikationsindikatoren des Programms liegt bereits Ende 2019 weit über
dem Plan. Das erhebliche Ungleichgewicht in Bezug auf die Reichweite elektronischer
Kommunikationsinstrumente (Website, E-Newsletter) zwischen Slowenien und Österreich setzte
sich jedoch fort und verstärkte sich sogar und die Reichweite ist auf slowenischer Seite etwa
doppelt so effektiv.
Die Kommunikation auf Projektebene ist bisher nicht so effektiv wie vorgesehen. Dies ist auf
aktuell mangelnde konkrete Projektergebnisse, welche von der Öffentlichkeit wahrgenommen
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werden könnten zurückzuführen, sowie auf eine erhebliche Unterausschöpfung der
vorgesehenen Kommunikationsbudgets auf Projektebene.
Für die Zukunft wird empfohlen, den Mix und die Qualität der Kommunikationsinstrumente und
-aktivitäten auf Programmebene fortzusetzen sowie Art und Monitoring der Ausgaben für die
Programmkommunikation.

Besondere

Aufmerksamkeit

sollte

der

Unterstützung

einer

effektiveren Kommunikation auf Projektebene gewidmet werden.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The Government Office for Development and European Cohesion Policy of the Republic of
Slovenia carried out a tender for the evaluation of the efficiency, effectiveness, and impact of the
Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia-Austria 2014–2020 (CP SI-AT), which was
published on the web portal E-Naročanje on 13 February 2019 (tender number: JN000780/2019).
Based on the bid No. 408/2019, the tender was awarded to the joint bidders ZaVita, d.o.o. and
OeAR GmbH.

1.1

SUBJECT, PURPOSE, AND OBJECTIVES OF EVALUATION

The subject of the Evaluation Report is evaluation of impact of the CP SI-AT.
The purpose of the evaluation is for an independent external evaluator to evaluate the impact of
the programme on the programme area.
The objectives of the Evaluation of the impact of the programme according to the Terms of
Reference (ToR) are:


To assess the impact of each priority axis



Review the achievement of the indicators (by the cut-off date of 14 January 2020)



Review and analysis of target groups, indicative activities, and structure of beneficiaries



Evaluation of guiding principles and horizontal principles



Socio-economic overview of the programme area with SWOT analysis



Evaluation of differences between the achieved results of the programme and planned
values



Evaluation of the contribution to the EU 2020 Strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth



Evaluation of the communication strategy according to the planned objectives

The aim of the evaluation is, therefore, to provide the Contracting Authority with relevant, credible
and applicable information. Based on different data sources and their triangulation, the Evaluation
Team formed conclusions and recommendations for further improvement of programme
implementation as well as other solutions and suggestions to enhance the impact of the
programme.
The evaluation was carried out according to the Evaluation Plan of the CP SI-AT and pursuant to
Articles 54 and 56 of Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013, which define general evaluation provisions
and evaluations during the programming period.
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2 METHODOLOGY
The impact I evaluation of the CP SI-AT is based on evaluation questions prepared by the
Contracting Authority, which have been published in the Terms of Reference. This includes
evaluation questions that refer to the evaluation of the programme progress, as well as evaluation
of programme beneficiaries and evaluation of the impact of approved projects. In the course of
elaborating and implementing the methodological approach, the Evaluation Team followed
established methodological approaches and guidelines for evaluating the European Cohesion
Policy measures (Result-Based Monitoring and Evaluation System and OECD DAC Evaluation
Network).
Within the Inception Report, a set of evaluation methods was presented to the Contracting
Authority. The methods and approaches described below were adapted to the objective factors
such as available time, target groups, etc. The methods used were harmonised at meetings and
through correspondence with the Contracting Authority.
The Impact I report builds also on findings of the previous evaluation report – Evaluation of
efficiency and effectiveness of the CP SI-AT (final report from 26 July 2019).
ANALYSIS OF PRIMARY DATA (LITERATURE OVERVIEW)
The documentation provided directly by the Contracting Authority (CP SI-AT, communication
strategy, annual reports, Methodological Document, Implementation Manual, Evaluation Plan
with previous evaluations, programme forms, data from eMS, etc.) served as primary data sources,
along with other relevant data (e.g. legal framework, including EU regulations), obtained by the
Evaluation Team.
STATISTICAL DATA
The relevant, publicly available statistical data was obtained in order to support the evaluation,
notably the socio-economic analysis.
INTERVIEWS WITH PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES
In order to gain a complete insight into the implementation of the programme from the managing
and implementing structures, in-depth interviews were conducted with the programme structures
in Slovenia and Austria. The purpose of the interviews was programme progress, communication
activities and discussion on the effect and impact of the implemented projects.
INTERVIEWS WITH LEAD AND SELECTED PROJECT PARTNERS
In order to get the insight of the programme implementation, its performance and impact of the
project activities, the evaluation team, for the purpose of impact I evaluation, performed
interviews with beneficiaries of the selected projects, implemented within the CP SI-AT 2014–2020.
As the impact of the programme is the main focus of the evaluation report, the interviews in this
phase were performed only with the beneficiaries of the projects that are already finished or were
in the last third of their implementation. Therefore, only the projects which concluded by the
29.2.2020 the latest were taken into consideration for interviews. There are 17 such projects:
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regioWIN



SMART PRODUCTION



321 go



AS-IT-IC



CapaCon



E-SME



EUfutuR



Flagship Products



REGIO HELP



SI-MUR-AT



ABS-Network



L2P-2020Plus



MMO3D



IRIC



PaleoDiversiStyria



NEKTEO



City Cooperation II

The list of performed interviews is available in the Annex I of this report.
E-SURVEY FOR PROJECT TARGET GROUPS
In order to measure the impact of the project activities and to obtain feedback from the addressed
target groups, a short e-Survey was conducted. The e-survey focused on the means of
involvement in the projects, quality and relevance of the activities they have participated in.
The e-survey was disseminated on 14 November 2019 and indicated a deadline of 29 November.
It was disseminated by the JS, using all available communication tools (newsletter, web site and
Facebook page). In addition, a tailored e-mail was sent by the Joint Secretariat (JS) to the lead
partners (LPs) of all approved projects with a special emphasis that it should be further
disseminated to the project target groups. In order to obtain the highest possible number of
respondents, the Evaluation Team and the JS agreed to send a reminder on 4 December 2019
and extending the deadline to 11 December.
The questionnaire was available in both national languages (Slovenian and German). Till the
deadline, 191 respondents (at least partially) filled out the e-survey among which 90 (47 %) filled
out the Slovenian linguistic version, and 101 (53 %) the German one. The structure of respondents
is indicated in the following table.
Table 1: Structure of respondents in the e-survey for target groups
TARGET GROUP
Business support organisation
Enterprise, excluding SME
SME
Education/training centre and school
Higher education and research
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
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18
22
33
3
34
10

SHARE (%)
9%
12 %
17 %
2%
18 %
5%
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TARGET GROUP
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS*
SHARE (%)
Local public authority (municipality)
15
8%
Regional public authority
5
3%
National public authority
6
3%
Sectoral agency
9
5%
Interest groups including NGOs
18
9%
General public (local residents, tourists, guests, etc.)
4
2%
International organisation
1
1%
Other
10
5%
*
Total number of valid respondents. Since no question was marked as obligatory, the number of responses to a
specific question may be different.
Source: e-survey for target groups, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, December 2019

MEETINGS WITH THE CONTRACTING AUTHORITY
To carry out a high-quality evaluation, continuous cooperation with the Contracting Authority
was crucial. During the evaluation, several meetings, telephone conferences, e-meetings, and
consultations were held with representatives of the JS in Maribor in order to clarify certain issues.
We find that the key players in the evaluation process (the JS in particular) are aware of the
importance of the evaluation. They gave special priority to the cooperation with the Evaluation
Team and were very responsive and proactive in providing the necessary information and data.
Consequently, the evaluation results are concrete and justified.
INTERVIEWS WITH NON-BENEFICIARIES
In order to get an opinion from relevant authorities, institutions or individuals of the programme
area regarding the impact of the project, socio-economic situation and consequently the needs
of the area, interviews with non-beneficiaries were performed. The topics discussed mainly
focused on the impact of performed projects, acceptance of the programme and needs of the
programme area.
TRIANGULATION
By combining the different methods described above, the Evaluation Team gained a better
understanding and a comprehensive insight into the subject of the evaluation. Based on the
findings of various methods, the evaluation subject was highlighted from different angles. This
allowed the Evaluation Team to provide the Contracting Authority with relevant and applicable
recommendations for the further implementation of the current, as well as the following CP SIAT.
GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS
In order to present the geographic dispersion of the approved projects, partners and themes,
maps were prepared using the QGIS tool.

2.1

EVALUATION TIMELINE

The evaluation process, which focused on the programme impact, was carried out according to
the time dynamic presented in the table below. Key milestones (marked bold) have been
summarised from the indications in the ToR and the Inception Report.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Table 2: Evaluation timeline
PERIOD
13 July 2019

ACTIVITY
Introductory meeting with the Contracting Authority
Initiation of evaluation (collection of primary data – programme
August 2019
documents and evaluation guidelines) and preparation of the Inception
report
10 September 2019
Submission of the Draft Inception report
September 2019
Coordination with the Contracting Authority on the Inception report
Primary data analysis and preparation of the final questions for surveys
September 2019
and interviews
9 October 2019
Submission of the Final Inception report
10 December 2019
Interview with the JS in Maribor
21 December 2019
Interview with the Managing Authority (MA) in Ljubljana
October – December 2019 On-site interviews with beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
Submission of preliminary evaluation results to the Contracting Authority
29 January 2020
for coordination
Deadline to receive the final (financial) data for evaluation from the
31 January 2020
Contracting Authority
20 February 2020
Submission of the Draft Evaluation Report
Deadline to receive the comments from the Contracting Authority on
March 2020
the Draft Evaluation Report
Coordination with the Contracting Authority on the received comments
and preparation of the Final Evaluation Report
March 2020
Submission of the Final Evaluation Report
Presentation of the final evaluation report at the Monitoring Committee
17 March 2020
Meeting
Source: Evaluation inception report and actualisation by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

2.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION
As the majority of the projects are still in the phase of implementation (and some are yet to be
implemented), the impact evaluation I of the CP SI-AT is limited. A more coherent impact
evaluation will be performed within the Impact II evaluation.
The socio-economic analysis which is presented in this report due to availability of data in many
cases actually reflects the time in which the programme was adopted (2014). In time of the
preparation of this report (January 2020), the most recent statistical data is available for the years
2019 and in many cases even for 2016 or 2012.
The evaluation team considers the results of the e-survey for target groups for elaborating
conclusions with some degree of restraint. This is mainly for the reason that we can only assume
that the LPs of approved projects actually disseminated the e-survey to all representatives of their
target groups and that the respondents actually were the representatives of the target groups,
since we had no way of controlling that. As it turned out, in some cases it was evident that the
survey was completed by the project partner.
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3 PROGRAMME PROGRESS
This chapter provides a comprehensive overview of the programme’s progress in achieving
specific objectives, focusing on the programme performance framework and its milestones for
2018, as well as programme-specific result indicators.
Within the five deadlines for the submission of project applications, 49 projects have been
approved by the evaluation cut-off date (31 December 2019) under the 1st, 2nd and 3rd Priority Axis
(PA) of the CP SI-AT. In addition, the programme is managed and supported by seven Technical
Assistance (TA) projects (4th PA).
Within each PA, common and programme-specific output indicators were defined for each
Investment Priority (IP). The values achieved are aggregated values of outputs of approved
projects, as indicated by the programme and project intervention logic. This is also reflected in
the application form, which creates a clear and direct linkage with project and programme
outputs.
The following table presents the programme’s progress towards the achievement of target values
of programme output indicators for each IP. Where applicable, two values are presented for each
indicator. One is marked with “S”, which represents the generated values of all 49 selected
(approved) projects, which contribute to this indicator. Thus, they indicate the targeted values of
what the projects intend (and are obliged) to perform, but have not performed yet. The second
set of values, marked with “F”, shows only the achieved (fully implemented) values of the already
concluded projects. When this figure is zero, it means that no project that contributes to this
indicator has been concluded.
The CP SI-AT defined 24 specific output indicators for four IPs (18 indicators) and the PA 4 TA
projects (six indicators). According to an overview of all planned values that take into
consideration the planned achievements of 49 approved projects, it is already expected that the
target value for 2023 will be achieved for all indicators except one – CO042 Research institutions
participating in CB research projects under the IP 6f. For twelve indicators, the value will be more
than doubled.
Within the IP 1b, all output indicators are planned to be fully achieved. Out of these, it is worth
pointing out two indicators (ID CO01 and CO02). These are designed to measure the number of
enterprises receiving support from the ERDF (CO01 – Number of enterprises receiving support),
and the number of enterprises receiving support in the form of non-refundable direct financial
support subject only to completion of the project (CO02 – Number of enterprises receiving
grants). In the case of CP SI-AT where no additional funds apart from the ERDF (such as the IPA
or the ENI, for example) are applicable, both indicators measure the same output. Considering
the planned value of the indicator CO04 - Number of enterprises receiving non-financial support
which is expected to be exceeded by more than 36 times, it is indicated that the inclusion of
project target groups and thus the potential impact of the projects will be higher than planned.
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Table 3: Common and programme-specific output indicators by IP
PROJECTS:
CUMULATIVE VALUE
TARGET
% OF
S – SELECTED
ID
INDICATOR
UNIT
VALUE
TARGET
F – FULLY
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020*
(2023)
VALUE
IMPLEMENTED
IP 1b: Promoting business investments in innovation and research, and developing links and synergies between enterprises, R&D centres, and higher education
22
48
S
0
0
6
11
22
320.00
Number of enterprises receiving
CO01
Enterprises
15
support
4
4
F
3
26.67
22
28
S
0
0
6
11
22
186.67
Number of enterprises receiving
CO02
Enterprises
15
grants
5
5
F
1
4
33.33
1,005
1,095
S
0
0
184
781
1,005
3,650.00
Number of enterprises receiving nonCO04
Enterprises
30
financial support
638
652
F
63
261
2173.33
19
23
S
0
0
3
7
19
115.00
Number of enterprises cooperating
CO26
Enterprises
20
with research institutions
2
2
F
10.00
13
13
S
0
0
4
6
13
260.00
Number of enterprises supported to
CO29
Enterprises
5
introduce new-to-the-firm products
0
F
0.00
7
12
S
0
0
1
4
7
150.00
1b.1
Number of joint CB R&D projects
Number
8
1
1
F
12.50
Number of joint CB
6
8
S
0
0
2
4
6
114.29
1b.3
internationalisation projects involving
Number
7
5
5
F
1
71.43
SMEs
IP 6c: Protecting, promoting and developing cultural and natural heritage
27
32
S
0
0
15
18
27
200.00
Number of newly developed and/or
6c.1
Number
16
improved joint CB tourist products
4
4
F
1
25.00
2
4
S
0
0
0
0
2
133.33
Number of projects targeting
6c.2
Number
3
geodiversity or biodiversity
0
F
0.00
15
16
S
0
0
9
10
15
266.67
Number of sustainable tourism6c.3
Number
6
related services
2
2
F
33.33
IP 6f: Promoting innovative technologies to improve environmental protection and resource efficiency in the waste sector, water sector, soil protection, or to reduce air
pollution
2
2
S
0
0
2
2
2
50.00
Research institutions participating in
CO42
Organisations
4
CB research projects
0
F
0.00
1
1
S
6f.1
Number
1
0
0
1
1
1
100.00
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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PROJECTS:
S – SELECTED
F – FULLY
IMPLEMENTED

ID

F
S
F

6f.2

S
F

6f.3

S
F

11b.1

S
F
S
F
S
F

11b.2
11b.3
11b.4

S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F

TH.1
TH.2
TH.3
TH.4

INDICATOR

UNIT

TARGET
VALUE
(2023)

CUMULATIVE VALUE
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Number of jointly developed water
management strategies
Number of joint modelling,
0
0
7
7
9
monitoring and forecasting studies
Number
1
and research works
Number of joint CB flood
0
0
0
0
2
determination, protection and control
Number
1
measures
IP 11b: Promoting legal and administrative cooperation and cooperation between citizens and institutions
Number of institutions and/or
0
0
35
141
247
organisations participating in joint CB
Number
100
4
26
initiatives
Number of people participating in
0
0
222
972
1.392
joint training schemes and
Number
200
181
369
programmes
0
0
7
26
68
Number of joint CB pilot and
Number
5
demonstration projects
1
1.5
0
0
0
900
412,750
Population covered by improved
Number
200,000
public services
PA 4: Technical Assistance
Number of joint CB projects
0
7
7
7
7
successfully implemented and
Number
4
0
0
0
concluded
0
10
10
10
10
Number of joint CB informational and
Number
10
publicity events
1
2
3
4
4
0
10
10
10
10
Number of employees (FTEs) whose
Number
10
salaries are co-financed by the TA
7.7
11.1
10.55
11.05
0
8
8
8
8
Information, consultation and training
Number
8
measures for applicants and
4
71
110

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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2019

2020*
0

9

% OF
TARGET
VALUE
0.00

9

900.00

0

0.00

2
0

200.00

247

267

267.00

92

92

92.00

1.392
1,261

1.392
1.261

696.00

68
19.5
412,750

71
19.5
426,750
0

1420.00
390.00
213.38
0.00

7
0

7

175.00

0

0.00

10
5
11.32
11.07
72
114

100.00
50.00
113.20
116.00
900.00
1425.00

2

10
5
10
11.07
8
114

0.00

630.50
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PROJECTS:
S – SELECTED
F – FULLY
IMPLEMENTED

ID

INDICATOR

UNIT

TARGET
VALUE
(2023)

CUMULATIVE VALUE
2014

2015

2016

beneficiaries on the project
generation
Number of trainings for the
beneficiaries, programme structures

2017

2018

2019

10
S
0
10
10
10
10
TH.5
Number
10
10
F
2
2
6
10,000
S
10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
The number of visitors of the
TH.6
Number
10,000
programme website
45,164
F
2,384 19,625 19,625
31,131
*Includes reviewed reports until the cut-off date of 14 January 202. Source: Data acquired by the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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2020*

10
10
10,000
15,164

% OF
TARGET
VALUE

100.00
100.00
100.00
151.64
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Within IP 6c, selected projects are planned to contribute to the achievement of all three indicators,
exceeding the number of tourism-related services (6c.3) by 2.6 times. The other two indicators
will also be exceeded for 1.3 (Number of projects targeting geodiversity and biodiversity) and 2
times (Number of newly developed and/or improved joint CB tourist products).
IP 6f has four output indicators, and target values are planned to be reached for three of them,
while two of them will be exceeded for twice or more. The target value will be exceeded especially
considering the number of joint modelling, monitoring and forecasting studies and research
works (at least nine achieved, considering only one was planned). The only indicator where the
target value is not yet expected to be reached is C042 – Research institutions participating in CB
research projects.
Within IP 11b, it is expected that the projects approved will contribute to the achievement of the
target values of all four output indicators, all exceedingly more than two times. Furthermore, it is
expected that two indicators will be exceeded by more than six times.
It is expected that the seven projects that are being implemented within the PA 4 – TA will meet
all target values of output indicators relating to this PA. Considering the values reached in 2019,
the values of some indicators, notably the number of visitors to the programme website, will be
exceeded.
Such values of some indicators, notably C004, C029, 6f.2 and 11b.2, where it is expected that they
will be exceeded by up to 36.5 times, clearly indicate that the targets were set conservatively
rather than ambitiously in the programming phase. Although this can be partially understood
with the argument that milestones for 2018 can be reached, thus avoiding any financial corrections
of the programme, target values should be higher considering the amount of allocated ERDF
funds.
Such an overview of programme output indicators represents a useful tool for monitoring
programme progress and identifying fields of support where the generation of future projects
can be stimulated. The JS has already used this approach before the 3rd, 4th and 5th deadline for
the submission of applications and informed (via the website and workshops) potential applicants
about the missing values for some indicators, thus demonstrating what kind of projects the
programme would like to support.
Table 4: Expenditure of funds for Technical Assistance
TA PROJECT
ACRONYM IN
EMS

TOTAL BUDGET
(EUR)

ELIGIBLE BUDGET
UP TO 31.12.2018
(EUR)*

TA 1 MA/JS
TA 2 CA
TA 3 – STMK
TA 3 – KTN
TA 3 – BGLD
TA 4 AA/AB
TA 3 – SLO

2,240,000.00
350,378.00
554,378.82
313,632.62
184,792.94
428,578.43
669,130.54

SUM

4,740,884.35

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

SPENDING
UP TO
31. 12. 2018
(%)
95.89
66.43
73.93
75.01
143.78
77.86
100.49

% OF ALL
USED
FUNDS

803,750.00
136,438.83
207,816.32
101,746.32
69,292.94
181,783.34
251,271.15

ACTUAL
SPENDING UP
TO 31. 12. 2018
(EUR)
770,719.00
90,641.40
153,629.66
76,316.66
99,627.06
141,533.38
252,492.72

1,752,098.90

1,584,962.88

90.46

33.43

34.41
25.87
27.71
24.33
53.91
33.02
37.73
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*Indicating planned budget (in accordance with the terminology in the eMS).
Source: eMS and data acquired by the JS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, July 2019

The upper table shows the expenditure of funds for TA per each project. TA projects for the
National Authority (NA)/Regional Authorities (RA) (STMK, KTN, BGLD, and SLO) cover the costs
of two structures; NA/RA and First Level Control (FLC). Project TA 1 covers the costs for the
functioning of the MA and JS, therefore, indicating the biggest share of the TA budget among all
structures. Project TA 4 covers the costs of the Audit Authority (AA) in Slovenia and the Audit
Body (AB) in Austria.
As the table indicates, general spending is in the frames of predicted expenditure (90.46 % of
plan up to 31. 12. 2018). Some TA projects, notably TA 2 - Certifying Authority, TA 3 -STMK, TA 3
- KTN, and TA 4 - AA/AB have spent less than 80 % of the planned budget up to 31. 12. 2018.
Within the TA project for BGLD, there was a modification of the budget carried out after the 1st
reporting period. Although the total ERDF amount did not change, the co-financing percentage
was changed (resulting in increased total budget from 110,875.76 EUR to 184,792.94 EUR).
The following table shows the programme progress in achieving the target values of the
performance framework, focusing on indicating the reached values of a milestone for 2018. The
financial performance refers to the cut-off date of 5 April 2019, while the other values refer to the
aggregated values until 31 December 2018. According to the presented data, all milestone values
as defined in the performance framework were reached. This proves that the programme is
performing well and has no major difficulties that would hinder the implementation of projects
and their achievements. According to the defined activities and target values of the approved
projects and the established structures, it is expected that the final target values for the year 2023
will also be reached.

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Table 5: Programme achievement within the performance framework
PA

INDICATOR TYPE

ID

Financial
Output
Financial

A.1.1.
CO01
A.2.1

INDICATOR

Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
Number of enterprises receiving support
Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
Number of jointly developed water
Output
A.2.2
management strategies
Key implementation
Number of operations developing water
A.2.3
step
management strategies (approved operations)
2
Number of newly developed and/or improved
Output
A.2.4
joint CB tourist products
Number of operations developing newly
Key implementation
A.2.5
and/or jointly improved CB tourist products
step
(approved operations)
Financial
A.3.1
Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
3
Number of institutions and/or organisations
Output
A.3.2
participating in joint CB initiatives
Source: Data acquired by the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019
1
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2,121,008.40
2
2,686,299.07

ACHIEVED
VALUE IN
2018
3,472,125.13
2
3,681,549.17

% OF
MILESTONE
VALUE
164 %
100 %
137 %

1

0

0

/

Number

1

1

1

100 %

Number

16

0

0

/

Number

4

2

10

250 %

Number

14,588,569.00

1,750,628.28

1,783,446.68

102 %

Number

100

5

21

420 %

UNIT

FINAL TARGET
(2023)

MILESTONE
(2018)

Number
Enterprises
Number

17,675,070.00
15
20,663,839.00

Number
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The following table presents the values of programme-specific result indicators, which had to be
reported in 2018. The Evaluation Team had some difficulties finding the correct sources of data
for some of the indicators, as the Methodological Document (Annex G of the CP SI-AT) did not
adequately define the area or source of the indicator in some cases. Evaluation remarks were
therefore added in order to fully explain the interim value and trend of the indicators.
Table 6: Programme result indicators
ID

1b.1

1b.2

1b.3

6c

6f

11b.1

INTERIM
TREND
VALUE
(▲/●/▼)
(YEAR)
3.1 %
2.57 %
R&D Intensity
Percentage
3.3 %
▲
(2011)
(2016)
Evaluation remark: According to the data obtained from the Austrian and Slovenian statistical
offices, which represent expenses for R&D as a share of the national BDP, the 2011 value was 2.55
% and not 3.1 % as stated in the CP SI-AT. Taking into consideration the actual baseline and the
rise of the percentage that represents the target value by 0.2 %, however, we can see that the
trend is positive and that the result was achieved already in 2016.
Enterprises with
innovation cooperation
1,007
Number
860 (2012)
903
▲
with cooperation partners
(2016)
from Europe
Number of exporting
17,695
66,922
Number
18,220
▲
companies
(2012)
(2016)
Evaluation remark: The number of exporting companies has been acquired at a national level in
Slovenia and Austria because the regional-level data are not available. Data for 2012 are no longer
available for Slovenia, however, the value for 2012 solely for Austria indicates 41,848 companies,
which is a substantially higher value than the number in the CP SI-AT that refers to both countries.
As the number of exporting companies is growing in both countries, the trend is positive.
33,127,302
34,739,037
Overnight stays
Number
36,124,869
▲
(2013)
(2017)
Evaluation remark: It is unclear how the baseline was calculated. Since the data in both countries
are available at the NUTS_3 level, it is feasible and appropriate to set a baseline as well as a target
value that refers to the programme area. Taking this into consideration, the number of overnight
stays in 2013 was 27,125,536. The trend in the following years shows continuous growth.
Length of the crossborder river bodies with
22.5
Kilometres
15
22.5 (2018)
●
unsatisfactory water
(2014)
quality status
Evaluation remark: Currently, there are two projects being implemented within this IP: goMURra
and SI–MUR–AT. Both projects address challenges in terms of joint (i.e. cross-border)
management and improving water quality. However, neither of the projects focuses on the two
water bodies that are taken into consideration within this indicator according to the methodology
adopted by the CP SI-AT. Those water bodies are on the stream of Kučenica (OWK 804010001
and OWK 804010002), the first in length of 8 km and the second of 14.5 km. If no other projects
address this water body (either), the CP SI-AT will have no impact on this indicator.
Level of sustainable
institutional cooperation
in the field of energy and
3.54
3.02
Scale
3.89
▼
risk management or
(2015)
(2019)
health and social cohesion
in the programme area
INDICATOR

MEASUREMENT
UNIT

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

BASELINE
(YEAR)

TARGET
VALUE
(2023)
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ID

INDICATOR

MEASUREMENT
UNIT

BASELINE
(YEAR)

TARGET
VALUE
(2023)

INTERIM
VALUE
(YEAR)

TREND
(▲/●/▼)

Level of cross-border
cooperation among
2.41
Scale
2.65
2.36 (2019)
▼
municipalities and citizens
(2015)
in the programme area
Evaluation remark: The values for indicators 11b.1 and 11b.2 were obtained through an anonymous
e-survey that was disseminated by the JS to 102 institutions (for indicator 11b.1) and 635
municipalities (for indicator 11b.2). The negative trend can be explained in several ways. One of
11b.2 the reasons may be connected with the people who filled out the survey in 2015 and in 2019.
Many reasons (willingness to participate, change of contact address, etc.) could have resulted in
the surveys not being filled out by the same persons in 2015 and 2019. Furthermore, there are
numerous other factors that may influence the responses, e.g. workplace of the person addressed,
their current mood (in 2015, the atmosphere was optimistic due to more optimistic economic
trends and the start of a new programme period), etc. This method would show more detailed
and objective data if it were answered only by the respondents who answered the study in 2015,
which cannot be applied, since it is anonymous.
Source: Statistični urad RS, Statistik Austria, Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung, Eurostat, e-survey, May 2019

Taking into consideration that the cooperation programme covers more than two thirds of
Slovenia and one third of Austria, more than 80 % of the population of Slovenia and more than
20 % of the population of Austria (many major tourist resorts, cities and other hot spots eg.spas,
national and regional capitals, alpine lakes, ski resorts, etc., university towns and biggest cities and
centres of technology and research) the programme with the amount of EUR 57.2 million (ERDF
and national contribution) achieves appreciable impact, but has a limited capacity to be detected
by national or regional statistics.
The area is well-embedded in the regional, national and global tourist flows and markets, and is
thus sensitive to global changes and trends. Positive (or negative) trends in the economy (R&D
intensity, innovation, exporting companies) and the global situation in the tourism sector may
have a greater effect on statistical indicators than the intervention of cooperation programmes.
The CP SI-AT has a limited budget and such result indicators are not adequate to measure its
impact in the programme area.
CONCLUSIONS
Some of the values of the result indicators and their methodologies appear to be unsuitable
for measuring the result of the CP SI-AT.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The Evaluation Team recommends that only indicators for which the data in both participating
countries are available at the NUTS 3 level should be selected. Currently, the rise at the national
level may not reflect the reality in individual regions of the programme area, as the value may
rise in one region, but decline in another. This should be taken into consideration also in the
light of the preparation for the following programme period.
We recommend that in the following annual implementation reports, the following corrections
and recommendations of result indicators are considered:

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Indicator 1b.1: The baseline value should be corrected to 2.55 for 2011, and the target
value for 2023 to 2.57 (taking into account the same share of growth as in the CP SIAT).



Indicator 1b.3: The baseline value should be corrected to 2.55 for 2011, and the target
value for 2023 to 2.57 (taking into account the same share of growth as in the CP SIAT).



Indicator 6c: The baseline value should be corrected to 27,125,536 for 2013, and the
target value for 2023 to 29,566,834 (taking into account the same share of growth as
in the CP SI-AT).



Indicator 6f: Concrete effort should be tailored in delivering and implementing targeted
projects that would impact this indicator. One of potential approaches could be direct
meeting with competent water-management authorities in order to jointly prepare a
new project.

In the course of performing the interviews with LPs, a considerable dissatisfaction with the
administrative burden was detected. Also due to that fact, in many cases, envisaged funds for
management were not enough to cover all necessary administrative effort. Furthermore, long
periods from the time when the expenses occur and refoundation from the programme lead to
financial problems of participating institutions. Many private partners, notably the SMEs are
struggling to cope with strict administrative requirements of the Programme related to the
reporting (documentation for staff and travel costs). As a consequence, they have higher
proportions of not recognized expenditures (staff costs) or even not claimed expenditures (travel
costs).
In order to highlight the situation, the following table presents analysis of submitted reports per
year.
Table 7: Analysis of submitted reports per year
YEAR OF
SUBMITTED
REPORT

2016

FLC

NUMBER
OF
RECEIVED
REPORTS

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt.
2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
GODC

2016 statistics

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

TIMEFRAME OF CHECKING
THE REPORTS
AVERAGE

MIN

MAX

0

/

/

/

0

/

/

/

0
2
5

79
58

74
50

84
78

7

64

50

78

TIME FROM THE
SUBMITTED PP REPORT
TO REIMBURSEMENT OF
FUNDS TO THE LP
AVERAGE MIN MAX

219

196

245
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YEAR OF
SUBMITTED
REPORT

2017

2018

2019

2020

FLC

NUMBER
OF
RECEIVED
REPORTS

TIMEFRAME OF CHECKING
THE REPORTS
AVERAGE

MIN

MAX

13

69

33

90

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt.
2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
GODC

64

124

24

471

11
8
102

58
76
29

24
26
0

122
96
89

2017 statistics

198

66

0

471

28

70

23

92

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt.
2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
GODC

69

123

28

226

22
13
175

78
69
70

3
22
6

125
94
100

2018 statistics

307

82

3

226

36

83

18

380

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt.
2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
GODC

73

156

2

262

33
16
216

94
99
161

14
25
3

244
190
294

2019 statistics

374

140

2

380

2

18

18

18

10

/

/

/

3
2
27

/
/
/

/
/
/

/
/
/

44
930

18
82

18
0

18
380

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt.
2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
GODC

2020 statistics
SUM/AVERAGE

TIME FROM THE
SUBMITTED PP REPORT
TO REIMBURSEMENT OF
FUNDS TO THE LP
AVERAGE MIN MAX

194

63

512

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

n.d.*

*The data on the dates of reimbursement of funds to the LPs for the years 2018, 2019 and 2020 is not available.
Source: eMS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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The upper table shows the number of reports that were submitted by the Project Partners (PPs)
to the appointed FLCs in the years 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020. It indicates the status of the
reports on the 17th February 2020 For the calculation of timeframe, only already concluded (or
reimbursed) reports were taken into consideration. Where the number “0” is given for the number
of days, it means that the report was checked and confirmed within the same day as it was
submitted. Due to the high number of reports that are still in the process of verification and
reimbursement, the numbers for the year 2019 and 2020 are solely indicative. For the years 2019
and 2020, the timeframe of checking the reports does not consider 170 reports that have not
been verified yet by the FLC. The reports of TA projects (37 reports in total) are not included in
the upper table.
In 2017 and 2018 a bottleneck regarding the reports at the Styrian FLC is clearly visible with an
average of 124 days per report. In 2019, the situation did not approve, on the contrary, the average
time per report increased to 120, and the Slovenian FLC became an even bigger bottleneck than
the Syrian FLC. Mainly this is due the fact that the year 2019 is the peak of many EU cross-border
and transnational programmes, for which the GODC is the FLC. Generally, the project reports are
checked by the FLC in 82 days (2.7 months). However, it is worrying that in current situation (data
on 17th February 2020), there are 76 partner reports that are still in the process of checking for
more than 3 months and 26 for more than 6 months. The biggest delays are at the Styrian FLC.
On average, the funds are reimbursed to the LP after 4.1 months from the date of submission of
partner report. However, considering the raising number of reports, it is expected that the time
from the submission of reports and reimbursement of funds will increase.
The JS as well as the MA are aware of the problem. Further simplification of reporting procedure
has been identified as a more realistic proposal of the solution of the problem than employment
of additional controllers. The main reason for this is that their introduction to work takes time and
these should be short term assignments which than possess the question of cost-efficiency and
attractiveness of such employment opportunities.
CONCLUSIONS
A substantial share of the lead and project partners considers the administrative burden and
the corresponding effort related to reporting as excessive (notably the private institutions,
especially the SMEs).
Low effectiveness of some FLCs (FLC Styria especially and in 2019 also Slovenian FLC) due to
lack of staff, and workload peaks and delays in reimbursements due to bottlenecks in
controlling in some regions have been identified.
Such long periods of checking the reports (alongside the administration burden that this
represents), and consequently long time to the reimbursement of costs shed a bad light on the
programme and may have an effect on willingness of some beneficiaries to participate in this
programme in the future.
RECOMMENDATIONS

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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In the following programme period, more effort should be put in further simplified cost options
(i.e. lump sum for organisation of a 1-day workshop with up to 20 participants, etc). The
beneficiaries should be more intensely informed about the benefits of simplifications and how
they reduce the administrative burden for them, as well as for the FLC, already before the
submission of the project applications. In addition, the administrative burden should be
substantially reduced (number of annexes for each cost).
Temporary technical support should be provided to the FLCs that represent bottlenecks. More
exact and written information should be communicated to the beneficiaries, addressing specific
questions of the beneficiaries before costs are incurred.

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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4 OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS OF APPROVED PROJECTS
Within the five deadlines for the submission of project applications, a total of 49 projects were
approved under all PAs of the CP SI-AT 2014–2020. Thirteen projects were contracted within the
1st deadline (12 February 2016), 10 within the 2nd deadline (27 July 2016), 18 within the 3rd deadline
(14 September 2017), 2 within the 4th deadline (28 November 2019) and 6 within the 5th deadline
(4 July 2019). In addition, the programme is managed and supported by seven TA projects.
Figure 1: Number of projects per region

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

According to the figure above, the regions where the most projects are being implemented (as
represented by the LP or PP, counted only once) are Graz and Osrednjeslovenska (both
participating in 53.1 % of all projects). On average, 9.9 projects are being implemented in each
region of the programme area. Such an analysis, along with the analysis of the LPs and PPs (see
Chapter 4.1) reflects the absorption capacity of the participating regions within the programme
area. In the regions of Osrednjeslovenska and Graz, two large cities are located (Ljubljana being
the nation’s capital and Graz the second largest city in Austria and state capital of Styria) and
serve as the administrative, cultural, educational, research and technological centres of the wider
region. The regions alongside the border display a slightly higher involvement in projects than
the ones who are further away. Integration of Goriška (4 projects) into the programme area (it
was not included in the previous programme period) proved to be positive, since it is involved in
four projects, whereas the beneficiaries from the region of Zasavska are not represented in this
programme. On the other hand, three regions that are outside of the programme area, benefit

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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of mutual cooperation – Wien (1 project), Nordburgenland (6 projects) and Jugovzhodna Slovenija
(1 project).
Figure 2: Allocated ERDF funds per region

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

The figure above shows the distribution of ERDF funds per region as a direct consequence of the
number of partners and number of projects per region. Therefore, similarly as in the figure
indicating the number of projects per region, the greatest share of funds is allocated to the region
of Graz (14.71 % of all allocated funds), followed by Osrednjeslovenska (13.58 %). To all the border
regions (except Savinjska), more than EUR 1 million was allocated, which is more than was
allocated to the regions located on the outskirts of the programme area. On average, EUR 2.3
million are allocated to the involved region. In total, within 49 approved projects, 56.59 % (EUR
26.1 million) of all ERDF funds allocated so far were allocated to partners from Austria, and 43.41
% (EUR 20.0 million) to the partners from Slovenia.
For the purpose of elaboration of this report (Impact I), 17 projects were taken into more detailed
analysis. Out of those, 15 finished by the end of the year 2019 and the remaining two by the end
of February 2020. This means that the analysis of financial efficiency is substantially hindered.
However, taking into account the data, obtained from the electronic Monitoring system (eMS) for
these 17 projects (see list of those projects in chapter 2), on the cut off dates of 16th, 30th and 31st
December 2019, the average financial realisation is 75.22 %. From the financial point of view the
most successful project (that is also concluded) had a realisation rate of 94.81 % of all eligible
funds.
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The breakdown of eligible funds per work packages indicates that on average 13.44 % is planned
for the management work package. In most projects this is not sufficient. Resulting in budget
shifts (there are also projects that doubled the amount for management during the project), or
investing more of their institutional capacity (both staff and finances) in order to cope with
administrative requirements.
The implementation work packages are financially the strongest part of projects, averaging 71.74
% of budgets. Only three of the 17 analysed projects had investments, which represents a relatively
small portion of the projects (8.28 %, 0.95 % and 10.63%). The remaining share of the project
budgets is devoted to communication activities. The range is from 4.7 % to 29.7 % of all eligible
funds per project. In this work package, we have also identified the biggest differences between
planned and used funds, where substantial underspending (and consequently budget shifts)
occurred.
Based on the analysis, we can conclude that the 49 projects approved, indicate a diverse and wellbalanced geographical and financial distribution. One region (Zasavska) remains absent from the
programme, while effects of the programme can be expected also outside the programme area
(participating partners also from the regions of Nordburgenland, Wien and Jugovzhodna
Slovenija).
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4.1

STRUCTURE OF BENEFICIARIES

The partnership analysis is based on the data provided by the JS and involves 49 projects
approved within the 5 deadlines for the submission of applications and that are already
contracted.
These projects involve 268 partners, 49 of them are LPs Figure 3: Number of Lead Partners and
and 219 of them are PPs. As some of the institutions Project Partners per country
participate in more than one project, there is some
SLO-LP; AT-LP;
27
22

difference if we consider those partners only once. If we
exclude duplicated partners, 186 institutions are
involved in the CP SI-AT project in total, of which there
are slightly more institutions (96 out of 186) from
Slovenia than from Austria (90 out of 186).
Representation of partners between the countries is

SLOPP;
112

ATPP;
107

balanced (134 from Austria and 134 from Slovenia),
although more LPs are from Austria, i.e. 27, and 22 are
from Slovenia.

Source: Data acquired from the JS and
elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH,
January 2020

More than 10 % (but not more than 15 %) of the partners or institutions involved in the CP SI-AT
projects originate from the Osrednjeslovenska region (39 partners/26 institutions), followed by
Graz (36/20), the Podravska (31/20), and the Pomurska (26/18) NUTS 3 regions. In the Westliche
Obersteiermark, Wien, and the Jugovzhodna Slovenija NUTS 3 regions, less than five partners are
involved in the projects. Considering institutions, less than five institutions are involved in the
projects in the Östliche Obersteiermark, the Nordburgenland, the Oberkärnten and all three
previously listed NUTS 3 regions. In NUTS 3 regions that are closer to the national border (where
the existing cross-border cooperation is stronger) and/or are national/regional centres, more
partners and institutions are involved in the projects.
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Figure 4: Number of Lead Partners, Project Partners and institutions in individual NUTS_3 regions
Goriška 1 6 5
Gorenjska
3
10
8
Osrednjeslovenska
7
26
Jugovzhodna Slovenija 1
Savinjska 1 5 5
Koroška 1
9
13
Podravska 2
21
Pomurska
7
18
Westliche Obersteiermark 122
West- und Südsteiermark 1
9
10
Oststeiermark
5 11
10
Östliche Obersteiermark
4 5
Graz
8
20
Unterkärnten
3 8
8
Oberkärnten 2 4
7
Klagenfurt-Villach 2
23
Wien 1 1
Südburgenland
3 7
6
Nordburgenland
3
7
0
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32

29
19
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28

23
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Figure 5: Number of partners involved in the CP SI-AT projects in individual NUTS_3 regions

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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Figure 6: Number of Lead Partners involved in the CP SI-AT projects in individual NUTS_3 regions

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

None of the approved projects includes partners from the NUTS 3 region of Zasavje. Three of the
represented NUTS 3 regions (Jugovzhodna Slovenia, Nordburgenland, and Wien) are outside the
programme area.
Most (76 %) of the institutions are involved in only one project. Three institutions are involved in
five, one in six, and one in ten projects. Institutions which are involved as LPs (49) mostly lead one
project (34), but there are three (two from Slovenia – both from the Pomurska NUTS3 region, and
one from Austria – Oberkärnten) that lead three projects each, and three (one from Slovenia –
the Pomurska NUTS3 region, and two from Austria – the Südburgenland and the Unterkärnten
NUTS_3 region) that lead two projects each.
Figure 7: Number of institutions involved in one or more projects (1–7) – all institutions (left), Lead Partner
institutions (middle) and Project Partner institutions (right)
Number of
projects
1
2

9 4
26

3

3

1

3

4 4
23

1

1
1
1

3
4
5
6

142

34

127

10 (7)*

* 10 projects per institution and 7 projects per Project partner institution.

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

24

Evaluation of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

The picture is similar at the PP level – most institutions (127 institutions, 79 % of all institutions)
are involved only in one project, 14 % (23) of them are involved in two projects, four in three and
four projects, and one in five, six and seven projects.
Twenty-five institutions are involved in projects only as Figure 8: Number of institutions involved
in projects as Lead Partner, Project
LPs, 146 only as PPs, and 15 as both LPs and PPs.
Partner, and Lead and Project Partner
All projects have partners from Slovenia and Austria. The
number of partners in one project ranges between three

LP and PP;
15

and twelve. Most projects have five partners, followed by

LP; 25

four and seven partners. The most numerous partnership
has 12 partners, which originate from three regions.
The number of regions (NUTS3) involved in one project
is a bit lower than the number of partners, and ranges
PP;
146

from two to six. Most projects involve three or four
regions. Six regions are involved in five projects.

Source: Data acquired from the JS and
elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH,
January 2020

Figure 9: Number of projects with three or more
partners (3–12)
Number of
partners
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

3

1 1

Figure 10: Number of projects with two or more
NUTS_3 regions (2–6)
Number of
NUTS_3
regions

4

7

8

10

9

5

2
3
15

4

3

5
18

6

14

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

We can therefore conclude that the most typical project involves four or five partners and three
or four regions.
Distribution based on the legal status of partners is 38 % private to 62 % public, and is evenly
balanced between the countries. But as more public institutions participate in more than one
project, distribution based on the legal status of institutions is more balanced – 46 % of private
to 54 % of public institutions. The main reason for this difference are public higher education and
research institutions, which are the most common institutions that appear in two or more projects
– 14 institutions (nine from Austria and five from Slovenia) (8 % of institutions) are involved as
partners 48 times (18 % of partners) in 24 different projects (49 % of projects), mostly as PPs.
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Figure 11: Number of private and public institutions classified by type
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Figure 12: Number of institutions as Lead (left) and Project (right) Partner 1 classified by type
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Figure 13: Number of Lead (left) and Project (right) Partners classified by type
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

1

Twenty-five institutions are involved in projects only as LPs, 146 only as PPs, and 15 as both LPs and

PPs.
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There is a significant difference between the distribution of institutions by types2 for LPs and PPs
as the LPs are more equally distributed between the types. The data indicates the dominance of
business support organisations and higher education and research institutions as LPs (also as
institutions that are LPs in more than one project) and SMEs, local public authorities, and higher
education and research institutions as PPs. Higher education and research institutions are, as
already mentioned, the type of institutions that is most often included in more than one project.
As expectations of the CP SI-AT regarding the desired types of institutions/partners are not clearly
defined, we considered two output indicators that are related to the topic. The first one is output
indicator (CO01) for IP 1(b): Promoting business investment in innovation and research, and
developing – number of enterprises receiving support with the target value of 15 for the year
2023. According to the data generated from the eMS, the target value is already reached, as 44
enterprises are already involved in the projects. The second is output indicator CO42 for IP 6(f):
Research institutions participating in cross-border research projects (a common indicator) with
the target value (2023) of 4. According to the data from the eMS, the target value is already
reached as 20 research institutions are higher education and research institutions. We can
therefore conclude that, in these aspects, the types of partners satisfy the requirements of the
programme. Based on the represented variety and dispersion of partner types, we can conclude
that expectations of the programme (as defined in the CP SI-AT) regarding the representation of
project partner types as target groups of beneficiaries are met.
The types of institutions not involved in the CP SI-AT projects are the European Grouping of
Territorial Cooperation (EGTC) and the international organisation. According to the EGTC register3
there is no cross-border or transnational EGTC alongside the SI-AT border. One of the welcoming
results of the projects is the establishment of an EGTC so we can expect the involvement of this
legal body in the next programme period. Regarding international organisations and the
European Economic Interest Grouping (EEIG), the reason behind the lack of participation is
probably the lack of pre-financing and refunding and the fact that projects are small-scale.
According to the survey conducted within the presented evaluation, some changes in partnership
occurred during the implementation of the projects, which could show some problems in
cooperation. Out of the 30 LPs that answered the question, partnerships were changed in seven
cases. The reasons listed were objective by nature (change of the legal status or type of a partner,
merging of two partners) and were not connected with inadequate cooperation between partners
or conflicts between partners.

2

There are some issues when comparing the types of partners in the eMS data with the types of
beneficiaries defined in the CP SI-AT. According to the programme, some of the types of partners (e.g. the
general public) are not supported under IPs but were chosen by some partners in the eMS. In four projects,
there were even LPs. Furthermore, we think some of them are classified incorrectly – therefore the analysis
of partners by type may have some flaws. There are also some mistakes in the chosen legal status of the
partner in the eMS (e.g. one of the institutions which is involved in several projects is once defined as private
and other times as public).
3
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/Register/Documents/2465_egtc_map.pdf
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Figure 14: Assessment of the quality of cooperation among the Project Partners in each stage of the project
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Source: Questionnaire for the Lead and Project Partners, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

In most cases, the partnerships are formed by the initiative of the institution that has the main
project idea. That institution then also takes the lead role in the project. Most programme
structures agree that each partnership is specific and diverse – some are functioning great, some
less so. Generally, they are functioning well. Major improvement was noted compared to the
previous programme period. Some of the partnerships are a one-time deal, but more of them
are lasting partnerships either from previous projects or from professional cooperation not
necessary connected to cross-border projects financed by the EU.
The quality of cooperation among the PPs in each stage of the project cycle was assessed
predominantly as good and very good in all the stages. The most problematic stages in terms of
cooperation are reporting and ideas for future projects. At the reporting stage, absence of the
first report and problems with one of the partners were highlighted. In the implementation of the
project activities, problems related to the staff and communication were highlighted.
The most common answers about partnership strengths included: competent LP/PP with
experience, accurate project management, good communication and cooperation, sharing of
knowledge and networking. Some of the partners also highlighted: heterogeneous (international)
partnerships with different types of knowledge and experience, and already established
partnerships. The most common answers about partnership weaknesses included: different
partner structures – different understanding, interests, financial strength, inactivity/slow
response/lack of partners’ motivation, delays (in implementation of activities), language barriers,
project management problems, large number of partners, and changes in partner structure/teams
within the institutions.
Partnerships indicate strong recognisability of the partnership itself (if good) of being one of the
important results of the projects. In many cases partnerships continued in preparation of new
projects (not all necessarily financed by the EU funds).
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4.2 TARGET GROUPS
One of the aims of the programme is to bring the project results out to those who benefit from
them, so that they extend beyond the project partnerships and the periods of project
implementation. One of the key elements of project success is to identify the most appropriate
target groups, how to interact with them, and include and/or inform them in/about project
activities – whether they are decision makers, end-users of products and results, or other thematic
experts.
The CP SI-AT has 3 Priority Axes and each of them have their main target groups defined.
Priority Axis 1 – Strengthening cross-border Competitiveness, Research and Innovation (IP 1b)
Main target groups:


Institutions relevant for research and education, technology and infrastructure



Innovation leaders



Enterprises at the threshold of innovation activities



Universities and other academic and education institutions



R&D institutions



Company founders and young entrepreneurs



Local business community



Business support mechanisms



Technology/business/university parks

Priority Axis 2 – Protecting the Environment and Promoting Resource Efficiency (IP 6c and IP 6f)
Main target groups:


Public and private institutions, as well as owners and managers responsible for natural
and cultural heritage



Local and regional public and state administrations



Institutions in the field of tourism



Citizens



Local, regional and national authorities and organisations (e.g. ministries, local
communities, public institutes and services)



Bilateral CB commissions



Institutions and organisations in the field of water management, nature protection,
environment and risk prevention, spatial planning



Research institutions.

Priority Axis 3 – Enhancing Institutional Capacity and an Efficient Public Administration (IP 11b)
Main target groups:


Local and regional public and state administrations



Other types of public and private organisations/institutions interested in CB cooperation
(e.g. training and educational institutions, institutions and organisations in the field of risk
management, health, energy, qualification and labour market, etc.)
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NGOs and associations of socially excluded



Citizens

However, within the eMS, there is a more extensive list of target groups available to applicants
for selection. Additional target groups that are not recognised by the programme as main target
groups are available for selection by the applicants when they submit the project. The list of all
available target groups is as follows:


Local public authorities



Regional public authorities



National public authorities



Infrastructure and (public) service providers



Business support organisations



Interest groups, including NGOs



Sectoral agencies



Enterprise, excluding SMEs



SMEs



Education/training centres and schools



Higher education and research institutions



General public



Other

When preparing a project progress report, Lead Partners had to indicate which and how many
target groups (out of those provided in the application form) they have reached during the
project, and had to provide descriptions and evidence (e.g. attendance sheets, newspaper
circulation, viewership of TV shows, listeners of radio shows, etc.). We reviewed these reports and
collected additional information during interviews with the LPs.
First, we present the performance at each Priority Axis as a whole – how much was planned (target
values) and how much was achieved. Then we examine the success of individual projects and
compare the 3 Priority Axes to one another and evaluate the comparison.
IMPORTANT NOTICE – The target group analysis considers only projects within which interviews
were performed (17) – see Chapter 2 for further clarification.

4.2.1 PRIORITY AXIS 1
The projects financed under this PA focused on strengthening cross-border competitiveness,
research and innovation. A broad range of activities was used to address these, from creating
networking opportunities for business development to supporting the development of concrete
products and services.
The table below shows the aggregated values of target groups of all projects implemented within
the PA 1 – 8 projects, while 3 are still in the reporting phase. Partners have chosen all available
target groups, except sectoral agencies. The column indicating the share of the sum shows the
result at the Priority Axis level (the share of the sum of all achieved and target values of all projects
that addressed specific target groups within PA-1).
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Table 8: PA 1 – target and achieved values of target groups
TARGET GROUP

TARGET VALUE

ACHIEVED
VALUE*
76
35
38
10
64
32
29
970
18
79
213
19

SHARE OF SUM
%
83.5
134.6
345.5
200
80
80
37.2
126
120
56.4
66.8
126.7

Local public authority
91
Regional public authority
26
National public authority
11
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
5
Business support organization
80
Interest groups, including NGOs
40
Sectoral agency
Enterprise, excluding SME
78
SME
770
Education/training centre and school
15
Higher education and research
140
General public
319
Other
15
* three of eight projects are still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Out of 13 target groups, the projects achieved and exceed the set values in 6 target groups:
national public authorities, infrastructure and (public) service providers, regional public
authorities, other, SMEs, and education/training centres and schools.
Table 9: PA 1 – number of projects that achieved specific share of target values
SHARE OF TARGET VALUES ACHIEVED
ALL
MORE THAN HALF
HALF
LESS THAN HALF*
NONE*
Number of projects
3
1
1
1
2
* three of eight projects are still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
PA 1

Three of 8 projects reached all target values, while 2 reached 50 and 82 % of target values,
respectively. Three projects did not reach more than 40 % of the target values (2 of them did not
reach any target value) – since they are still in the reporting phase, some target values are still to
be reached. Therefore, the finished projects failed to achieve the set target values in 2 cases. They
had problems achieving target values of 2 target groups: general public (once) and higher
education and research institutions (twice). In both cases, more than 60 % of the target value was
achieved.
Table 10: PA 1 – number of projects that reached (or exceeded) set target values of target groups

TARGET GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECT THAT
ARE ADRESING
THE TARGET
GROUP

Local public authority
Regional public authority
National public authority
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
Business support organisation
Interest groups, including NGOs

3
4
3
1
4
2

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

NUMBER OF
PROJECTS THAT
REACHED (OR
EXCEEDED) SET
TARGET VALUES OF
TARGET GROUPS*
2
3
2
1
2
1

SHARE OF
ACHIEVEMENT
%
66.7
75
66.7
100
50
50
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TARGET GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECT THAT
ARE ADRESING
THE TARGET
GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECTS THAT
REACHED (OR
EXCEEDED) SET
TARGET VALUES OF
TARGET GROUPS*
2
5
1
0
0
2

SHARE OF
ACHIEVEMENT
%

Sectoral agency
Enterprise, excluding SME
4
50
SME
8
62.5
Education/training centre and school
1
100
Higher education and research
4
0
General public
2
0
Other
2
100
* three of eight projects are still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

All projects have achieved their goal in relation to the infrastructure and (public) service providers,
education/training centres and schools, and other target groups. For 2 target groups – higher
education and research institutions, and general public, not a single project has achieved the set
goals, indicating that the projects have set their figures too ambitiously or, as is the case with 3
projects, reports on achievements were not finished yet.

4.2.2 PRIORITY AXIS 2
The projects financed under this PA focused on protecting the environment and promoting
resource efficiency. The main activities were related to the establishment of networking platforms,
workshops with tourism service providers, establishment of a new tourism infrastructure and
development of new tourism products.
The table below shows the aggregated values of target groups of all projects implemented within
the PA 2 – 5 projects, while 1 is still in the reporting phase. Partners have chosen all available
target groups, except business support organisations and sectoral agencies. The share of the sum
shows the result at the Priority Axis level (the share of the sum of all achieved and target values
of all projects that addressed specific target groups within PA-2).
Table 11: PA 2 – target and achieved values of target groups
TARGET GROUP

TARGET VALUE

Local public authority
Regional public authority
National public authority
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
Business support organization
Interest groups, including NGOs
Sectoral agency
Enterprise, excluding SME
SME
Education/training centre and school
Higher education and research

140
4
2
5
10,055
35
345
50
90
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ACHIEVED
VALUE*
180
17
2
10
4,048
79
786
51
285

SHARE OF SUM
%
128.6
425
100
200
40.3
225.7
227.8
102
316.7
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TARGET GROUP

TARGET VALUE

ACHIEVED
VALUE*
7,310,917
200,005

SHARE OF SUM
%
2,008.2
50

General public
364,050
Other
400,001
* one of five projects is still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Out of 13 target groups, the projects achieved and exceeded the set values in 9 target groups.
The target value was not achieved in 2 target groups, namely interest groups, including NGOs,
and other.
Table 12: PA 2 – number of projects that achieved specific share of target values
SHARE OF TARGET VALUES ACHIEVED
ALL*
MORE THAN HALF
HALF
LESS THAN HALF
NONE
Number of projects
2
2
1
* one of five projects is still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
PA 2

Two of the 5 projects reached all target values (1 of them is still in reporting phase), and 2 reached
50 % of target values. One project from among the 5 analysed projects implemented under PA2
did not reach more than 33 % of target values. It had difficulties achieving 4 target values of target
groups: general public (92 % success), SMEs (90 % success), interest groups, including NGOs
(75 % success), and education/training centres and schools (30 % achievement).
Table 13: PA 2 – number of projects that reached (or exceeded) set values of target groups

TARGET GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECT THAT
ARE ADRESING
THE TARGET
GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECTS THAT
REACHED (OR
EXCEEDED) SET
TARGET VALUES OF
TARGET GROUPS*
4
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
2
1

SHARE OF
ACHIEVEMENT
%

Local public authority
4
100
Regional public authority
1
100
National public authority
1
100
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
1
100
Business support organisation
Interest groups, including NGOs
4
25
Sectoral agency
Enterprise, excluding SME
2
100
SME
4
50
Education/training centre and school
2
50
Higher education and research
1
100
General public
5
40
Other
2
50
* one of five projects is still in reporting phase
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

In most of the target groups, all the projects have achieved their goal, with the exception of SME,
education/training centre and school, and other target groups with 50 % success, and general
public, and interest groups, including NGOs with less than 50 % success. Although many projects
are still not concluded (or fully reported), and thus final figures are not available yet, possible
reasons for non-achievement of target values include overly ambitious targets (especially for the
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target group of general public) and in some cases also excessive number of different target
groups addressed by a specific project.

4.2.3 PRIORITY AXIS 3
The projects financed under this PA focused on enhancing institutional capacity and efficient
public administration. The projects addressed quite a broad range of activities, from performing
thematically diverse pilot activities in order to identify future trends and fields of common
opportunities and challenges, to energy efficiency and establishment of an EGTC.
The table below shows the aggregated values of target groups of all projects implemented within
PA 3 – 4 projects, 1 in the reporting phase and 1 ongoing. Partners have chosen all available target
groups, except higher education and research institutions. The column indicating the share of the
sum shows the result at the Priority Axis level (the share of the sum of all achieved and target
values of all projects that addressed specific target groups within PA 3).
Table 14: PA 3 – target and achieved values of target groups
TARGET GROUP

TARGET VALUE

ACHIEVED
VALUE*
102
15
10
10
0
77
2
2
86
191
603
94

SHARE OF SUM
%
50.2
93.8
111.1
111.1
0
160.4
10
100
68.8
100.5
57.4
90.4

Local public authority
203
Regional public authority
16
National public authority
9
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
9
Business support organization
5
Interest groups, including NGOs
48
Sectoral agency
20
Enterprise, excluding SME
2
SME
125
Education/training centre and school
190
Higher education and research
General public
1,050
Other
104
* one of four projects is still in reporting phase and one is on-going
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Out of 13 target groups, the projects achieved and exceed the set values in 5 target groups:
interest groups, including NGOs, national public authorities, infrastructure and (public) service
providers, education/training centres and schools, and enterprises, excluding SMEs.
Table 15: PA 3 – number of projects that achieved specific share of target values
SHARE OF TARGET VALUES ACHIEVED
MORE THAN
HALF
NONE
ALL
LESS THAN HALF*
HALF*
Number of projects
1
2
1
* one of four projects is still in reporting phase and one is on-going
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
PA 3

One of 4 projects reached all target values, 2 reached 80 % (the project is still in the reporting
phase) and 67 % of target values, respectively. One project reached only 12.5 % of target values
– since it is still ongoing, some or all target values can still be reached. Therefore, the finished
project failed to achieve set target values in 1 case. It had difficulties achieving target values of 2
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target groups: interest groups, including NGOs (93 % success), and local public authorities (19 %
success).
Table 16: PA 3 – number of projects that reached (or exceeded) set values of target groups

TARGET GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECT THAT
ARE ADRESING
THE TARGET
GROUP

NUMBER OF
PROJECTS THAT
REACHED (OR
EXCEEDED) SET
TARGET VALUES OF
TARGET GROUPS*
2
2
2
1
0
1
0
1
1
2
2
1

% OF
ACHIEVEMENT

Local public authority
4
50
Regional public authority
3
66,7
National public authority
2
100
Infrastructure and (public) service provider
1
100
Business support organisation
1
0
Interest groups, including NGOs
2
50
Sectoral agency
1
0
Enterprise, excluding SME
1
100
SME
2
50
Education/training centre and school
3
66,7
Higher education and research
General public
3
66,7
Other
2
50
* one of four projects is still in reporting phase and one is on-going
Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

All projects have achieved their goal in relation to the national public authorities, infrastructure
and (public) service providers, and enterprises, excluding SMEs, target groups. For 2 target groups
– business support organisations, and sectoral agencies, not a single project has achieved the set
goals, indicating that the projects have set the figures too ambitiously or, as is the case with 2
projects, reports on the achievements or the project were not finished jet.

4.2.4 MAIN FINDINGS
In order to obtain a holistic overview at the programme level, we compared the 3 PAs in terms of
their performance in reaching the target groups.
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Figure 15: Comparison of target and achieved values per target groups between Axis 1, Axis 2 and Axis 3
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Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

As the above figure indicates, projects from PA 1 generally focused more on reaching target
groups that are also identified by the programme as a primary target – regional and national
public authorities, infrastructure and (public) service providers, SMEs, education/training centres
and schools, and other target groups. Projects within PA 2 focused more on addressing the local,
regional and national public authorities, infrastructure and (public) service providers, enterprises,
excluding SMEs, SMEs, education/training centres and schools, higher education and research,
and the general public. Projects within PA 3 focused on addressing the national public authorities,
infrastructure and (public) service providers, interest groups, including NGOs, enterprises,
excluding SMEs, and education/training centres and schools.
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Figure 16: Comparison of number of projects with chosen target group and projects with achieved values
per target group between Axis 1, Axis 2 and Axis 3
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Source: Data acquired from eMS and interviews with LP, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

As the above figure indicates, the target groups of business support organisations, SMEs,
enterprises, regional public authorities and institutions of higher education and research were
mainly addressed by the projects of PA 1, which logically corresponds to the addressed thematic
field (competitiveness, research and innovation). The general public, interest groups, NGOs and
local public authorities were mainly involved within the projects of PA 2, as they are crucial for the
development of the locally based sustainable tourism offer and enhance cross-border networking
in this field. Projects of PA 3 do not stand out in terms of the addressed target groups as much
as other projects, apart from strongly targeting education/training centres and schools, alongside
the local public authorities, which is also one of the main target groups that should benefit in this
PA.
Based on the analysis, we can conclude that the target groups of the projects were adequately
selected and correspond properly to the thematic fields the project addressed.
It is worth mentioning that none of the PAs have reached the goal for the general public target
group. This is probably due to the fact that certain projects (especially within PA 2) still need to
implement certain sets of activities before the project can influence the general public. Such
projects start to reach the general public at their end or even later on. It is true that none of the
projects taken into consideration at this stage of the evaluation are concluded; nevertheless, we
estimate that some target values were set too ambitiously and that it will be difficult to reach
some of the planned values (and target groups) by the projects’ closure.
The methodology of counting the general public varies. There is no common, programme-level
method prescribed for counting the indicator in the case of target groups. In some projects, the
method (particularly for counting the general public) is very straightforward: if, for example, an
article is published in a local newspaper and this newspaper has 10,000 subscribers, then the
target value is 10,000, since it is assumed that each subscriber will read the article. The counting
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method is similar for TV and radio. The reach of a certain medium (e.g. radio listeners or TV
viewers) is calculated and then the target value is calculated based on those numbers. That is why
the target values for the general public for some projects amount to more than 100,000 people.
We could assume that, in total, those numbers represent only a potential reach of the target
group. However, reported figures should be more realistic and more representative. We cannot
say for sure that the general public counted in such a way was not included in the implementation
of project activities. Different numbers should have different weight; they should be ranked
(number of persons attending the workshop is not equal to the number of newspaper
subscribers).
In the case of other target groups (municipalities, SMEs, NGOs, etc.), the counting is more precise;
the PPs use, for example, attendance sheets for events organised within the project, or they send
invitation letters to the entities to take part in the events and each invited entity is counted in the
target number.
In order to obtain feedback about the CP SI-AT, an e-survey for target groups was prepared (see
Chapter 2 for details).
Most of the respondents were involved in the projects directly, as participants of an event
organised within the project. Based on the high share (61 %) of respondents who stated that their
involvement in the project was a two-way exchange of information and knowledge, we can
assume that the target groups were involved in the implementation of projects, not solely as an
audience to which projects results are presented to. However, there remains room for
improvement and better inclusion of target groups in project activities. A slightly lower
percentage (56 %) of respondents believes that their opinion on and recommendations for the
projects were taken into consideration. Half of the respondents believe that the project
adequately addresses the topic of their interest and that it has a positive impact on their work,
and there is an even lower percentage (45 %) of those who are willing to participate in the
following project events.
This result indicates that future projects should take involvement of the target groups more
seriously and not as something that is required by EU-funded projects. A participation approach
in the development of new ideas and solutions should be recognised as an important aspect of
projects and should be addressed more seriously. If such a trend continues, target groups will be
less willing to participate in such events and re-activating them would present an even bigger
challenge.
CONCLUSIONS
The evaluation showed that most of the target groups had not yet been reached. We attribute
this to 2 factors. The first is that most of the projects have not yet been completed and the
planned values of the target groups are therefore yet to be reached. The second reason is
related to the first one, namely that, given the progress of the projects, project dissemination
activities are to be carried out in the second half of the project, so the projects have not yet
been able to achieve certain values.
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Although the selected target groups are adequate, more attention should be given to the exact
definition of target groups (such as the general public) in the next financial period.
Furthermore, the distinction between informing target groups about the project and involving
target groups in the project activities is not clear. At the moment, everything counts.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The target groups in the eMS should be adequately defined in relation to the target groups
recognised by the programme (to avoid misjudgement). We suggest fewer categories should
be available in eMS. There is a category “other” and partners could describe in this category
who they would like to include.
At the stage of project preparation, 2 sets of target groups should be proposed:


Target groups that will be addressed actively by the project within the implementation
work packages (i.e. included in the project activities, or involved in joint work in some
manner) and reached during project implementation.



Target groups that will be informed about the project within the communication work
package. For the most part, they would be reached in the last third of the project
informing about the project results and after the project. We recommend that these
groups (i.e. general public, tourists) should not be quantified in the application form;
rather, only a description of how they will be reached should be provided.

We recommend further encouraging projects to plan activities involving the target groups
evenly throughout the project. Thus, there will be fewer situations where the project must reach
the majority of its target groups a few months before the end of the project.
The problem with the “general public” target group is that there are major differences in how
this target group is measured. While it is possible to obtain exact numbers of the attendees at
events/workshops/presentations, the goal is quickly (over)achieved in cases of newspaper
articles or short TV segments.
The

number

of

event

participants

is

not

equal

to

the

number

of

potential

readers/listeners/viewers, which is why the programme should perhaps include separate
categories to report them.
We recognised different categories of the general public target group – articles in newspapers,
visitors, TV shows, radio shows, etc. Such a distinction would help PPs estimate project goals
more realistically and they would not be pressured to achieve unrealistic numbers during
project implementation.
More realistic estimates of the numbers and categories of target groups by PPs should be
ensured during the preparation stage. While preparing the projects, PPs overestimate the
number and types of target groups in the hopes of making an impression and having a greater
chance of succeeding.
As the survey shows, the projects and the programme are adequately presented to target
groups, but project results should be presented better. We therefore recommend that, when
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

39

Evaluation of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria

preparing projects, partners should describe the methodology of how the project will
disseminate project results to target groups.

4.3 INDICATIVE ACTIVITIES
INDICATIVE PROJECT ACTIVITIES
The evaluation assessed the project activities as envisaged in the project applications. The list of
activities of the assessed projects showed a very wide range of highly diverse activities to be
undertaken. In terms of the character of the assessed projects, the activities are very projectspecific. As the activities varied substantially even among projects within the same PA, reasonable
clustering of similar activities is not a viable solution.
According to a detailed analysis of project implementation, project activities have generally been
undertaken as initially planned (content-wise), with no major discrepancies detected between the
planned and actual implementation.
Differences in the qualitative achievement of project objectives cannot be attributed to the type
of project activities but rather to the quality of the projects´ management and the way specific
project activities have been undertaken.
GUIDING PRINCIPLES
All LPs interviewed in this phase (see Chapter 2 for details) stated that their project idea had
already existed for some time and that the programme was a welcome opportunity to obtain the
financial support to realise it. They were aware of the specific objectives and criteria of the
programme within specific PAs and they adapted their project concept accordingly. The core of
the existing project concept was preserved, with cross-border dimensions of the partnership
and/or activities added or strengthened.
In general, the interviewed LPs considered the specific programme guiding principles for the
selection of programme operations quite useful for the forming of their own project. The
examples provided by the programme were also very helpful in designing their activities.
However, some of the respondents considered the framework of the programme very wide and
thought that it would be helpful to further narrow the focus of the programme (and of the
intervention areas). This would make it clearer what the programme really wants to support and
would lead to there being fewer applications making huge efforts to compete for a limited
amount of available programme funds.
HORIZONTAL PRINCIPLES
Both in applications and interviews, all projects included some arguments why the project would
be contributing to the various EU horizontal principles.
There were a few projects whose core activities were addressing specific EU horizontal principles
(e.g. NEKTEO, E-SME – sustainable energy/environment; regioWIN – female entrepreneurship,
equal opportunities).
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About 50 % of the applicants can provide solid arguments that their project is contributing to the
region’s sustainable development. This is mainly due to their contribution to the generation of
higher regional value added and/or improving the living conditions of the population in the
mainly rural areas of the programme region.
For the majority of the projects, the horizontal principles provided only a framework for their
operations; project should only observe them in general and certainly should not violate them.
Even the above-mentioned projects, which were addressing one of the EU horizontal principles
directly, did not focus heavily on other horizontal principles.
Thus, the EU horizontal principles can serve as a framework, within which the projects are
operating. They ensure that, at a minimum, the projects are not violating these principles (neutral
effect) and since the applications are required to provide information about the project’s impact
on these horizontal principles, the persons in charge are at least sensitized.
However, if the programme sought to have a stronger impact on these horizontal principles, it
would be necessary to design specific programme priorities for them or to organise specific calls
in these areas.
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5 IMPACT
5.1

CONTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF
PROGRAMME´S OUTPUT INDICATORS

This evaluation phase investigated how much the outputs of the 174 supported projects
contributed to the achievement of programme targets. Based on the information from the eMS
data and interviews with project LPs and programme bodies, the findings provided below can be
reported so far. The values achieved for output indicators have not yet been made available in
the eMS as the final reporting of these projects has not yet been finalised. Thus, the project LPs
were interviewed about the achievement of their envisaged output indicators.
PRIORITY AXIS 1
Seven of the analysed projects have been financed under Priority Axis 1.
Table 17: Contribution of 17 finished projects to the Programme output indicators, Priority Axis 15
ID
INDICATOR
UNIT
TARGET VALUE AS ACHIEVED VALUE
INDICATED IN CP
OF 17 ANALYSED
(2023)
PROJECTS
Number of enterprises receiving
CO01
Enterprises
15
8
support
Number of enterprises receiving
CO02
Enterprises
15
8
grants
Number of enterprises receiving nonCO04
Enterprises
30
283
financial support
Number of enterprises cooperating
CO26
Enterprises
20
5
with research institutions
Number of enterprises supported to
CO29
Enterprises
5
4
introduce new-to-the-firm products
1b.1
Number of joint CB R&D projects
Number
8
3
Number
of
joint
CB
1b.3
internationalisation projects involving Number
7
2
SMEs
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with beneficiaries and eMS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

The analysed projects contributed substantially to the achievement of the programme´s output
indicator targets. Considering that 21 projects have been approved under Priority Axis 1, these 7
projects represent 1/3 of them. The numbers for the achievement values of the 17 projects were
derived from interviews with project LPs and the eMS. These values represent a minimum of what
will be reported by these projects.
All interviewed project LPs stated that they did not face major problems in achieving their
envisaged project outputs. This could mainly be attributed to an unambiguous project design,
which made it clear as to what outputs should be achieved.

17 projects that were analysed and for which interview with LPs were performed, see Chapter 2 for details.
The numbers for the achievement values of the 17 projects derive from the interviews with Project LPs and
represent a minimum of what will be reported by the projects.
4
5
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For output indicators CO01, CO02, CO29 and 1b.1, these projects contribute greatly and so the
values are statistically well ahead of the envisaged target values. Also, the previous evaluation
concluded that these target values are very likely to be achieved with the already contracted
projects.
For output indicator CO04 – Number of enterprises receiving non-financial support, the target
value has already been overachieved by nearly 10 times.
For output indicators CO26 – Number of enterprises cooperating with research institutions and
1b.3 – Number of joint CB internationalisation projects involving SMEs, only 25 % of the targets
have been achieved (compared with 33 % of the projects already financed within PA 1). Thus,
statistically, the achievement of the target values is lagging behind.
The substantial discrepancy between targets and actual achievements of CO04 may be attributed
to the fact that low target values were set for the programme, as it was believed that major efforts
would be required by the projects in providing non-financial support (such as consultancy,
involvement in capacity building events).
Regarding CO26, 1b.3 and 1b.1, it should be taken into account that additional projects will
contribute to these 2 indicators. For these indicators, the previous report had identified that the
target values may not be achieved with the already contracted projects.
PRIORITY AXIS 2
Five of the analysed projects have been financed under Priority Axis 2.
Table 18: Contribution of 17 finished projects to the Programme output indicators, Priority Axis 2
ID
INDICATOR
UNIT
TARGET VALUE
ACHIEVED VALUE
AS INDICATED IN
OF 7 ANALYSED
CP (2023)
PROJECTS
Number of newly developed and/or
6c.1
Number
16
15
improved joint CB tourist products
Number of projects targeting
6c.2
Number
3
0
geodiversity or biodiversity
Number of sustainable tourism6c.3
Number
6
9
related services
Research institutions participating in
CO42
Organisations
4
2
CB research projects
Number of jointly developed water
6f.1
Number
1
1
management strategies
Number
of
joint
modelling,
6f.2
monitoring and forecasting studies Number
1
7
and research works
Number of joint CB flood
6f.3
determination,
protection
and Number
1
1
control measures
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with beneficiaries and eMS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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The assessed projects contributed quite diversely to the achievement of the programme’s output
indicator targets. In total, 14 projects have been approved under Priority Axis 2 and these 5
projects represent a good 1/3 of them.
For 2 output indicators, the target values have been achieved with these 5 projects (6c.3 and 6f.2).
Here, the interviewees stated that even a higher number of project outputs can be considered as
contributing to the values of the output indicator. Thus, there is a wide range of interpretation for
these indicators in terms of what can be considered an output in the sense of the programme
output indicator.
The assessed projects did not contribute to indicator 6c.2. Considering that the assessed projects
confirmed that they did not face difficulties in fulfilling (or even exceeding) the envisaged target
values and that other already contracted projects are targeting these indicators as well, the output
indicator should be achieved.
The CO02 – Research institutions participating in CB research projects, has been addressed twice
by the assessed projects. Thus, it contributes to 50 % of the target value. None of the further
already contracted projects is addressing this indicator. Special attention should therefore be paid
to the fact that additionally contracted projects may address this issue.
PRIORITY AXIS 3
Five of the analysed projects have been financed under Priority Axis 3.
Table 19: Contribution of 17 finished projects to the Programme output indicators, Priority Axis 3
ID
INDICATOR
UNIT
TARGET VALUE
ACHIEVED VALUE
AS INDICATED IN
OF 7 ANALYSED
CP (2023)
PROJECTS
Number of institutions and/or
11b.1
organisations participating in joint Number
100
255
CB initiatives
Number of people participating in
11b.2 joint
training
schemes
and Number
200
1,392
programmes
Number of joint CB pilot and
11b.3
Number
5
68
demonstration projects
Population covered by improved
11b.4
Number
200,000
800,750
public services
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with beneficiaries and eMS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

In total, 14 projects have been approved under Priority Axis 3 and these 5 projects represent 1/3
of them.
The assessed projects contributed substantially to the achievement of all programme’s PA 3
output indicator targets. The target values have already been exceeded by these analysed
projects. Considering also the envisaged values of the already contracted projects for these
output indicators, the target values have been exceeded multiple times.
It will be interesting to count output indicator 11.4 in the future, when additional projects might
contribute to this indicator, thus resulting in a number of benefitting population that is higher
than the number of inhabitants in the programme region.
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5.2 CONTRIBUTION OF THE PROJECTS TO THE ACHIEVING THE
PROGRAMME’S OBJECTIVES
PRIORITY AXIS 16
Three (out of the 17 analysed projects, see Chapter 2 for details) addressed specific objective 1.1
– Strengthening R&I in technological and economic fields of strength through cross-border
cooperation of relevant stakeholders.
In these projects, partners from universities and research centres collaborated closely with private
enterprises. The projects were dealing with highly specific research questions and developed very
specific technical applications and products. This cooperation was quite fruitful for the partners
involved. In the case of the ABS-Network project, this also led to further cooperation among the
institutions7 involved. The involvement of private companies helped focus the projects on applied
and practical research.
However, project benefits were very much limited to the participating institutions, while the
territorial effect was not substantial.
The highly limited permanent impact on R&D intensity (result indicator) can be attributed to the
very low number of institutions involved. Regarding cross-border cooperation between Slovenia
and Austria in the area of innovation (result indicator), the project activities resulted in linkages
and contacts between the institutions involved that are contributing to better integration of
regional institutional systems with the potential for further strengthening cross-border linkages
of more institutions in the future.
Two of the analysed projects were targeting SO 1.2 – Broadening the basis of innovating
enterprises in the programme area.
These projects focused more on the involvement of and outreach to enterprises in the
programme area. In these projects, more institutions (in comparison to SO 1.1) from Slovenia and
Austria got involved in activities, but less intensely than under SO 1.1 projects. Similarly to the
projects under SO 1.1, the territorial effect of these projects is quite limited. However, a large
number of institutions involved did not necessarily contribute to a large number of strong crossborder linkages; rather, it resulted in a better awareness of the institutions involved about the
corresponding regional system and the relevant framework situation on the other side of the
border (e.g. project E-SME). The effect on result indicators “Enterprises with innovation
cooperation with cooperation partners from Europe” and “Number of exporting companies” is
very limited, especially when considering the programme funds involved.

Good project examples (with restrictions) for illustrating projects under this Priority Axis might be
regioWIN and IRIC, both addressing specific objective 1.3. These projects aim to mobilise larger numbers
of entities into cross-border activities or support them to create their own cross-border linkages.
7
E.g. University of Graz and University of Maribor launched new cooperation initiatives.
6
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Two projects (regioWIN, IRIC) have been assessed under SO 1.3. – “Increasing the level of
internationalisation of SMEs in the programme area”. Professional agencies supported SMEs in
their internationalisation activities. Thus, cooperation activities both at the level of the
participating professional organisations (Project Partners) and the supported SMEs took place in
the framework of the projects. These cooperation activities seem to have led to stronger linkages
between the participating entities across the border, as well as between institutions within both
the Austrian and the Slovenian programme regions. The strengths of these projects included the
PPs’ experience with similar programmes and the professional project management. This helped
address relevant topics, present these issues in a programme-relevant language, involve the
relevant institutions in the region and undertake considerable cross-border activities. Considering
the number of SMEs involved/supported and the size of the project budgets, however, each
individual supported cross-border linkage seems to be very costly.
PRIORITY AXIS 28
Under SO 2.1. – Achieving sustainable development of natural and cultural heritage, 4 projects
have been analysed (PalaeoDiversiStyria, Flagship Products, 321 go and AS-IT-IC).
These projects were quite important for financing the development of further activities in the core
activity spheres of the participating institutions. These projects were focusing on a common topic
(such as similar castles, typical historical products, etc.) with tourism relevance on both sides of
the border and enriching/further developing elements of it.
In general, the project activities and outputs have the potential for significant awareness-raising
among the population and visitors in the region . To this end, it was important that the projects:
address the topics that are really relevant and supported by existing (regional) strategies and
policies,
create products/outputs that are relevant, strong and attractive enough to raise awareness
among the population and tourists,
create really tangible outputs that can be experienced by the population and visitors in the region,
involve (or at least assure the support of) the official institutions in charge of tourism development
(otherwise, there is/was the danger of not getting sufficient support and acceptance for the
implementation and/or utilisation of project outputs),
develop intense and effective communication about the addressed topics to create awareness in
the region and to involve a multitude of relevant stakeholders.
Such tourism initiatives may have an effect on the valorisation of natural and cultural heritage,
enhancing specific aspects of the tourism offer in the region and contributing to the specific

Good project examples for illustrating projects under this Priority Axis might be 321 go and SI-MUR-AT.
321 go may serve as an example of valorizing initiatives for similar historical sites combined with
communication efforts in the region. SI-MUR-AT may illustrate the tackling a topic (ground waters) in a
holistic way without considering administrative borders, establishing small permanent infrastructures and
creating the basis for further common measures.
8
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objectives of the programme. However, it is unlikely that projects´ outputs and results can have
any notable effect on the corresponding programme´s result indicator (overnight stays).
One of the assessed projects addressed SO 2.2. – Innovation in sustainable management and
utilisation of water resources (SI-MUR-AT).
This project addressed groundwater issues in the Slovenian-Austrian border area. It delved into
and tackled the issue with a special and regionally integrated focus, independently of
administrative borders. Thus, the project had real cross-border relevance and is contributing to
the improvement of the knowledge of the addressed topic and creating the base for further
activities relating thereto. However, the immediate project outputs and results have only the longterm potential to contribute to the SO and have no influence or cannot be reflected by the
corresponding programme result indicator (Length of the cross-border river bodies with
unsatisfactory water quality status).
PRIORITY AXIS 39
Three projects have been assessed under SO 3.1. ‒ Improving cooperation in the fields of risk
management, energy, health and social cohesion (REGIO HELP, NEKTEO, L2P-2020Plus).
Two of these projects actively involved a large number of people (from schools and municipalities)
in project activities, who directly benefited from project outputs. This promotes a noticeable
impact of project activities in the region. These projects also involved relevant stakeholders and
authorities at different institutional levels (participating partner institutions, municipalities,
regional governments), thus assuring higher relevance of and support for project activities.
However, there seems to be no assurance that technically complicated solutions/applications will
be installed successfully and used sustainably (NEKTEO).
Two projects have been assessed under SO 3.2. – Improving interactions among municipalities
and citizens within the CB region (EUfutuR, City Cooperation II).
Both projects featured a very strong involvement of a considerable number of local and regional
administrative structures in both countries. The issues addressed were highly relevant for the
institutions involved and this, combined with professional project management, seems to have
resulted in a relevant impact for the addressed territories and contributed substantially to the
programme´s objectives and result indicators (“Level of sustainable institutional cooperation in
the field of energy and risk management or health and social cohesion in the programme area”
and “Level of cross-border cooperation among municipalities and citizens in the programme
area”).

Good project examples for illustrating projects under this Priority Axis might be L2P-2020Plus and EUfutuR.
L2P-2020Plus illustrates how a project is properly embedded horizontally and vertically into the relevant
structures (within schools, with partners, with municipality, with regional authorities), creating tangible and
market-oriented outputs and conducting positive communication within the programme.
EUfutuR is a good project example due to the creation of durable formal organisational structures that
involve several municipalities both on the Austrian and the Slovenian side, which can be used for further
cross-border initiatives and contribute to a better cross-border perception of the affected population.
9
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5.3 ASPECTS FOR ACHIEVING A LONG-TERM CROSS-BORDER
IMPACT OF PROJECTS
The Expert Team screened the project documentation available in the eMS and conducted
interviews with LPs and with programme bodies to assess the character of project activities and
factors that might contribute to a stronger long-term cross-border effect.
Some of the findings are:
CROSS-BORDER EFFECT ONLY FOR THE PROJECT PARTNER INVOLVED OR FOR A WIDER
REGION OR POPULATION
Some of the projects (e.g. ABS-Network) develop products or have project activities that involve
and/or benefit mainly the PPs themselves, with no direct wider effect in the territory or in larger
population groups. At best, these create stable one-on-one cooperation between these few
elements, but a wider and sustainable cross-border effect is doubtful. In this respect, the schools’
cooperation within project L2P-2020Plus might be a good example of how the partner institutions
engaged make a wider group of population benefit from project activities.
EVERYTHING DEPENDS ON THE PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION METHOD
Although indicators and project descriptions are important, they have only a limited explanatory
power to distinguish really positive projects. The human factor of individual persons being
involved in project implementation and cooperation activities, the way activities are implemented
in practice and how communication with stakeholders in both regions is undertaken can make
quite a difference (e.g. regioWIN, EUfutuR).
A STUDY IS NOT A STUDY
Many of the assessed projects also envisage studies as project outputs. Such studies may have
quite a long-term relevance for the cross-border territory or for specific topics in the region (e.g.
SI-MUR-AT). The long-term and wider impact of studies is usually on topics relevant for and
interlinked with political decision-makers or implementation procedures of the public
administration. Thus, it is essential to develop such studies in close contact with this system and
with proper communication among these target groups (e.g. SI-MUR-AT).
Studies of such differing quality would be studies with a more academic character, without strong
linkages with and relevance for the work of political decision-makers and public administrative
bodies. They might even be limited to research for individual institutions or businesses (e.g.
project IRIC “internationalisation study”).
SETTING UP EFFECTIVE AND SUSTAINABLE CROSS-BORDER STRUCTURES
The setting up of really useful and sustainable organisational structures that involve partners from
both countries can have a real long-term cross-border effect. In this case, there may be substantial
differences in quality both in the activities that lead to such joint structures and in the design and
the subsequent operation of such organisations.
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Positive examples (e.g. EUfutuR) involve solid/relevant institutions that have a stable mandate or
reputation in their area of operation and create new structures that have a strong formal
character. The new organisational structures have a clear focus on further cross-border activities.
There might also be very informal networks of less solid partners or partners that are not very
strongly interlinked with other relevant institutions in their region. Some of these partners might
have a personal benefit from such cooperation (individual business opportunities, potential
contacts for future cooperation if a special need for it occurs) both during project implementation
and after.
INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS AVAILABLE TO A WIDER POPULATION/VISITORS
Tangible outputs are essential to communicate achievements of cross-border initiatives. At best,
such tangible outputs enable larger groups of the population to get an idea of what EU-type
interventions are undertaken in their region and are also benefitting them (e.g. 321go exhibition
or support to a Geopark-Information Centre). They also have a longer-lasting presence and effect
than a workshop or a conference.

5.4 TERRITORIAL SCOPE OF PROJECT ACTIVITIES
Project LPs were asked if their projects have produced strategic documents with wider relevance
for the programme and/or the region. Half of the interviewed project LPs have prepared some
kind of a strategy in the framework of their projects (9 out of 17).
Most of these strategies are mainly relevant for the project and/or institution only. Two projects
(PalaeoDiversiStyria, L2P-2020Plus) have elaborated 3 studies that might have relevance beyond
their own/internal utilisation (and with potential for future programming).


Study of the cultural landscape of the cross-border area, PalaeoDiversiStyria



Study of the natural landscape of the cross-border area, PalaeoDiversiStyria



Study of "young people on the cross-border labour market”, L2P-2020Plus

The LPs of the already completed Interreg projects (17 projects) also indicated which regions and
municipalities have been impacted by their project activities (territorial impact of project
activities).
We present these maps with certain limitations due to the following objective reasons:


The different administrative territorial aggregates of the participating territories (the
aggregated programme level on the Austrian side consisted of 24 Bezirke10 (meaning
“district”) (with an average of 75,000 inhabitants), whereas on the Slovenian side there are
171 local administrative units11 (with an average of 10,000 inhabitants). This leads to a
higher number of cases per territorial unit if this unit is larger.

10 Austrian Bezirke such as Südoststeiermark, Klagenfurt Stadt, Klagenfurt Land, etc.
11 Slovenian local administrative units (municipalities) such as Kamnik, Vodice, Nova Gorica, etc.
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There was quite a limited number of examined projects (17 LPs were interviewed; 15 LPs
provided the information).



The quality of the indicated project activities is quite different and it is also assessed very
differently by the project representatives. Some respondents relate the impact to the
location of the partners and where project activities have specifically been undertaken
(such as workshops, construction of an information centre), which is a very narrow view.
Some respondents are taking into consideration where the project results have an effect
(i.e. knowledge about ground water resources and related strategies/monitoring). This
results in a much wider estimation of territorial project effects. In addition, some
respondents even count the outreach of the project’s information activities
(information/awareness raising and invitation by chambers of commerce to SMEs in a
whole region to participate). This indicates a much wider understanding.

All these approaches can be properly argued and they are reasonable considering the very
different character of supported project activities. It is impossible, however, to draw statistically
sound conclusions for the territorial project impacts on this basis.
Figure 17: Territorial density of project activities (17 projects, all PA)

Source: Interviews with beneficiaries, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

The analysis shows a certain dominance of project activities in the eastern part of the programme
region (especially South-East Styria, Podravska, Pomurska) and around the central towns of the
region (Ljubljana, Graz, Klagenfurt, Villach, Maribor, Murska Sobota, etc.). On the other end of the
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spectrum, with no cross-border project impacts, there tend to be the regions with greater distance
from the border (both in AT and SI) or smaller municipalities on the Slovenian side.
The situation is, in its substance, similar for each of the 3 Priority Axes. However, the number of
cases is so low that the maps may serve for illustration purposes only.
Figure 18: Territorial density of project activities (7 projects, PA1)

Source: Interviews with beneficiaries, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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Figure 19: Territorial density of project activities (5 projects, PA2)

Source: Interviews with beneficiaries, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

Figure 20: Territorial density of project activities (5 projects, PA3)

Source: Interviews with beneficiaries, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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This distribution of (stronger) project impacts can be explained as follows:


More PPs are from larger regional centres and many project activities (workshops,
presentations, development of a prototype) are organised in the vicinity of the PP`s
premises;



Some project activities (public events, workshops, fairs, presentations, etc.) are organised
at central locations where a lot of people can be reached (because they live/work there)
and where there are certain transport nodes; thus, these locations can be reached more
easily than peripheral locations;



A more active system of regional and sectoral agencies can be observed in South-East
Styria, which is experienced in cross-border cooperation not only with Slovenia, but also
with Hungary and at the European level;



It was noted by respondents that there are many smaller municipalities close to the border
(both on the Austrian and the Slovenian side) that are not participating (actively) in the
Cooperation Programme. This was attributed to their peripheral location and lack of
resources (human resources/know-how, professional organisational structures, financial
resources for long-term pre-financing project expenditures).
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6 SOCIO-ECONOMIC OVERVIEW AND SWOT
The aim of the socio-economic overview is to establish whether the needs and challenges of the
cross-border programme area identified in the actual programme document are still relevant
considering the timespan from the programming phase (2015) to the implementation and closure
of first projects (2020).
Within the socio-economic overview, the main trends of the last 6 years (2014‒2019) were
observed. The following characteristics were analysed: the main socio-economic factors, research
and innovation, competitiveness and SMEs, the environment, cultural and natural heritage,
efficient public administration and institutional capacity.
The socio-economic analysis of the present situation is based on desk research on the statistical
data from the national statistical offices of Slovenia and Austria and EUROSTAT. The overview of
the present characteristics of the programme area follows the thematic sectors as described in
the CP SI-AT.
The findings are based on the relevant statistical data acquired by the Evaluation Team, opinions
obtained during the interviews with stakeholders of the programme, including programme
structures, LPs, and non-beneficiaries. On this basis, triangulation of different findings was carried
out.
GENERAL ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
Both countries and all NUTS 3 regions that form the programme area enjoyed a very favourable
economic environment during the period of 2014‒2018. At the national level, Austria is still
considered to be one of the richest EU Member States with Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per
capita (p.c.) of EUR 43,600 in 2018, thus generating 154 % of the EU average, whereas Slovenia
generated GDP p.c. in the amount of EUR 22,083 in 2018, thus generating 78 % of the EU average.
In the observed period (2014‒2018), both countries are indicating constant economic
development since both of them recorded substantial growth in relation to the EU average (in
2013, Austria indicated 144 % and Slovenia 67 % of the EU average).
Regions with higher urban agglomerations indicate higher levels of GDP p.c. These include
especially Austrian regions Graz (177 % of the EU average in 2017), Klagenfurt-Villach (147 % of
the EU average in 2017) and Östliche Obersteiermark (139 % of the EU average in 2017). In the
Slovenian part of the programme area, only the Osrednjeslovenska region is exceeding the EU
average (110 % in 2018), whereas all others remain below the EU average of GDP p.c. although
they are economically stronger than in 2013.
Statistics indicate a constant decrease of the unemployment rate in all regions of the programme
area. In each year of the observed period (2014‒2019), the average unemployment rate of the
programme area remained below the EU average (6.3 as opposed to 6.8 in EU in 2018). The lowest
unemployment rate in 2018 was recorded in the Slovenian region of Koroška (3.2 %), followed by
Gorenjska (3.9 %) and Goriška (4.1 %). The average unemployment rate of the Slovenian part of
the programme area is lower (5.2 %) than in the Austrian part (7.3 %).
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The employment rate of the population in the 20‒64 age group is an important indicator of the
EU 2020 Strategy, which aims to achieve a 75 % employment rate in this age group by 2020. In
2018, the last year for which data are available, both Austria (76.2 %) and Slovenia (75.4 %)
reached this target at the national level. However, the situation is different when it comes to
individual regions. In Austria, the regions of Burgenland (75.2 %) and Kärnten (75 %) reached the
objective, while the region of Steiermark is lagging behind (65.8 %). In Slovenia, 4 regions are yet
to achieve the objective: Pomurje (70.6 %), Podravje (73.5 %), Koroška (74.8 %) and Zasavje
(73.5 %). The other 4 regions in Slovenia achieved the target value and are indicating the highest
employment rates in the 20‒64 age group in the programme area: Gorenjska (78.7 %),
Osrednjeslovenska (77.3 %), Goriška (77.0 %) and Savinjska (75.2 %).
The demographic movement in the programme area reflects the EU and global trends. The overall
population in the programme area indicated a 1.2 % growth from 2014 (3,473,002) to 2018
(3,514,786). However, the situation is not the same throughout the programme area. Some areas
indicate a stronger increase of population, mainly due to urbanisation and immigration from other
regions. This is especially notable in Graz (+6.6 %), Klagenfurt-Villach (+2.9 %) and West-und
Südsteiermark (+2.4 %). In other regions that recorded an increase (9), it was lower than 1 %. The
highest depopulation took place in Pomurje (−2.43 %), Östliche Obersteiermark (−2.20 %),
Savinjska (−1.34 %), Koroška (−1.33 %), Unterkärnten −1.17 %) and Oberkärnten (−1.07 %). In other
regions that recorded a decrease (8), it was lower than 1 %.
The following table provides a general overview of key economic indicators in the observed
period of 2014–2018 in all regions of the programme area.
Table 20: Trend of key economic indicators in the programme area

NUTS 3 REGION

TREND OF INDICATORS IN PERIOD 2014–2018 (▲ – POSITIVE / ● –
NEUTRAL / ▼ - NEGATIVE)
EMPLOYMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT
RATE OF
GDP P.C.
POPULATION
RATE
POPULATION
AGED 20-64

Südburgenland

▲

▲

▲*

▼

Klagenfurt-Villach

▲

▲

▲**

▲

Oberkärnten

▲

▲

▲**

▼

Unterkärnten

▲

▲

▲**

▼

Graz

▲

▲

▼

▲

Östliche Obersteiermark

▲

▲

▼

▼

Oststeiermark

▲

▲

▼

▲

West- und Südsteiermark

▲

▲

▼

▲

Westliche Obersteiermark

▲

▲

▼

▼

Pomurje

▲

▲

▲

▼

Podravje

▲

▲

▲

▲
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NUTS 3 REGION

TREND OF INDICATORS IN PERIOD 2014–2018 (▲ – POSITIVE / ● –
NEUTRAL / ▼ - NEGATIVE)
EMPLOYMENT
UNEMPLOYMENT
RATE OF
GDP P.C.
POPULATION
RATE
POPULATION
AGED 20-64

Koroška

▲

▲

▲

▼

Savinjska

▲

▲

▲

▼

Zasavje

▲

▲

▲

▲

Osrednjeslovenska

▲

▲

▲

▲

Gorenjska

▲

▲

▲

▲

Goriška

▲

▲

▲

▼

*Value for entire state of Burgenland
**Value for entire state of Kärnten
Source: SI-STAT; Statcube, AMS, Eurostat, January 2020.

RESEARCH AND INNOVATION
The intensity of research and development (R&D), measuring R&D expenditure as a percentage
of the regional GDP, indicates that the Austrian part of the programme area (with the exception
of Burgenland) performed better than the EU, as well as the programme area average in 2015.
R&D expenditure as a percentage of the regional GDP is declining throughout the programme
area, with an average value of 2.1 %; the Austrian part indicated an average of 3.08 % and the
Slovenian part 1.75 %, while the EU average was 2.03 %. In Slovenia, a notable discrepancy is
evident between the regions of the eastern and western cohesion region, which indicates
significantly higher expenses for R&D. The Austrian part of the programme area indicates a higher
share of investments in R&D according to the regional GDP in comparison to 2011, while all
Slovenian regions of the programme area indicate lower shares of investments in R&D of the
regional GDP in 2017. Taking into consideration also the steady growth of the regional GDP in
this period, it is clear that the investments in R&D do not coincide and are lagging behind the
favourable economic situation.
The dynamics of investments in R&D is reflected also by the human resources employed,
measured by full-time equivalent (FTE). While the number of FTEs increased in all Austrian regions
in 2017, compared with data for 2011 (Burgenland +34.8 %, Kärnten +19.35 %, and Steiermark
+28.2 %), the situation is more diverse in Slovenia. The number of FTEs increased in Goriška
(+36.2 %), Zasavje (+21.6 %) and Pomurje (+8.1 %), and decreased in Podravje (−34.5 %), Koroška
(−9.3 %), Gorenjska (−8.8 %), Osrednjeslovenska (−5.2 %) and Savinjska (−0.7 %).
In 2012, compared to 2011, 4 Austrian regions recorded an increase in the number of patent
applications submitted to the EU Patent Office. These regions are Südburgenland (+41 %),
Klagenfurt-Villach (+1.2 %), Oststeiermark (+14.5 %), and Westliche Obersteiermark (+47.7 %).
Regions with a recorded decrease in the submitted applications are Oberkärnten (−67.6 %),
Unterkärnten (−77.9 %), Graz (−13.8 %), Östliche Obersteiermark (−21.01 %) and West- und

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

56

Evaluation of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria

Südsteiermark (−9.2 %). For Slovenia, the data for this period are available only at the national
level and indicates an increase of submitted patents by 8.1 %.
Table 21: Trend of key research and innovation indicators in the programme area
TREND OF INDICATORS IN PERIOD 2014-2018 (▲ – POSITIVE / ● –
NEUTRAL / ▼ - NEGATIVE)
NUTS 3 REGION

% OF REGIONAL
GDP FOR R&I

EMLOYED PERSONEL
BY FTE

PATENTS SUBMITTED
TO EPO

▼

▲

▼

Südburgenland
Klagenfurt-Villach
Oberkärnten

▲
▼

▲

▲

Unterkärnten

▼

Graz

▼

Östliche Obersteiermark

▼

Oststeiermark

▼

▲

▲

West- und Südsteiermark

▼

Westliche Obersteiermark

▲

Pomurje

▼

▲

Podravje

▼

▼

Koroška

▼

▲

Savinjska

▼

▼

Zasavje

▼

▲

Osrednjeslovenska

▼

▼

Gorenjska

▼

▼

Goriška

▼

▲

▲

Source: SI-STAT; Statcube, AMS, Eurostat, EPO, January 2020.

SWOT ANALYSIS FOR RESEARCH AND INNOVATION
The analysis is based on the SWOT analysis, published in the CP SI-AT. In addition, the number
of projects that address each individual element is indicated. Only projects within which interviews
were performed in the Impact I evaluation are taken into consideration here. The text marked
with italic bold represents elements of the SWOT analysis that were added on the basis of
interviews with LPs, programme structures or expert opinion.
STRENGTHS
Good regional endowment with R&D
infrastructures, innovation infrastructures
and research and technology organizations
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N*
5

WEAKNESSES
Heterogeneous levels of R&D and
innovation intensity – R&D activities are
concentrated in regional centers and do
not reach out into periphery

N*
3
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Regional universities and high schools are
integrated into European research
networks and have high potential in areas
of technological, natural and social sciences
Initial experience in co-operation between
R&D institutions, universities and
enterprises
Technology parks enabling concentration
and integration of entrepreneurship,
knowledge and development

4

Further fostering of CB cooperation
between R&D institutions and enterprises
could help the programming area to
increase its regional innovation capacities
Promotion of non-technological innovation
could foster more marketable regional
products and services

2

3

Lack of industry science cooperation across
the border

6

3

Low knowledge of scientific and
technological competences

5

Good scientific and entrepreneurial
innovation potential.
Good partners in the food research field
and development of food related regional
products
OPPORTUNITIES
Better CB coordination of innovation and
R&D policies could lead to a coherent
synergistical development and thus form
the basis for an interregional homogenic
science and technology space such as the
Rhine-Maas triangle.
Good scientific and entrepreneurial
innovation potential

R&D and innovation is supported by a very
strong, but narrow peak of large leading
enterprises – SMEs are lagging behind

Lack of non-technological innovations
5
N*

4

5

6

THREATS
Parallel activities (of isolated clusters, R&D
infrastructure systems) could lead to
fragmented competition, thus weakening
the position on a broader EU-level

Mismatch between SME’s innovation needs
and the offers of universities and R&D
institutions. (resulting in low number of
cooperations)
Growing international orientation of
excellent R&D institutions in terms of
contract R&D could reduce regional
industry science cooperation potentials

N*

5

6

5

2

Enhancement of cross-border cooperation
on the field of food research
*Number of projects addressing certain field
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with LP and programme structures, January 2020

COMPETITIVENESS AND SMES
According to the annual reports of European SMEs, provided by the SBA Fact Sheet &
Scoreboard12, SMEs make a significant contribution to the ‘non-financial business economy’
across the EU-28 Member States. In 2018, 99.8 % of all EU-28 firms were SMEs, which generated
EUR 4.357 billion of added value and employed 97.7 million people. SMEs thus accounted for two
thirds of the overall employment and 56.4 % of the overall value added in the ‘non-financial
business economy’. Micro firms were the most common size of firm, accounting for 93.0 % of all
firms in the ‘non-financial business economy’. In the period from 2014 to 2017, a steady growth
in the number of persons employed in SMEs and value added by SMEs can be observed. The
12

https://ec.europa.eu/growth/smes/business-friendly-environment/performance-review_sl
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outlook for the EU-28 SMEs continues to be positive. In particular, growth of value added by SMEs
is expected to rise by 8.5 % in 2018‒2020.
In Slovenia’s ‘non-financial business economy’, SMEs account for 64.5 % of added value and
72.0 % of employment, thus exceeding the EU averages of 56.4 % and 66.6 %, respectively. In
2014‒2018, the value added by Slovenian SMEs rose by 33.5 %, which is slightly more than the
30.8 % growth of large firms. In 2018‒2020, the value added by SMEs is projected to grow by
10.5 % and SMEs employment by 3.6 %, creating around 16,600 new jobs.
SMEs also play a major role in the Austrian ‘non-financial business economy’, generating 62 % of
overall value added, 5.6 % above the EU average. SMEs in the Austrian ‘non-financial business
economy’ have achieved a healthy growth in terms of added value in recent years. It is expected
that the growth of the Austrian SMEs will continue in 2019 and 2020.
Data at the regional (NUTS 3) level are currently available for the period of 2014‒2018. In this
period, the CP SI-AT programme area records a slight decrease (−1 %) in the number of newly
established enterprises, but the situation is much better than in the 2004‒2011 period, on which
the data for the programming of CP SI-AT were based. The greatest rise in the number of newly
established enterprises was recorded in the regions of Zasavje (+24 %), West- und Südsteiermark
(+15 %) and Östliche Obersteiermark (+12.4 %). On the other hand, the regions with the greatest
decrease of newly established enterprises were Südburgenland (−18.7 %), Klagenfurt-Villach
(−12.5 %) and Pomurje (−8.6 %).
Looking at the number of enterprises that ceased to exist, the situation in the programme area is
less favourable. All Austrian regions are recording an increase of enterprises that ceased to exist
in the period of 2014‒2018, with the highest increase recorded by Westliche Obersteiermark
(+50 %), Unterkärnten and Oststeiermark (both +40 %). All Slovenian regions (with the exception
of Zasavje, which is recording a slight increase, below 1 %), are recording a decrease of enterprises
that ceased to exist, among which 5 regions by 30 % (Pomurje, Podravje, Koroška, Savinjska and
Osrednjeslovenska).
The number of newly established enterprises that survive the fifth year of operation is generally
decreasing. Only 2 regions are recording an increase, namely Savinjska (+15 %) and Goriška
(+1.7 %). All other regions are indicating a decrease, the highest being in Südburgenland
(−32.8 %), Östliche Obersteiermark (−25.8 %) and Zasavje (−24.8 %).
The growth of the number of SMEs, persons employed and added value results from a steady
and favourable economic climate in the EU. This also corresponds with the financial perspective
of 2014−2020, which envisaged and implemented funding opportunities for SMEs through
centralised (i.e. HORIZON), decentralised (i.e. cohesion funds) and INTERREG programmes of
shared management. In the first years of being on the market, SMEs face a lack of own financial
resources for innovation and enhancing their presence on foreign (and global) markets.

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

59

Evaluation of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria

Table 22: Trend of key competitiveness and SME indicators in the programme area
TREND OF INDICATORS IN PERIOD 2014–2018 (▲ – POSITIVE / ● –
NEUTRAL / ▼ - NEGATIVE)
NUTS 3 REGION

NUMBER OF
NEWBORN
ENTERPRISES

NUMBER OF
ENTERPRISES THAT
CEASED TO EXIST

NUMBER OF NEWBORN
ENTERPRISES THAT
SURVIVED THE 5TH YEAR

Südburgenland

▼

▼

▼

Klagenfurt-Villach

▼

▼

▼

Oberkärnten

▼

▼

▼

Unterkärnten

▲

▼

▼

Graz

▼

▼

▼

Östliche Obersteiermark

▲

▼

▼

Oststeiermark

▲

▼

▼

West- und Südsteiermark

▲

▼

▼

Westliche Obersteiermark

▲

▼

▼

Pomurje

▼

▲

▼

Podravje

▲

▲

▼

Koroška

▼

▲

▼

Savinjska

▼

▲

▲

Zasavje

▲

●

▼

Osrednjeslovenska

▲

▲

▼

Gorenjska

▼

▲

▼

Goriška

▼

▲

▲

Source: SI-STAT; Statcube, AMS, Eurostat, EPO, January 2020.

SWOT ANALYSIS FOR COMPETITIVENESS AND SMES
The analysis is based on the SWOT analysis, published in the CP SI-AT. In addition, the number
of projects that address each individual element is indicated. Only projects within which interviews
were performed in the Impact I evaluation are taken into consideration here. The text marked
with italic bold represents elements of the SWOT analysis that were added on the basis of
interviews with LPs, programme structures or expert opinion.
STRENGTHS
Common technological specialisation and
sectors exist (e.g. automotive industry,
Information and Communication
Technology (ICT), environmental
technology, paper, wood and furniture
industry etc.)
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N*

5

WEAKNESSES
Inadequate cooperation and
internationalisation of SMEs

N*

4
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Strong regional knowledge base in
mechanical engineering and process
engineering
Dense population of industry clusters in the
programme area

4

2

Strong regional knowledge base in the field
of agriculture and products.

Low knowledge of potential partners along
the value chain across the border
Enterprises find themselves in an
unfavourable sandwich position between
high technology manufacturing and service
regions in the core of Europe and low
technology suppliers in Croatia, Romania
and Turkey
Lack of entrepreneurial initiatives in rural
areas (a small number of family SMEs)
Poorly developed and used areas within
the creative industries

6

3

5
5

Going international is not perceived as an
opportunity for growth by many companies
Lack of active internationalization networks
or cooperation platforms
Lack of intercultural skills
OPPORTUNITIES
Development of CB value chains could help
regional SMEs to gain capacities to access
international markets and growth prospects
Fostering of entrepreneurial activity could
strengthen the local firm base in peripheral
rural areas
Increased mobility of skilled workers across
the border could overcome existing
shortages and growth barriers

N*
6

5

2

Fostering creative industries
5

THREATS
Globalisation threatens the industry
location of the programme area. New and
future competitors are of non-European
origin (e.g. China, India, Brazil etc.)
Poor equity capital basis and growth
prospects of SMEs could lead to increased
business failures
Disruptive innovations (e.g. 3D printing,
cyberphysical systems etc.) could make
existing competences in low and medium
technology sectors obsolete

N*
2

5

3

Larger companies with bigger marketing
budgets overrun smaller SMEs in the
regional competitive market

SMEs with interesting niche products
New business models combined with
innovative marketing channels and
established cross border partnerships as
better chances to remain competitive
Innovations, smart technologies and
connections between SMEs and faculties
Development of technology innovative
enterprises in rural area
*Number of projects addressing certain field
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with LP and programme structures, January 2020

ENVIRONMENT, CULTURAL AND NATURAL HERITAGE
The programme area continues to build on the importance of natural heritage sites protected
under different categories (NATURA 2000 sites, National and Nature Parks, Natural Values, etc.).
Activities of promoting active lifestyle and tourism are supported through many projects that seek
balance between (rural) tourism development and the protection of natural and cultural heritage.
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In Slovenian part of the programme area, the number of NATURA 2000 sites and their surfaces
did not change in the 2014‒2020 period, as the last change occurred in 2013. In the Austrian part
of the programme area, the situation is different in all respective NUTS 3 regions. Changes are
substantial; in 2014, there were no NATURA 2000 areas in the region of Graz, whereas there are
5 with a combined surface of 0.9 km2 since 2018. The number of sites increased three-fold in the
region of Östliche Obersteiermark, and more than doubled in West- und Südsteiermark and the
entire state of Kärnten. Despite the changes, Slovenian side reflects a higher share of Natura 2000
surface (as of the Slovenian part of the programme area), than the Austrian part.
In 2015, all United Nations Member States (including Slovenia and Austria) adopted the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development. The Agenda defines 17 Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs). Both countries rank high on the SDG Global; Austria ranks 5th with a global index score of
81.1 and Slovenia is 12th with a global index score of 79.4 out of 162. Both countries are thus well
above the region’s average. Out of 17 SDGs, 3 are strongly linked to the environment – climate
action, life below water and life on land. Data are available only at the national level, but there are
no sufficient data13 for the indicators related to life below water in both countries. In the SDG
relating to climate action, the situation in Slovenia is increasing moderately, but this growth is
insufficient to attain the goal, especially due to CO2 emissions from energy (tco2/capita). Indicators
for Austria are increasing at an even slower rate, also due to CO2 emissions from energy. Indicators
for the SDG pertaining to life on land are exhibiting more optimistic developments. Here, Slovenia
is 10 index points ahead of Austria and is well on track to achieve the goal by 2030. The score for
Austria is increasing moderately, but this growth is insufficient to attain the goal, mainly due to
the indicator related to the red list index of species’ survival.
Following the UN agreements on climate change and EU strategies, all EU countries have to
prepare and adopt a 10-year integrated National Energy and Climate Plans (NECP). The document
outlines a national agenda of each EU Member State in addressing energy efficiency, renewable
energy, reduction of emissions, interconnections and research and innovation. The plans are
developed in consultations with citizens, businesses and regional authorities. Currently, both
states submitted draft versions of NECP and lively debates about future plans and approaches
(especially in the energy sector) are taking place. Since future plans influence (and often coincide
with) regulations governing the preservation of natural and cultural heritage, cooperation with all
sectors is crucial.
The border area between Slovenia and Austria shares 2 major river systems. The first and the
most important one is the border river Mura, and the second is the stream of Kučenica. In the
years from 2014 to 2018, the average runoff of those water bodies was below average, with a
strong peak in 2014. It is important to note that the outflow of river Mura (taking into
consideration the monitoring point in the border town of Gornja Radgona) is heavily influenced
by the upstream dams in Austria, since the river is one of the major sources of electricity in
Steiermark.

13

https://dashboards.sdgindex.org/#/
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The chemical condition of both water bodies was estimated as good in 2014 and 2015. The
situation is different when it comes to ecological characteristics, since both rivers indicate
increased values of organic pollutants and composition of biomass in the water body at their
respective measuring points on the border sections. However, the situation improved in 2015 and
ecological quality was assessed as good14.
Table 23: Trend of key environment, cultural and natural heritage indicators in the programme area
TREND OF INDICATORS IN PERIOD 2014-2018 (▲ – POSITIVE / ● –
NEUTRAL / ▼ - NEGATIVE)
NUTS 3 REGION

NATURA 2000
AREAS AND
SIZE

Südburgenland

▲

Klagenfurt-Villach

▲

Oberkärnten

▲

Unterkärnten

▲

Graz

▲

Östliche Obersteiermark

▲

Oststeiermark

▲

West- und Südsteiermark

▲

Westliche Obersteiermark

▲

Pomurje

●

Podravje

●

Koroška

●

Savinjska

●

Zasavje

●

Osrednjeslovenska

●

Gorenjska

●

Goriška

●

SDG 13: CLIMATE
ACTION

SDG 15: LIFE ON LAND

▲

●

▲

▲

Source: SI-STAT; Statcube, AMS, Eurostat, EPO, UN SDG INDEX, January 2020.

SWOT ANALYSIS FOR ENVIRONMENT, CULTURAL AND NATURAL HERITAGE
The analysis is based on the SWOT analysis, published in the CP SI-AT. In addition, the number
of projects that address each individual element is indicated. Only projects within which interviews
were performed in the Impact I evaluation are taken into consideration here. The text marked

14

https://www.arso.gov.si/vode/poro%C4%8Dila%20in%20publikacije/kakovost%20voda/Kakovost%20voda
-SLO.pdf
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with italic bold represents elements of the SWOT analysis that were added on the basis of
interviews with LPs, programme structures or expert opinion.

STRENGTHS
Rich natural heritage, bio-/geodiversity and

traditional heritage, culinary
handcrafts and culture

heritage,

Preserved natural environment with high
share of protected areas (National parks,
natural parks, regional parks, natural values,
Natura 2000)
Good
capacity
for
environmental problems

dealing

N*
4

WEAKNESSES
Regulatory barriers for renewable
regional energy markets

2

Lack of business models for adequate
prosumer markets in the field of renewable
energy sources and innovative mobility

with

Strong potential for the use of renewable
resources – solar, wood biomass, hydro and
geothermal energy...
Attractive landscape for tourism (nature,
cultural heritage)
Well-known international events
Regional centres of tourism as local
development incubators

2

2
5
0

2

Awareness of the importance of sustainable
tourism development

1

Richness of traditional heritage, culinary
heritage and handicrafts

2

Developed amateur culture and local
cultural performers
Rich cultural heritage and cultural offers
OPPORTUNITIES
Building partnerships for a comprehensive
programme to protect the environment;
Environmental Resources Management
(ERM) and revitalization of degraded areas;
Protected nature areas, national parks,
Natura2000 as a development opportunity;
Production of bio and alternative
consumables and fuels from waste;
Increasing energy self-sufficiency due to
potential of renew- able energy sources.
Regional centres of tourism as local
development incubators;
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0
1
N*
4
2
1
0
0
2

solutions (adapted to the
resources and environment)

N*
in

available

Lack of cooperation/integration among
tourist service providers in providing full
range and harmonized offer;
Weak cooperation among tourist service
providers and organizations for marketing
and promotion
Lack of advanced integrated tourist
products and services
Weak integration of cultural heritage with
tourism in the region
Short stay of tourists and visitors with low
consumption; concentration of supply/offer
in the main season in few destinations and
weak “out of season” offer;
Fragmentation of cultural events, low
cooperation among programmes and
associations in the field of cultural activities;
Weak integration of the sectors of
agricultures, nature conservation and
protection of water resources
Regulatory barriers for renewable in
regional energy markets
THREATS
Climate change (increased water shortages
for irrigation, hail and floods);

+ extreme precipitation, strong wind, storms
Vanishing small areas important for bio/geodiversity conservation (e.g. wetlands);
Increasing damage due to improper use of
flood and land- slide areas;
Unsatisfactory status of water quality in CB
River Kučenica
Inability of reconciling various interests in
the area (agriculture, tourism, nature
conservation and cultural heritage);
Mismatch between spatial requirements and
development planning;

1

0

1

0
2
1

1

1

1
1
N*
3
0
0
1
1
2
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Sustainable use of natural and cultural
heritage together with existing knowledge
and skills in the environment
Development of eco-tourism

Neglecting ecologically degraded areas;
2

1
Development of green tourism in Natura
2000 areas, and other protected areas

(Geopark, National Parks)

0

1
Non-systemic,
unplanned
and
environmentally problematic use of
alternative energy sources.
Increasing relative competitiveness of
neighbouring regions and countries in
tourism;

0

1

Loss of regional identity and tendencies
towards un-profiled standard tourism
Activation Attractiveness of cultural and
artistic potential of the region;
Integration of cultural landscape and
agriculture,
tourism,
complementary
activities and other services in rural areas;
Geoparks which are members of EGN and
GGN supported by UNESCO
Mountains as the cornerstone of the
protection of habitats, grazing and adjusted
close to nature CB tourism.
Conservation and protection of water
resources, boogs and other water

ecosystems
Better networking between tourism and
agriculture
Tourist offers with key regional products

1
1
2
1

2

Loss of traditional cultural landscape;
Slow implementation of public-private
partnership model for the development of
tourism products and infrastructure;
Failure in Slow identification new trends in
tourism;
Concentration of tourist accommodation
facilities in some locations and large
companies
Loss of habitats of protected flora and fauna
as a result of the abandonment of
agricultural use in the mountains.
Negative impacts of invasive species

1
0
0
0

0
1

Concentration of tourism potential on
individual destinations
Availability of public transport in rural areas

*Number of projects addressing certain field
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with LP and programme structures, January 2020

EFFICIENT PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY (GOVERNANCE)
In the observed period, the administrative governance of both participating countries remained
unchanged. Austria is a federal state and its administrative structure consists of 3 levels of
subdivisions, each with corresponding administrative organisations: the Federal Government at
the central government level, federal state administrations of the 9 states at the federal level, and
the municipal administrations at the local self-administration level. In 2015, after the municipality
reform, the number of municipalities in Austria decreased. In the Austrian regions that form the
programme area, the number of municipalities decreased by a total of 233 (a 33.5 % decrease).
In Slovenia, the number of municipalities did not change. Some new initiatives were put forth,
proposing the implementation of regions as administrative bodies, transferring some jurisdiction
from municipalities and the centralised national government. However, their final structure,
obligations and geographic area remain undecided. Thus, many municipalities, especially those
that are small and consequently have fewer employees, remain small, with limited capacities for
cooperation in cross-border and even major projects. New structures of shared inter-municipal
administrations are being formed, joining related services from the neighbouring municipalities.
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SWOT ANALYSIS FOR EFFICIENT PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY
(GOVERNANCE)
The analysis is based on the SWOT analysis, published in the CP SI-AT. In addition, the number
of projects that address each individual element is indicated. Only projects within which interviews
were performed in the Impact I evaluation are taken into consideration here. The text marked
with italic bold represents elements of the SWOT analysis that were added on the basis of
interviews with LPs, programme structures or expert opinion.
STRENGTHS
Structural linkages and historical socioeconomic and cultural ties in programme
area
Initial practical experiences in institutional
CB co-operation of rescue services and
planning
Existing cross-sectoral and cross-border
cooperation in the areas of regional
management, energy, health and social
cohesion
OPPORTUNITIES
Improved conditions for better risk
management.
Harmonised joint development strategies.

N*
6

1

N*
3

3

Crisis management

N*
3
6

Successful initiatives of CB cooperation in
the past.

WEAKNESSES
Differences
in
political,
legal
and
administrational framework conditions still
hamper CB co-operations on an institutional
level
Language barriers still prevail – in particular
regarding specific terminology

3

THREATS
Growing competition and of locations in the
programme area
Regional election cycles could lead to
instable institutional cooperation patterns
because of changing personnel

N*
1
2

Depopulation and ageing of rural areas

Sustainable mobility
Health and social care
Short food (and supply) chains
Development of tourist offer in low seasons
*Number of projects addressing certain field
Source: CP SI-AT, Interviews with LP and programme structures, January 2020

CONCLUSION
The CP SI-AT 2014‒2020 is still under implementation. Although some projects have already been
finished, most will be realised in the following years, and some only just started. The overall
objective of the programme – to ensure harmonious development of participating cross-border

regions and to enable all citizens to make the best of the natural conditions and opportunities
available, taking into account the specifics of each part of the programme area is still relevant.
Its thematic objectives, namely strengthening research, technological development and

innovation, preserving and protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency and
enhancing institutional capacity of public authorities and stakeholders and efficient public
administrations, are very important objectives, which are to be jointly developed in the crossborder region. Based on the interviews performed and analysis of all SWOT elements that the
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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projects addressed and are still addressing, we can conclude that the selected thematic objectives
and IPs are appropriate to support the achievement of the set objectives and to trigger positive
changes in the cross-border region.
The projects have addressed all elements identified in the SWOT analysis for research and
innovation. As the programme area is lagging behind the investments in R&D, the need to fund
such activities remains extremely important. Within the evaluation, new topics have been
identified (i.e. food industries) and their potential should be further explored in the new
programme period.
Similarly, all SWOT elements identified for competitiveness and SMEs were addressed. In order to
cope with the fast-changing global markets and build on the potential of cross-border
cooperation of SMEs, the support of SMEs in such programmes remains relevant. New
opportunities are identified in niche products, smart technologies, enhancement of connections
between faculties and SMEs, and development of innovative enterprises in rural areas in order to
reduce brain drain and improve the demographic image.
In the field of environment, cultural and natural heritage, the analysed projects did not address
all elements identified by the SWOT analysis. The projects most strongly leaned on rich heritage
and building partnerships in order to protect the environment and address climate change. Efforts
in that direction should be supported also in the future, with more building on the results of
previous projects and networking of tourism service providers.
Environmental protection was identified and accepted as a growing necessity. Thus, the relevance
of promoting innovative technologies to improve resource efficiency is growing. In the future,
there should be more focus on other areas as well, i.e. waste management, landscape planning,
soil and air protection. These topics should be discussed at a cross-border level among experts
and policy-makers in order to customise common approaches and management measures, while
investments should be left out of cross-border programmes.
We estimate that the thematic field of efficient public administration and institutional capacity has
a big potential that has not been exploited yet. So far, the projects addressed mainly structural
linkages and historical socio-economic ties of the programme area, and focused on harmonising
joint development strategies. Preparations for the following programme period should take into
consideration the cross-border potential of health and social care, crisis management, circular
economy and sustainable mobility.
The current socio-economic development has a positive impact on the programme area and the
programme objectives. The economic development has been very favourable in the programme
area since 2014, when this programming period started. It will continue to have a positive impact
on the programme area and can support the achievement of the programme objectives.
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7 SYNERGIES
The programme area is overlapping with eligible programme areas of several EU funding
opportunities. Apart from the national structural and investment funds that consist of the funding
opportunities from the “5 big funds” (European Regional Development Fund, European Social
Fund, Cohesion Fund, European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, and the European
Maritime and Fisheries Fund), there exist INTERREG programmes (i.e. cross-border, interregional
and transnational programmes, funded by the European Regional Development Fund), which
represent an additional funding and networking opportunity.
The NUTS 3 regions that form the programme area of the CP SI-AT are also involved in other
cross-border cooperation programmes. The Slovenian regions of Podravje and Pomurje are
involved in most such programmes, namely 3 (Interreg Slovenia-Austria, Slovenia-Hungary and
Slovenia-Croatia). Other cross-border programmes that overlap with the CP SI-AT programme
are Slovenia-Italy (including the regions of Goriška, Gorenjska and Osrednjeslovenska), ItalyAustria

(Oberkärnten,

Klagenfurt-Villach

and

Unterkärnten)

and

Austria-Hungary

(Südburgenland, Oststeiermark and Graz). In addition, the entire programme area of the CP SIAT is included in the INTERREG interregional programmes (Interreg Europe, URBAC III, ESPON
2020), as well as in transnational programmes (Central Europe, Alpine Space, and Danube).
Partially, the area is also included in the ADRION and the Mediterranean transnational
programmes (only the Slovenian part).
The existence of so many funding opportunities creates an important foundation for synergies.
Since all programmes listed above are EU-funded, they have the same legislative and strategic
background; many of them (notably cross-border cooperation programmes) share the same IPs
and, consequently, also output and result indicators. In practice, this means that all approved
projects of the CP SI-AT are in direct synergy with the majority of mentioned programmes and
relate to macro-regional strategies, as their activities support common goals and contribute to
their respective result indicators.
If synergy is considered as a combined power of individual projects to achieve a greater result
(and consequently also impact), the situation is a bit different. Within the qualitative analysis of
the 17 approved projects (see Chapter 2 for further clarifications), we have identified that the
projects (and consequently also the programme) are especially weak in the field of cooperation
between different projects. There are projects that are implemented in a similar field, perform
similar activities and address similar target groups, but are not aware of other projects financed
either by the same or similar EU programmes. The impact of implemented projects could be
significantly greater if more attention was devoted to the networking of similar projects (that are
addressing the same specific topic or the same specific target groups), thus enhancing their
synergies and capitalisation of project results.
The ability to create synergetic effects does not depend on the project topic or field, but on the
institution participating in the projects as a partner. Good examples of such synergies should be
(and in some cases are) regional development agencies and research centres. They are involved
in many projects funded by different programmes. They have properly defined local or regional
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strategic objectives to which they link individual projects, thus building a bigger story one step at
a time.
CONCLUSIONS
Although in direct synergy with other EU programmes and strategies, projects are weak in
terms of mutual cooperation in the implementation phase. Considering their objectives and
activities, the potential to create synergies among projects is considerable.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The impact of implemented projects could be significantly greater if more attention was
devoted to the networking of similar projects (that are addressing the same specific topic or
the same specific target groups), thus enhancing their synergies and the capitalisation of
project results. Taking into consideration the high number of INTERREG programmes in which
the regions of the CP SI-AT programme area can cooperate, projects could be linked on an
even bigger scale. This could be achieved by:
 Enhancing the role of RA’s and NAs that also have an overview and good contacts with
other INTERREG programmes;


Involving external experts (1 expert per thematic field/specific objective per country).
This would be financed by all INTERREG programmes that are interlinking in one area.

7.1

CONTRIBUTION TO THE EU 2020 STRATEGY

As an EU-funded programme, the CP SI-AT is obliged to approve and implement projects that
contribute to the EU 2020 strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth. According to the
thematic structure of the CP SI-AT, it contributes to smart growth with Priority Axis 1 (IP 1b –
Business investment in innovation and research), to sustainable growth with Priority Axis 2 (IPs 6c
– Protecting, promoting and developing cultural and natural heritage and 6f – Promoting
innovative technologies to improve environmental protection and resource efficiency) and
inclusive growth with Priority Axis 3 (IP 11 – Promoting legal and administrative cooperation and
cooperation between citizens and institutions).
Within Priority Axis 1, a notable contribution of the 7 projects is evident in the field of creative IT
industry, where many prototypes have been developed. Apart from concrete products, many
platforms and supporting tools for SMEs have been developed that will encourage and enhance
cross-border cooperation among enterprises in different thematic fields.
Projects of Priority Axis 2 focus mainly on the development of integrated sustainable tourism
products based on natural and cultural heritage and local products. Special emphasis is given on
networking and capacity building of the already existing tourism service providers. One project
focused on the conservation measures in agriculture for the preservation of groundwater, thus
protecting and efficiently managing natural resources.
Priority Axis 3 contributes to inclusive growth by implementing projects that actively address the
development of tools, partnership protocols and cross-border networking platforms. The topics
addressed were energy efficiency and saving, preparation of study curricula and implementation
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of pilot courses, as well as enhancement of identity and development of city centres. In the
majority of projects, special emphasis is given to the participatory approach, thus including
different stakeholders in the project activities.
The EU 2020 Strategy defined 5 targets to be achieved by the end of 2020, covering employment,
R&D, climate/energy, education, social inclusion and poverty reductions. As such, it provides a
clear orientation to the Member States and the targets were also transferred into national targets.
The following table presents the EU, Austrian and Slovenian targets per each field and the latest
available data to highlight the current progress towards the achievement of targets.
Table 24: Europe 2020 targets and achieved values
EUROPE 2020
EU
HEADLINE TARGET
TARGET
CURRENT
VALUE
(YEAR)
Employment rate in %
73.2 %
75 %
age group 20-64
(2018)
R%D investment in %
2.12 %
3%
of GDP
(2018)
Greenhouse gas
-20 %
-21.66 %
emissions
(compared
(2017)
to 1990)
Share of renewable
17.99 %
energy in gross final
20 %
(2018)
energy consumption
Dropout rate
10.6 %
10 %
(2018)
Third-level education in
40.7 %
45 %
%
(2018)
Reduction of number of
people in or at risk of
20,000,000 12,617,000
poverty and social
(of 2013)
(2018)
exclusion
Source: Eurostat, January 2020

AUSTRIA
TARGET
CURRENT
VALUE
(YEAR)
76.2 %
77 %
(2018)
3.17 %
3.76 %
(2018)
-16 %
-12.6
(compared
(2017)
to 2005)
34 %
9.5 %
38 %
235,000
(of 2008)

33.43 %
(2018)
7.3 %
(2018)
40.7 %
(2018)
187,000
(2018)

SLOVENIA
TARGET
CURRENT
VALUE
(YEAR)
75.45 %
75 %
(2018)
1.95 %
3%
(2018)
-4 %
- 16.34
(compared
(2017)
to 2005)
25 %
5%
40 %
40,000
(of 2008)

21.15 %
(2018)
4.2 %
(2018)
42.7 %
(2018)
35,000
(2018)

Out of 7 targets, the EU-28 and Austria already achieved 2 targets, and Slovenia 3 targets, in 2018.
Both Member States achieved the targets of the indicators of employment rate in the 20‒64 age
group and the share in third-level education. Slovenia also achieved the target for greenhouse
gas emissions, although it should be noted that the target was much lower than the Austrian one.
Both countries significantly reduced the number of people in or at risk of poverty and social
exclusion, but are quite lagging behind in terms of investments in R&D.
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8 EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNICATION STRATEGY
8.1

COMMUNICATION ACTIVITIES

The previous Evaluation Report15 assessed the implementing provisions and activities of the CP
SI-AT 2014‒2020 as achieved by June 2019. It concluded that:


Programme communication is using the entire set of envisaged and available
communication tools in a concerted manner. The programme´s website is the basic
source of all programme-related information. This site contains information on all
programme-relevant aspects, as well as information about activities and outputs from
other communication tools.



Seminars/workshops are considered an important source of information about the
programme, funding possibilities and requirements.



The annual events on European Cooperation Day are very highly rated as an
appropriate communication tool used to inform particularly the general public about
the programme.

It was recommended that:


the broad mix of communication tools should be maintained, as well as the website
serving as a central and attractive backbone for programme communication,



events and excursions to see project examples in the programme region should
continue to be organised, as they have been received very well.

Since then, the communication activities of the programme continued as recommended. The
broad mix of communication tools was further employed, and the programme website continues
to provide relevant, accurate and up-to-date information.
Last year´s event on the European Cooperation Day, communicating with the core message of
Borderless Indulgence (Užitek brez meja – doživeti regionalne produkte čezmejno/Genuss ohne
Grenzen – Regionale Produkte grenzübergreifend erleben), was organised in Styria in September.
Once again, it was considered a success with some 350 participants (more than in previous years).

8.2 COMMUNICATION BUDGET AND SPENDING
For programme communication, a budget of EUR 400,000 was allocated for the 2015–2023
period. By the end of 2019, the total amount of 236,312 EUR has been spent.
Table 25: Communication budget 2015–2023 (EUR)
COMMUNICATION
BUDGET

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

TOTAL

Planned

/

52,493

51,493

50,746

50,746

50,746

50,746

50,746

42,537

400,000

Spent

/

78,274

53,600

43,487

60.951

236,312

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020
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Last year, the spending (EUR 60,951) for the programme’s communication activities was slightly
above the plan (20 %). This was mainly due to the organisation of events (a story-telling event in
February, an annual event in September) and the registration of expenditures that were already
contracted in 2018. These slight variations of the annual spending occurred in response to the
development of programme implementation and may be offset in future years.

8.3 INDICATORS AND MONITORING
The set of result (3) and output (7) indicators for monitoring the progress and achievements of
the programme communication have been discussed in the previous Evaluation Report. Below
are the updated numbers, which include 2019.
Table 26: Communication indicators
UNITS

TARGET
VALUE

SOURCE

Recognisability of the CP
SI–AT

%

60%

survey

x

Knowledge of the
programme website

%

90%

survey

x

INDICATOR

Number of visits to the
website

visits

10 000

monitoring

2015

2016

2017

2018

CUMULATIVE
2015–2019

2019

2 160

18 018

12 191

13 955

14 390

59 135

1

31

41

35

40

148

Number of submitted
electronic messages by the JS

messages

40

JS

Number of workshops
performed

workshops

12

JS

-

5

2

2

1

10

Number of participants at
workshops

participants

250

JS

-

672

125

173

19

989

Number of mailing list
members EN

addressee

x

JS

11

27

44

24

39

39

Number of mailing list
members DE

addressee

x

JS

22

139

191

126

144

144

Number of mailing list
members SI

addressee

x

JS

68

395

476

239

276

276

Number of mailing list
members

addressee

JS

101

561

711

389

459

459

Number of created
information materials

issues

x

JS

3

-

-

-

-

3

Issues of created information
materials

issues

1 000

JS

3 800

100

-

-

-

3 900

Number of events performed

events

8

JS

1

1

1

1

2

6

800

JS

389

108

351

362

450

1 660

Number of participants at
events

500

participants

Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, January 2020

The overall picture shows that there is a general positive trend in all categories of result and
output indicators. All target values for 2023 have already been reached or are likely to be reached
by then (number of mailing list members).
Regarding the programme website, 14,390 visitors16 were registered in 2019 (in 29,231 sessions
with 61,147 page views). A detailed examination of these visits on the website shows that the
substantial imbalance regarding the origin of visitors (that has already been observed in previous
periods) improved slightly, but was still substantial in 2019. There were much more visitors from

16

Visits by different users. Source: Google Analytics.

ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH

72

Evaluation of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria

Slovenia (48 % in 2019, 53 % in previous periods) than from Austria (23 % in 2019, 21 % in previous
periods).
A similar imbalance regarding the origin of users of the webpage can (still) be observed for the
mailing list. In 2019, 60 % of the mailing list members were from Slovenia (61 % in 2018) and 31 %
from Austria (32 % in 2018).
These imbalances have been addressed by the JS and stakeholders. The population on the
Austrian side was encouraged (i.e. at the annual event) to get information about the programme
via electronic media. So far, no noticeable shifts due to these efforts could be observed.

8.4 COMMUNICATION AT PROJECT LEVEL
The communication for the CP SI-AT is undertaken not only by the programme bodies at the
programme level, but the communication activities of the supported projects also constitute an
important element for raising the awareness and the positive perception of EU support in the
region.
Thus, events such as the European Cooperation Day, where a broader public can become
acquainted with specific project achievements in their region, serve as an important
communication initiative.
Project communication activities aiming to inform relevant stakeholders and/or a wider public
about tangible project outputs are considered very important. Some of the analysed projects have
produced tangible outputs (e.g. Geopark Info Centre), where large numbers of people can
experience EU-supported installations. However, there are 3 factors that are considerably limiting
effective communication at the project level.
Many of the supported projects do not generate outputs that can be directly and positively
experienced by a wider public (elaboration of a study, setting-up a network with a limited number
of participating members, etc.).
The communication budgets of the already finished projects exhibit substantial under-spending
(on average, less than 50 % of the planned communication budget was used). Such underspending should also result in fewer communication activities, as the approved project budgets
were based on the envisaged activities.
Some PPs are not well acquainted with effective and focused communication for their target
groups and project communication is not undertaken as intensely as envisaged in the application.
CONCLUSIONS
Programme communication continued in 2019 by employing an extensive set of successful
communication tools in line with the Communication Strategy.
The programme website continues to be a high-quality and valuable backbone for programme
communication.
Public events, such as activities for the European Cooperation Day, are continued successfully.
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The spending of the communication budget in 2019 was slightly above the planned average
annual amounts, but it is reasonably in line with the development of programme
implementation and is monitored well.
The achievement of the programme´s communication indicators is already quite above the plan
by the end of 2019.
The substantial imbalance regarding the outreach of electronic communication tools (website,
e-newsletter) between Slovenia and Austria continued and even intensified, being about twice
more effective on the Slovenian side.
So far, communication at the project level was not as effective as envisaged. This can be
attributed to a) limited tangible project outputs that could be experienced by the general public
and to b) a substantial under-utilisation of planned communication budgets at the project level.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the mix and the quality of communication tools and activities at the
programme level should continue.
The manner of spending and monitoring expenditures for programme communication should
be continued.
The imbalance in outreach of (electronic) communication tools should be further observed and
measures should be taken to increase the information spread and outreach on the Austrian
side as well.
Special attention should be given to more effective communication at the project level.
Potential measures could include:


focus on selecting projects that are likely to create tangible outputs;



provision of programme support for projects in their communication activities
(professional advice, pooling of communication activities of several projects, etc.);



close monitoring of the projects´ communication activities and budgets, and
providing advice and support for improvements in case of identified shortcomings.
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9 CONCLUSION
Implementation progress of the CP SI-AT related to committing and spending the budget and
achievement of indicators is well on track and is actually already ahead of the plan.
The impact of the analysed projects is adequate, but limited in terms of its territorial dimension
and the effect on the programme´s objectives and chosen result indicators.
The SWOT analysis of the programme is still relevant and the socio-economic development of
the area is favourable. In the future, there should be more encouragement for projects to
actively build on the results of previous projects, along with enhanced cooperation among
different projects in order to foster their strong synergistic potential.
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11 ANNEXES
Annex 1: List of performed interviews with LP
N0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

DATE OF THE
INTERVIEW
24 October 2019
25 October 2019
5 November 2019
5 November 2019
6 November 2019
6 November 2019
7 November 2019
7 November 2019
8 November 2019
8 November 2019
13 November 2019
13 November 2019
13 November 2019
21 November 2019
12 December 2019
20 December 2019

INSTITUTION
Oprema Ravne d.o.o.
Teces
Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung
Universalmuseum Joanneum
ROW - RM Oststeiermark
JOPERA
Gemeinde Bad Radkersburg
Innovation Region Styria GmbH
TU Graz
Qualifizierungsagentur Oststeiermark
Die Oststeirischen Städte
ARGE Geopark Karawanken
Energieregion Oststeiermark
Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung
Pomurski tehnološki park
Inštitut Jožef Stefan
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PROJECT
MMO3D
CapaCon
SI-MUR-AT
PaleoDiversiStyria
IRIC
321go
L2P_2020Plus
regioWIN
ABS – Network
Flagship Products
City Cooperation II
EUfutuR
E-SME
NEKTEO
SMART PRODUCTION
AS-IT-IC
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