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SUMMARY
The subject of the report is a mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the Cooperation
Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria 2014–2020 (CP SI–AT).
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 efficiency and effectiveness of the CP SI–AT is based on evaluation questions
prepared by the Contracting Authority.
The main evaluation results are presented below.
PROGRAMME STRUCTURES
The programme structures of the CP SI–AT are properly set up and the designated programme
structures are functioning very well (with the exception of the Styrian FLC in the past) and there
is a clear distribution of tasks that is reflected in clearly defined territorial responsibilities (both
distinguishing between SI and AT side and splitting responsibilities according to the territories of
the 3 involved regions on AT side) which is followed very strictly. The eMS is a valuable tool for
providing information and enabling the concerted work of programme structures on the same
projects and tasks and as such supporting such clear distinction of responsibilities. However, this
approach, if not accompanied with also overarching personal communication of the responsible
Programme bodies, bears the risk that the overall picture both of the Programme and of the
individual projects might get lost. The JS is functioning very efficient and effective. However, the
staff consists of Slovene persons only. The inclusion of a staff member with strong Austrian
background might intensify the consideration of Austrian regional aspects and the perceived
representation of an Austrian regional/national approach in the joint programme structures. The
staffing of the programme structures is considered widely sufficient for the workload and are
generally performed in due time even though there are some peaks of workload during the
project cycle. In this respect, the Styrian FLC is an exception. Here the outage of two designated
persons have resulted in substantial delays and the accumulation of unprocessed financial reports
of Styrian project partners.
Communication and cooperation within the programme structures of the CP SI–AT are not very
intense, but when needed it is effective and efficient. Involved persons and organizations perform
their tasks quite autonomously and contacts with other structures involved are mainly limited to
the formal Programme meetings and on-demand. The main communication knots are JS and MA,
who are in most frequent and very much appreciated contact with all other Programme partners.
On the national level, the communication between the various types of programme structures is
not very intense in both countries, but it is considered constructive and widely sufficient. Crossborder communication between the programme structures of the same level, is very weak. Low
intensity of communication both between the involved persons/organisations on a national level
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and across the border does not support a commonly shared perception of the entire Programme
area, its needs, and the supported projects, nor does it support a harmonized approach regarding
the interpretation of applicable rules and regulations. The exchange of information among the
programme structures is (technically) very efficient (also due to the quality of the eMS), but a
strong “cross-border spirit” is not reflected in the communication via e-mail or in person among
the programme structures involved.
PROGRAMME PROGRESS
The CP SI–AT defined 24 specific output indicators for four Investment Priorities (18 indicators)
and the TA (6 indicators). An overview of all planned values that take into consideration the
planned achievements of 41 approved projects shows, that for 19 indicators it is already expected
that the target value for 2023 will be achieved and for 8 of them the value will be exceeded for
more than 2 times. Other outputs are already almost reaching their respective target values and
considering that there are still projects to be approved (within ongoing deadlines for submission),
it is anticipated that the target values of all output indicators will be achieved. The programme is
also achieving the target values for 2018 of the performance framework. According to the
presented data, all milestones will be reached, proving that the programme has no major
difficulties that would hinder the implementation of projects and their achievements.
Consequently, the programme will not be subjected to financial corrections by the EC. 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
are added in order to fully explain the interim value and trend of the indicators.
PROGRAMME PROCEDURES, FORMS, AND TOOLS
In general, programme procedures are very (administratively) efficient, however, some room for
further improvement in each phase of the project cycle exists. The application form is very
demanding with many fields to be filled in. Bilingualism poses additional time pressure to
partnerships. The administrative and eligibility check appears to be very formalistic with none
(within first two deadlines) or very little (in the following deadlines) room for human error. Quality
assessment lacks specific expert knowledge regarding the intervention fields and consideration
of regional aspects. From the beneficiaries’ point of view, administrative burden and the
corresponding effort related to project reporting (including reimbursement) is too high. This is
also due to the fact, that only a small share of project partners is taking advantage of simplified
cost options that are possible in this programme period. Thus, creating an additional burden for
themselves as for FLC’s, where bottlenecks then may occur.
Compared to the previous programme period, major simplifications and harmonization of
administrative procedures have been implemented (notably eMS – although not perfect and open
calls are recognized as the most effective ones). In the project reporting phase, flat rates are seen
as a step towards the reduction of administrative burden. It is recommended that in the following
programme period, the progress toward simplification and reduction of administrative burden is
continued notably in the sense of simplification of application form and reporting.
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Programme website and Implementation manual are, together with the JS and NA/RA support
recognized as the main supporting tools for the beneficiaries. Some tools (partner search,
interactive map, and keep database) are rarely used by the beneficiaries who also have small
knowledge of their objectives and existence.
APPROVED PROJECTS
The analysis shows that the 41 projects approved indicate diverse and well-balanced
geographical, financial and thematic distribution per region. The highest number of partners, lead
partners, allocated funds and participating projects is in regions of Graz (Austria) and
Osrednjeslovenska (Slovenia), nicely reflecting the absorption capacity of both regions. 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).
The most partners are involved in the field of SME Support (cluster support and business
development), followed by research (innovation infrastructure and activities, technology transfer
and university-enterprise cooperation). Partners addressing these fields are represented in each
region (except the region of Zasavska, Slovenia) of the programme area, notably more
represented in the region where universities and technological activities are more concentrated.
PROJECT PARTNERSHIP
Representation of partners between countries is balanced (114 from Austria and 116 from
Slovenia), although more LPs are from Austria, namely 25, while 16 LPs are from Slovenia. The
majority (78 %) of institutions are involved in one project. Three institutions are involved in five,
six or seven projects. Institutions involved as LPs (35) mostly lead one project (30), but there are
four that lead two projects each, and one that leads three projects. The number of partners in
one project ranges between 3 and 12. Most projects have five partners and involve three or four
regions. The distribution of partners based on their legal status is 40 % private to 60 % public and
is evenly balanced between the countries. There is a significant difference in terms of the
distribution of institutions by types. The data indicate the dominance of business support
organisations and higher education and research institutions as LPs. The partnerships are solid,
in seven cases partnerships were changed. The quality of cooperation among PPs in each stage
of the project cycle was assessed predominantly as good and very good in all the stages.
COMMUNICATION STRATEGY
The implementation system for the communication strategy of the CP SI–AT is well established
and effectively involving Programme partners on Programme level (JS) and in the two Member
States. The communication activities of the Programme are following the phases of
communication as distinguished in the communication strategy and proper progress in the
specific activities can be recorded. Also, the spending of the communication budget is reasonably
in plan and well monitored.
Programme communication is using the whole set of envisaged and available communication
tools in a concerted manner. Here the Programme´s website is the basic backbone of all
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Programme related information and very much appreciated both by Programme partners and
beneficiaries. Remarkable is that there is an about twice as intensive communication outreach for
the recipients of electronic communication tools (website, e-newsletter) on the Slovenian side.
Further are also seminars/workshops considered an important source for information on the
Programme, funding possibilities and requirements and the annual events on European
Cooperation Day are very highly rated as an appropriate communication tool for informing
especially the general public about the Programme.
Regarding indicators, two of the defined result indicators are not adequate to serve their purpose
of measuring and monitoring the achievement of communication objectives. The target value of
the third result indicator (visitors on the Programme website) is already far ahead of the target.
The progress towards achieving the target values of the defined output indicators is well in,
respectively ahead of plan. This shows effective communication activities of the Programme, but
in some cases, these target values might not have been very ambitious.
There is no reliable first-hand data available regarding the perception of the Cooperation
Programme within the target groups and the general public. However, the high participation of
target groups in the CP SI–AT shows and the opinion of Programme partners is that the target
audiences are well aware of the CP SI–AT. They may perceive it an attractive, but administratively
quite demanding source for financing their cooperation initiatives. There is not a large number of
people in the general public in the region that is aware of this specific Cooperation Programme
and the support provided. However, those people that are in contact with tangible Programme
and project activities may have a positive opinion and thus Programme and project
communication contribute to better information regarding EU support in the region.
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POVZETEK
Predmet poročila je vmesno vrednotenje o izvajanju Programa sodelovanja Interreg V–A
Slovenija–Avstrija 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 učinkovitosti in uspešnosti PS SI–AT temelji na specifičnih evalvacijskih vprašanjih, ki
jih je pripravil naročnik.
V nadaljevanju so predstavljeni ključni rezultati vrednotenja.
PROGRAMSKE STRUKTURE
Programske strukture PS SI–AT so ustrezno vzpostavljene in dobro delujejo (z izjemo Štajerske
prvostopenjske kontrole v preteklih letih). Razdelitev nalog je jasna in se odraža v jasno
opredeljenih teritorialnih odgovornostih (strukture posameznih držav strogo upoštevajo delitev
odgovornosti glede na upravičeno območje). eMS je prepoznan kot dragoceno orodje za pretok
informacij in omogoča usklajeno delovanje programskih struktur na istih projektih in kot tak
podpira jasno delitev odgovornosti. V kolikor takšnega pristopa ne spremlja tudi splošna
medsebojna komunikacija med strukturami, obstaja tveganje, da se sicer pozitivna celotna slika
programa in posameznih projektov izgubi. Skupni sekretariat deluje uspešno in učinkovito.
Kadrovsko je sestavljen izključno iz slovenskega osebja. Vključitev uslužbenca iz avstrijskega okolja
bi lahko okrepila upoštevanje avstrijskih regionalnih vidikov ter avstrijskega regionalnega in
nacionalnega pristopa v strukturah skupnega upravljanja programa. Strukture razpolagajo z
dovolj osebja za izvajanje delovnih nalog, ki so načeloma izvedene pravočasno, čeprav v
posameznih obdobjih prihaja do večjih delovnih obremenitev. Glede tega je prvostopenjska
kontrola avstrijske zvezne dežele Štajerske izjema, saj prihaja do velikih zamud pri pregledu
finančnih poročil štajerskih projektnih partnerjev.
Komunikacija in sodelovanje med programskimi strukturami nista intenzivna, vendar sta ko se
pojavi potreba učinkovita in uspešna. Organizacije in zaposleni, ki so vključeni v delovanje
struktur, svoje naloge opravljajo samostojno, stiki z drugimi strukturami pa so omejeni predvsem
na uradne sestanke programa in na zahtevo posameznika. Skupni sekretariat in Organ upravljanja
delujeta kot glavni komunikacijski vozlišči in sta v najbolj pogostem in cenjenem stiku z vsemi
drugimi strukturami. Tudi na nacionalnem nivoju komunikacija med različnimi strukturami ni zelo
intenzivna, vendar je ocenjena kot konstruktivna in zadostna. Čezmejna komunikacija med
programskimi strukturami enake ravni je zelo šibka. Nizka stopnja komunikacije z zaposlenimi v
organizacijah na drugi strani meje ne krepi zavedanja skupnega programskega območja, njegovih
potreb in podprtih projektov, posledično pa tudi ne zagotavlja usklajenega pristopa pri
interpretaciji pravil in predpisov. Izmenjava informacij med programskimi strukturami je (tehnično)
zelo učinkovita (tudi zaradi kakovosti, ki jo nudi eMS), vendar komunikacija med strukturami ne
odraža »čezmejnega duha«.
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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 41 potrjenih
projektov, izkazuje, da se pričakuje, da bo njihova ciljna vrednost za leto 2023 dosežena za 19
kazalnikov, od katerih bo ciljna vrednost osmih kazalnikov presežena za več kot dvakrat. Vrednosti
preostalih kazalnikov skoraj že dosegajo svoje ciljne vrednosti in glede na to, da se bodo (v okviru
tekočih rokov za predložitev projektov) še odobrili dodatni projekti je pričakovati, da bodo ciljne
vrednosti vseh kazalnikov neposrednega učinka dosežene. 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.
Posledično program ne bo podvržen finančnim korekcijam s strani Evropske komisije. Pri kazalniki
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.
PROGRAMSKI POSTOPKI, OBRAZCI IN ORODJA
Na splošno so programski postopki z administrativnega vidika zelo učinkoviti, vendar možnosti
za nadaljnje izboljšave v posamezni fazi projektnega cikla ostajajo. Prijavnica za projekt je zelo
zahtevna, saj je potrebno izpolniti veliko polj. Dodaten časovni pritisk za prijavitelje pa predstavlja
tudi zahteva, da mora biti prijavnica v celoti oddana dvojezično. Administrativni pregled prijavnic
po oddaji in preverjanje upravičenosti se izkazuje za izredno formalističen postopek, ki nikakor (v
prvih dveh rokih za predložitev projektov) ali v zelo majhnem obsegu (v naslednjih rokih) dopušča
človeško napako. Vsebinsko ocenjevanje projektov premalo vključuje strokovno oceno
posameznih področij intervencije in regionalen pomen projekta. Z vidika upravičencev predstavlja
administrativni del projekta, ki se nanaša na poročanje (vključno z povračilom sredstev), preveliko
breme. K temu pripomore tudi dejstvo, da le majhen delež projektnih partnerjev koristi prednosti
poenostavljenega obračunavanja stroškov, ki so na voljo v tem programskem obdobju. To
ustvarja tudi dodatno breme za prvostopenjsko kontrolo in lahko privede do nastanka ozkih grl.
V primerjavi s prejšnjim programskim obdobjem so bile izvedene številne poenostavitve in
uskladitve postopkov poročanja (predvsem orodje eMS – čeprav ni popolno – in odprti javni
razpis sta prepoznana kot najučinkovitejša). V fazi poročanja o nastalih stroških so pavšalne
stopnje obračuna priznane kot korak k zmanjševanju administrativnega bremena. Priporočljivo je,
da

se

v

prihodnjem

programskem

obdobju

nadaljuje

z

aktivnostmi

zmanjševanja

administrativnega bremena, zlasti na področju poenostavitve prijavnega obrazca ter poročanja o
stroških.
Spletna stran programa ter Priročnik o izvajanju projektov sta, skupaj s podporo Skupnega
sekretariata ter Organa upravljanja, priznana kot glavni podorni orodji za upravičence. Nekatera
orodja (iskanje partnerjev, interaktivni zemljevid ter bazo projektov keep) upravičenci redko
uporabljajo ali pa jih sploh ne poznajo.
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ODOBRENI PROJEKTI
Izvedena analiza izkazuje, da 41 odobrenih projektov kaže na raznoliko in dobro uravnoteženo
geografsko, finančno in tematsko porazdelitev projektov in projektnih parterjev po regijah. Največ
partnerjev, vodilnih partnerjev, dodeljenih sredstev in projektov je v regijah Gradec (Avstrija) in
Osrednjeslovenska (Slovenija), kar odraža visoko absorpcijsko sposobnost obeh regij. 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, Avstrija).
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). 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.
PROJEKTNO PARTNERSTVO
Zastopanost partnerjev v obeh državah je uravnotežena (114 partnerjev je iz Avstrije in 116 iz
Slovenije), pri tem je več vodilnih partnerjev iz Avstrije (25) in 16 iz Slovenije. Večina (78 %)
institucij, ki sodeluje v programu, je vključenih v en projekt. Tri institucije sodelujejo v petih, šestih
ali sedmih projektih. V vlogi vodilnih partnerjev 41 projektov nastopa 35 institucij, od katerih jih
30 vodi samo en projekt, štiri institucije so vodilni partner pri dveh projektih, ena institucija pa pri
treh. Število partnerjev v enem projektu se giblje med 3 in 12. Večina projektov ima pet partnerjev
iz štirih regij. 40 % vseh partnerjev je zasebnih organizacij in 60 % javnih institucij, delež je med
obema državama enakomerno porazdeljen. Pri porazdelitvi institucij po njihovem tipu prihaja do
velikih razlik. Podatki kažejo, da v vlogi vodilnih partnerjev prevladujejo organizacije za podporo
podjetništvu ter visokošolske in raziskovalne ustanove. Partnerstva so trdna, spremembe
partnerjev so bile izvedene v sedmih primerih. Projektni partnerji ocenjujejo kakovost partnerstev
v vseh projektnih fazah kot dobro do zelo dobro.
KOMUNIKACIJSKA STRATEGIJA
Sistem izvajanja komunikacijske strategije PS SI–AT je dobro uveljavljen in učinkovito vključuje vse
partnerje na programskem nivoju (Skupni sekretariat) in v obeh državah članicah. Komunikacijske
dejavnosti PS SI-AT sledijo fazam komuniciranja, ki so opredeljene v Komunikacijski strategiji in
beležijo ustrezen napredek. Poraba proračuna, namenjenega komunikacijskim aktivnostim je
smiselno načrtovana in dobro nadzorovana.
Program za namene komuniciranja usklajeno uporablja celovit nabor predvidenih in razpoložljivih
komunikacijskih orodij. Osnovno hrbtenico za komunikacijo in izmenjavo vseh informacij v zvezi
s programom predstavlja spletna stran programa, ki je zelo dobro ocenjena tako s strani
programskih partnerjev kot upravičencev. Zanimivo je, da je uporabnikov ali naročnikov na
elektronska komunikacijska orodja (spletna stran, spletni novičnik) skoraj dvakrat več na slovenski
kot na avstrijski strani. Pomemben vir informacij o programu predstavljajo tudi seminarji in
delavnice o možnostih financiranja in zahtevah programa. Letni dogodki na dan evropskega
sodelovanja so ocenjeni kot ustrezno komunikacijsko orodje za obveščanje javnosti o programu.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Dva od opredeljenih kazalnikov rezultata nista primerna za merjenje in spremljanje doseganja
ciljev komunikacijske strategije. Vrednost tretjega kazalnika rezultata (število obiskovalcev spletne
strani programa) je že presegla ciljno. Napredek pri doseganju opredeljenih vrednosti kazalnikov
učinka sledi načrtovani dinamiki, deloma pa bodo doseženi predčasno. To kaže na učinkovito
izvajanje komunikacijskih dejavnosti programa, vendar na drugi strani tudi pomeni, da ciljne
vrednosti nekaterih kazalnikov niso bile opredeljene dovolj ambiciozno.
Neposrednih zanesljivih podatkov, ki bi govorili o dojemanju programa s strani ciljnih skupin in
splošne javnosti, ni na voljo. Visoka stopnja udeležbe ciljnih skupin v projektih PS SI–AT in mnenje
projektnih partnerjev kažeta na to, da je program s strani ciljnih skupin, ki jih naslavlja, dobro
sprejet. Upravičenci PS SI-AT sprejemajo kot privlačen, vendar administrativno izredno zahteven
vir za financiranje skupnih (čezmejnih) projektnih idej. PS SI–AT in podporo, ki jo omogoča, pozna
le majhen delež splošne javnosti programskega območja. Kljub temu pa imajo tisti posamezniki,
ki so prišli v stik z aktivnostmi programa ali imajo odobrene projekte, o programu pozitivno
mnenje. Posledično lahko sklepamo, da programska in projektna komunikacija prispevata k
boljšemu obveščanju o podpori EU v regiji.
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Gegenstand

dieses

Berichts

ist

die

Zwischenevaluierung

der

Umsetzung

des

Kooperationsprogramms Interreg V-A Slowenien – Österreich 2014–2020 (CP SI – AT).
Das übergeordnete Ziel des CP SI – AT für den Zeitraum 2014–2020 ist es, die ausgewogene
Entwicklung der beteiligten Grenzregionen zu gewährleisten und allen Bürgern die bestmögliche
Nutzung der gegebenen natürlichen Bedingungen und Möglichkeiten, unter Berücksichtigung
der Besonderheiten des jeweiligen Teils des Programmgebiets, zu ermöglichen. Das CP SI-AT
fördert intelligentes, nachhaltiges und integratives Wachstum durch einen integrierten Ansatz,
welcher thematische und territoriale Dimensionen kombiniert.
Die Bewertung der Effizienz und Wirksamkeit des CP SI-AT basiert auf Bewertungsfragen, welche
vom Auftraggeber ausgearbeitet wurden.
Die wichtigsten Bewertungsergebnisse sind nachstehend aufgeführt.
PROGRAMMSTRUKTUREN
Die Programmstrukturen des CP SI – AT sind den EU Vorgaben entsprechend aufgebaut und die
vorgesehenen Programmstrukturen funktionieren sehr gut (mit Ausnahme der steirischen FLC in
der Vergangenheit) und es gibt eine klare Aufgabenverteilung, die sich in klar definierten
territorialen Zuständigkeiten niederschlägt (sowohl die Unterscheidung zwischen slowenischer
und österreichsicher Seite als auch die Aufteilung der Zuständigkeiten nach den Gebieten der drei
betroffenen Regionen auf österreichischer Seite), was sehr genau befolgt wird. Das eMS ist ein
wertvolles Instrument zur Bereitstellung von Informationen und ermöglicht die konzertierte Arbeit
von Programmstrukturen für dieselben Projekte und Aufgaben und unterstützt als solches eine
klare Unterscheidung von Verantwortlichkeiten. Dieser Ansatz birgt jedoch das Risiko, dass das
Gesamtbild sowohl des Programms als auch der einzelnen Projekte verloren geht, wenn er nicht
mit einer übergreifenden persönlichen Kommunikation der zuständigen Programmstellen
einhergeht. Das JS arbeitet sehr effizient und effektiv. Das Personal besteht jedoch nur aus
slowenischen Personen. Die Einbeziehung eines Mitarbeiters / einer Mitarbeiterin mit starkem
österreichischen Hintergrund könnte die Berücksichtigung österreichischer regionaler Aspekte
und die wahrgenommene Repräsentation eines österreichischen regionalen / nationalen Ansatzes
in den gemeinsamen Programmstrukturen verstärken. Die personelle Besetzung der
Programmstrukturen wird als weitgehend ausreichend für die Arbeitsbelastung angesehen,
obwohl es während des Projektzyklus zu Spitzenbelastungen kommt. In dieser Hinsicht ist die
steirische FLC eine Ausnahme. Hier hat der Ausfall zweier Personen zu erheblichen
Verzögerungen und zur Anhäufung unbearbeiteter Finanzberichte von steirischen Projektpartner
geführt.
Die Kommunikation und Zusammenarbeit innerhalb der Programmstrukturen des CP SI – AT ist
nicht sehr intensiv, aber bei Bedarf effektiv und effizient. Beteiligte Personen und Organisationen
nehmen ihre Aufgaben recht autonom wahr, und die Kontakte zu anderen beteiligten Strukturen
beschränken sich hauptsächlich auf die formellen Programmbesprechungen und im Falle
speziellen Bedarfs. Die wichtigsten Kommunikationsknoten des Programms sind das JS und die
MA, die im häufigsten und sehr geschätzten Kontakt mit allen anderen Programmpartnern stehen.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Auf nationaler Ebene ist die Kommunikation zwischen den verschiedenen Arten von
Programmstrukturen in beiden Ländern nicht sehr intensiv, wird jedoch als konstruktiv und
weitgehend ausreichend angesehen. Die grenzüberschreitende Kommunikation zwischen den
Programmstrukturen der gleichen Ebene ist sehr schwach. Die geringe Intensität der
Kommunikation zwischen den beteiligten Personen / Organisationen auf nationaler Ebene und
über die Grenzen hinweg unterstützt weder eine gemeinsame Wahrnehmung des gesamten
Programmbereichs, seiner Bedürfnisse und der unterstützten Projekte noch einen harmonisierten
Ansatz in Bezug auf die Auslegung der geltenden Regeln und Vorschriften. Der
Informationsaustausch zwischen den Programmstrukturen ist (technisch) sehr effizient (auch
aufgrund der Qualität des eMS), aber ein starker „grenzüberschreitender Geist“ spiegelt sich nicht
in der Kommunikation der beteiligten Strukturen per E-Mail oder persönlich im Programm wider.
PROGRAMMFORTSCHRITT
Das CP SI – AT definierte 24 spezifische Outputindikatoren für vier Investitionsprioritäten (18
Indikatoren) und die Technische Hilfe (6 Indikatoren). Eine Übersicht aller Planwerte, die die
geplanten Ergebnisse von 41 genehmigten Projekten berücksichtigen, zeigt, dass für 19
Indikatoren bereits zu erwarten ist, dass der Zielwert für 2023 erreicht werden und für 8 von ihnen
die Werte um mehr als das Doppelte überschritten werden. Andere Outputs erreichen bereits
aktuell fast ihre jeweiligen Zielwerte und angesichts der Tatsache, dass noch Projekte zu
genehmigen sind (innerhalb der laufenden Einreichungsfristen), wird erwartet, dass die Zielwerte
aller Output-Indikatoren erreicht werden. Das Programm erreicht auch die Zielwerte des
Leistungsrahmens für 2018. Den vorgelegten Daten zufolge werden alle Meilensteine erreicht, was
beweist, dass das Programm keine größeren Schwierigkeiten hat welche die Durchführung von
Projekten und ihre Erfolge behindern würden. Infolgedessen ist nicht zu erwarten, dass das
Programm von der Kommission finanziell korrigiert wird.
In Bezug auf die Ergebnisindikatoren hatte das Evaluierungsteam einige Probleme, die richtige
Datenquelle für einige der Indikatoren zu finden, da in einigen Fällen das Methodendokument
(Anhang G des CP SI-AT) den Bereich oder die entsprechenden Quellen des Indikators nicht
angemessen definierte. Daher wurden Bewertungsbemerkungen hinzugefügt, um den
Zwischenwert und die Entwicklung der Indikatoren vollständig zu erläutern.
PROGRAMMVERFAHREN, FORMEN UND WERKZEUGE
Im Allgemeinen sind die Programmabläufe (administrativ) sehr effizient, es bestehen jedoch in
jeder Phase des Projektzyklus Raum für weitere Verbesserungen.
Das Antragsformular ist sehr anspruchsvoll und es müssen viele Felder ausgefüllt werden. Die
Zweisprachigkeit stellt einen zusätzlichen Zeitaufwand für Partnerschaften dar. Die Überprüfung
der administrativen Entsprechungen der Projektanträge scheint sehr formalistisch zu sein, mit
keinem (innerhalb der ersten beiden Fristen) und sehr wenig Raum (in den folgenden Fristen) für
Nachsicht bzw. Ermessen der EvaluatorInnen. Der Qualitätsbewertung durch die involvierten
Personen mangelt es an spezifischem Fachwissen zu den Interventionsbereichen und der
Berücksichtigung regionaler Aspekte. Aus Sicht der Begünstigten, ist der Verwaltungsaufwand
und der entsprechende Aufwand für die Projektberichterstattung (einschließlich der
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Finanzerstattung) zu hoch. Dies liegt auch daran, dass nur ein kleiner Teil der Projektpartner von
vereinfachten Kostenoptionen Gebrauch macht, welche in dieser Programmperiode möglich sind.
Dadurch entstehen zusätzliche Belastungen sowohl für die Projektträger selbst als auch für die
FLCs, bei welchen dann Engpässe auftreten können.
Im Vergleich zur vorherigen Programmperiode wurden wesentliche Vereinfachungen und
Harmonisierungen der Verwaltungsverfahren durchgeführt (insbesondere eMS - obwohl auch
dieses nicht perfekt ist und die öffentlichen Aufrufe für Projekteinreichungen werden als
besonders wirksam anerkannt). Bei der Projektberichterstattung werden Pauschalsätze als ein
Schritt zur Verringerung des Verwaltungsaufwands angesehen. Es wird empfohlen, in der
kommenden Programmperiode die Fortschritte bei der Vereinfachung und Verringerung des
Verwaltungsaufwands fortzusetzen, insbesondere im Sinne von Vereinfachungen des
Antragsformulars und der Berichterstattung.
Die Programmwebsite und das Handbuch für Begünstigte werden gemeinsam mit der
Unterstützung durch JS und NA / RA als die wichtigsten unterstützenden Instrumente für die
Begünstigten angesehen. Einige Tools (Partnersuche, interaktive Karte und Datenbank) werden
von den Begünstigten nur selten verwendet, da diese nur geringe Kenntnisse über deren Ziele
und Existenz haben.
BESTÄTIGTE PROJEKTE
Die Analyse zeigt, dass die 41 genehmigten Projekte eine ausgewogene geografische, finanzielle
und thematische Verteilung nach Regionen aufweisen. Die meisten Projektpartner, Leadpartner,
zugewiesenen Mittel und teilnehmenden Projekte befinden sich in den Regionen Graz
(Österreich) und Osrednjeslovenska (Slowenien), was die Aufnahmekapazität beider Regionen gut
widerspiegelt. Eine Region (Zasavska, Slowenien) ist aktuell im Programm nicht vertreten,
während Auswirkungen des Programms auch außerhalb des Programmgebiets zu erwarten sind
(teilnehmende Partner auch aus den Regionen Nordburgenland und Wien).
Die meisten Partner sind im Bereich KMU-Unterstützung (Clusterunterstützung und
Unternehmensentwicklung) tätig, gefolgt von Forschung (Innovationsinfrastruktur und aktivitäten, Technologietransfer und Zusammenarbeit zwischen Universität und Unternehmen).
Partner, die sich mit diesen Bereichen befassen, sind in jeder Region (mit Ausnahme von Zasavska)
des Programmgebiets vertreten, insbesondere in der Region, in der sich die Hochschulen und
technologischen Aktivitäten stärker konzentrieren.
PROJEKTPARTNERSCHAFTEN
Die Verteilung der Partner zwischen den Ländern ist ausgewogen (114 aus Österreich und 116 aus
Slowenien), obwohl mehr LP aus Österreich stammen (25 LP aus Österreich und 16 LP aus
Slowenien). Die Mehrheit (78%) der Institutionen ist an einem einzigen Projekt beteiligt. Drei
Institutionen sind an fünf, sechs oder sieben Projekten beteiligt. Institutionen, die als LP (35)
beteiligt sind, leiten meist ein Projekt (30), aber es gibt vier, die jeweils zwei Projekte leiten, und
eine, die drei Projekte leitet. Die Anzahl der Partner in einem Projekt liegt zwischen 3 und 12. Die
meisten Projekte haben fünf Partner und umfassen drei oder vier Regionen. Die Verteilung der
Partner nach ihrem rechtlichen Status ist zu 40% privat und zu 60% öffentlich und zwischen den
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Ländern gleichmäßig verteilt. Es gibt einen signifikanten Unterschied in Bezug auf die Verteilung
der

Institutionen

nach

deren

Art.

Die

Daten

zeigen

die

Dominanz

von

Unternehmensförderungsorganisationen und Hochschul- und Forschungseinrichtungen als LP.
Die Partnerschaften sind solide, in sieben Fällen wurden die Partnerschaften während der
Projektumsetzung geändert. Die Qualität der Zusammenarbeit zwischen PPs wurde überwiegend
als gut und sehr gut bewertet.
KOMMUNIKATIONSSTRATEGIE
Das Umsetzungssystem für die Kommunikationsstrategie des CP SI-AT ist gut etabliert und
bezieht Programmpartner auf Programmebene (JS) und in den beiden Mitgliedstaaten wirksam
ein. Die Kommunikationsaktivitäten des Programms entsprechen den Kommunikationsphasen,
welche in der Kommunikationsstrategie definiert sind, und es kann ordnungsgemäßer Fortschritt
bei den spezifischen Aktivitäten verzeichnet werden. Auch die Ausgaben für das
Kommunikationsbudget liegen im Plan und werden gut überwacht.
Bei der Programmkommunikation wird die gesamte Palette der vorgesehenen und verfügbaren
Kommunikationsinstrumente auf konzertierte Weise genutzt. Hier ist die Website des Programms
das Rückgrat aller programmbezogenen

Informationen und wird sowohl von den

Programmpartnern als auch von den Begünstigten sehr geschätzt. Bemerkenswert ist, dass es auf
slowenischer Seite für die Empfänger elektronischer Kommunikationsmittel (Website, ENewsletter) einen etwa doppelt so intensiven Kommunikationskontakt gibt. Darüber hinaus
werden Seminare / Workshops als wichtige Informationsquelle über das Programm und dessen
Fördermöglichkeiten und -anforderungen angesehen. Auch die jährlichen Veranstaltungen am
Tag der Europäischen Zusammenarbeit werden als geeignetes Kommunikationsinstrument
insbesondere für die allgemeine Öffentlichkeit sehr hoch bewertet.
In Bezug auf Indikatoren sind zwei der definierten Ergebnisindikatoren nicht geeignet, um die
Erreichung der Kommunikationsziele zu messen und zu überwachen. Der Zielwert des dritten
Ergebnisindikators (Besucher auf der Programmwebsite) liegt bereits weit über dem Ziel. Die
Fortschritte bei der Erreichung der Zielwerte der festgelegten Outputindikatoren liegen weit über
dem Plan. Dies zeigt effektive Kommunikationsaktivitäten des Programms, aber in einigen Fällen
waren diese Zielwerte möglicherweise nicht sehr ehrgeizig.
Über die Wahrnehmung des Kooperationsprogramms bei den Zielgruppen und der allgemeinen
Öffentlichkeit liegen keine verlässlichen Daten aus erster Hand vor. Die hohe Beteiligung der
Zielgruppen am CP SI – AT zeigt jedoch nach Ansicht der Programmpartner, dass die Zielgruppen
das CP SI – AT gut kennen. Sie scheinen es als eine attraktive, aber verwaltungstechnisch sehr
anspruchsvolle Quelle für die Finanzierung ihrer Kooperationsinitiativen betrachten. In der Region
gibt es nicht viele Bürger, die Kenntnis von diesem spezifischen Kooperationsprogramm und der
geleisteten Unterstützung haben. Diejenigen Personen, welche mit konkreten Programm- und
Projektaktivitäten in Kontakt stehen, scheinen jedoch eine positive Meinung zu haben, und daher
tragen Programm- und Projektkommunikation zu einer besseren Information über die EUUnterstützung in der Region bei.
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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 eNaročanje 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 a mid-term evaluation of the implementation of the CP
SI–AT.
The purpose of the evaluation is for an independent external evaluator to identify the progress
made by the CP SI–AT in achieving programme output and result indicators, as well as milestones
within the 2018 performance framework.
The objective of the Evaluation Report is the evaluation of efficiency and effectiveness of the CP
SI–AT, notably to:
•

assess the effectiveness of the programme structures and processes,

•

review the management of the funds for the technical assistance (TA),

•

assess the effectiveness of reporting and reimbursement of funds to the beneficiaries,

•

assess the first achievements of the programme,

•

evaluate the project partnerships,

•

assess the milestones within the 2018 performance framework,

•

evaluate the communication strategy.

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 mitigating or eliminating problems, and has
come up with other solutions and suggestions to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the
CP SI–AT.
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 evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of the CP SI–AT is based on evaluation questions
prepared by the Contracting Authority, which have been published in the Terms of Reference
(ToR). This includes evaluation questions that refer to the evaluation of the programme
(structures, procedures, forms, tools, communication, etc.), as well as evaluation of programme
beneficiaries (analysis of approved projects and their contribution to programme output
indicators and evaluation of partnership). 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.
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, tools, 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 were obtained in order to support the evaluation
of programme result indicators.
INTERVIEWS
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 to clarify individual phases of
programme implementation and identify possible bottlenecks or practices that may hinder
programme implementation.
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LEAD AND PROJECT PARTNERS
In order to obtain the beneficiaries’ point of view and information about their experience with
programme tools, the user-friendliness of various sheets, procedures, support received from the
programme structures and project partnership, an e-survey was disseminated. All Lead Partners
(LPs) and Project Partners (PPs) of approved projects were contacted via an e-mail from the Joint
Secretariat (JS) with the request to respond to the e-survey. The e-survey was disseminated on
25 April 2019 and indicated a deadline of 8 May. In order to get information from more
respondents, the Evaluation Team and the JS agreed to send a reminder on 8 May 2019,
communicating an extended deadline of 15 May. The e-survey was closed on 16 May. The number
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of respondents is presented in the following table. As many as 68.7 % of all beneficiaries (LPs and
PPs) responded to the survey by filling out the questionnaire, which is a highly representative
sample. In the future, it would be desirable to make participation in evaluation surveys and
collaboration with evaluators mandatory in order to attract an even higher share of respondents.
Table 1: E-survey for Lead and Project Partners
COUNTRY
Slovenia
Austria
Total

NUMBER OF
BENEFICIARIES
116
114
230

NUMBER OF
RESPONDENTS*
80
78
158

SHARE (%)
68.97
68.42
68.70

*

Total number of valid respondents. Since no question was marked as obligatory, the number of responses to a
specific question may be different.
Source: Questionnaire for Lead and Project Partners, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

The e-survey was conducted using 1ka, a free online survey tool.
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DETERMINING THE LEVEL OF CROSS-BORDER COOPERATION
According to the Methodological Document (Annex G of the CP SI–AT), the sources for result
indicators ID 11b.1 and 11b.2 (both relating to Priority Axis (PA) 3) are surveys applied to the
organisations, institutions, and municipalities in the programme area. The Evaluation Team
applied the same methodology and procedure as used in 2015, when the baseline values for result
indicators were set.
Therefore, two surveys (one for indicator 11b.1 and one for 11b.2) were disseminated by the JS to
the designated target groups. The e-survey was disseminated on 2 April. Two reminders were
sent out (one on 9 and one on 16 April). The e-survey was closed on 23 April, which was followed
by the calculation of result values based on the answers obtained from the respondents.
Table 2: E-survey for determining the level of cross-border cooperation
INDICATOR
11b.1

11b.2

TARGET GROUP ADDRESSED
51 institutions in the field of energy and risk
management and 51 institutions in the field of health
and/or social cohesion
173 municipalities in the Slovenian part and 462
municipalities in the Austrian part of the programme
area

NUMBER OF
RESPONDENTS*

SHARE (%)

35

34.31

132

20.79

*

Total number of valid respondents. Since no question was marked as obligatory, the number of responses to a
specific question may be different.
Source: Questionnaire for determining the level of cross-border cooperation, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 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 and the Managing Authority (MA) in
Maribor in order to clarify certain issues.
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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.
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 SI–
AT.
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 efficiency and effectiveness, 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.
Table 3: Evaluation timeline
SCHEDULE
21 March 2019
22 March 2019
29 March 2019
2 April 2019
5 April 2019
9 April 2019
16 April 2019
25 April 2019
15 April–10 May 2019
18 April 2019
23 April 2019
8 May 2019
16 May 2019
13 May 2019
31 May 2019
10 July 2019
After receiving the
comments

ACTIVITY
Introductory meeting with the Contracting Authority
Initiation of evaluation (collection of primary data – programme documents
and evaluation guidelines) and preparation of the Inception Report
Contract signing
Dissemination of the e-survey for determining the level of cross-border
cooperation (programme result indicators)
Submission of the Inception Report
1st reminder for the e-survey for determining the level of cross-border
cooperation
2nd reminder for the e-survey for determining the level of cross-border
cooperation
Dissemination of the e-survey for the LPs and PPs of approved projects
Interviews with programme structures
Submission of the final version of the Inception Report
Closure of e-survey for programme indicators
Reminder for the e-survey for the LPs and PPs of approved projects
Closure of the e-survey for the LPs and PPs of approved projects
Submission of preliminary evaluation results to the JS as input for AIR 2018
Submission of the Draft Evaluation Report
Deadline to receive the comments from the Contracting Authority on the Draft
Evaluation Report
Coordination with the Contracting Authority on the received comments and
preparation of the Final Evaluation Report
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SCHEDULE
19 July 2019
27 or 28 November
2019

ACTIVITY
Submission of the Final Evaluation Report
Presentation of the Final Evaluation Report before the Monitoring Committee

2.2 LIMITATIONS OF THE EVALUATION
The Evaluation Team would like to highlight a very tight timeframe in which the evaluation of
efficiency and effectiveness had to be performed as the main limitation of the evaluation. The
presented report was drafted in nine weeks, which is a very tight framework to perform such a
vast methodology necessary to elaborate the correct and well-substantiated findings and
arguments. Consequently, the initial phase, i.e. the drafting of questions for the interviews and
the questionnaire, had to be performed very fast, thus reducing the time necessary for the
Evaluation Team to become acquainted with the functioning and performance of the programme,
its structures and projects. Reducing the necessary time to perform the evaluation not only
hindered the work of evaluators, but may also jeopardise the quality of the final report. To avoid
similar situations in the future, we strongly recommend that public procurement procedures be
carried out well in advance. Proper timing will not only relieve pressure on the Evaluation Team,
but also on the Contracting Authority, and reduce the risk of mistakes and inconsistencies.
As the majority of the projects is still in the phase of implementation (and some are yet to be
approved), the evaluation of the efficiency and effectiveness of the programme is limited. The
evaluation of cost efficiency of the approved projects will be performed as a part of the evaluation
of Programme progress within the Impact II evaluation.
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3 PROGRAMME STRUCTURES
According to Regulation (EU) No. 1303/20131, the CP SI–AT has established the following
programme structures:
•

Managing Authority (MA)

•

Joint Secretariat (JS)

•

Monitoring Committee (MC)

•

National Authority (NA)/Regional Authorities (RAs)

•

First Level Control (FLC)

•

Certifying Authority (CA)

•

Audit Authority (AA) and Audit Body (AB)

As all listed structures are programme structures, we can classify some of them as national
structures. Therefore, when this document addresses Slovenian structures, it refers to the NA and
Slovenian FLCs, and when addressing Austrian structures, it refers to RAs and Austrian regional
FLCs.
Table 4: Programme structures
AUTHORITY/BODY
Managing Authority

Joint Secretariat
Monitoring Committee

First Level Control

National Authority (SI)

Regional Authorities
(AT)

1

NAME OF AUTHORITY/BODY AND DEPARTMENT OR UNIT
Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Development and
European Cohesion Policy (GODC), European Territorial Cooperation and
Financial Mechanism Office, Cross-border Programmes Management Division
Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Development and
European Cohesion Policy (GODC), European Territorial Cooperation and
Financial Mechanism Office, Cross-border Programmes Management Division
26 members (12 with the voting right) and their substitutes
Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Development and
European Cohesion Policy (GODC), European Territorial Cooperation and
Financial Mechanism Office, Control division ETC, IPA, and IFM programmes
- Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH, Abteilung Controlling
- Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung, Abteilung 17 Landes- und
Regionalentwicklung; Stabstelle Controlling, Innerer Dienst und
Haushaltsführung
- Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung; Abteilung 2 – Finanzen, Beteiligungen
und Immobilienmanagement, UAbt. Budget und Controlling;
in cooperation with
- KWF – Kärntner Wirtschaftsförderungs Fonds, Projektcontrolling
Government Office of the Republic of Slovenia for Development and
European Cohesion Policy (GODC), European Territorial Cooperation and
Financial Mechanisms Office, European Territorial Cooperation Division
- Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH
- Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung, Abt. 17 – Landes- und
Regionalentwicklung,
Referat
für
Landesplanung
und
Regionalentwicklung

Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013, Article 125, and Regulation (EU) No. 1299/2013, Article 23 (Functions of
the Managing Authority), Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013, Article 126, and Regulation (EU) No.
1299/2013, Article 24 (Functions of the Certifying Authority), Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013, Article 127,
and Regulation (EU) No. 1299/2013, Article 25 (Functions of the Audit Authority), Regulation (EU) No.
1303/2013 and Regulation (EU) No. 1299/2013 (Functions of the Audit Authority).
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AUTHORITY/BODY

Certifying Authority
Audit Authority
Audit Body

3.1

NAME OF AUTHORITY/BODY AND DEPARTMENT OR UNIT
- Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung, Abteilung 1 – Landesamtsdirektion,
UAbt. Europäische und internationale Angelegenheiten
in cooperation with
- KWF – Kärntner, Wirtschaftsförderung Fonds
Public Fund for Regional Development of the Republic of Slovenia
Ministry of Finance of the Republic of Slovenia,
Budget Supervision Office of the Republic of Slovenia, Sektor za revizijo
ostalih skladov deljenega upravljanja
Federal Ministry for Sustainability and Tourism, Dep. PR. 13

EFFICIENCY OF PROGRAMME STRUCTURES2

MANAGING AUTHORITY
There are four staff members working in the MA for the CP SI–AT. Three of them are also working
for the other Slovenian cooperation programmes with Hungary and with Croatia, while one
person is working exclusively for the CP SI–AT.
The functioning of the MA is considered by all programme partners to be very efficient and is
highly appreciated. All programme procedures and instruments are considered to be examples
of best practice also compared to other programmes.
Although the MA staff are extremely occupied, no major delays in performing this function have
occurred so far.
JOINT SECRETARIAT
There are five staff members working in the JS of the CP SI–AT. All staff members speak Slovenian,
German and English, and are able to communicate effectively and efficiently with all relevant
partners and target groups of the programme.
The JS is covering a wide range of tasks, with some peaks in workload related to the open call
(especially undertaking the assessment of the project applications). However, the tasks are
undertaken very effectively3 and in a timely manner, and provided with sufficient staff resources.
One notable aspect of the JS staffing is that all staff members are from Slovenia. This does not
affect communication with any of the programme stakeholders and target groups, nor the
professional performance necessary to undertake the designated tasks. However, the Austrian
programme partners have expressed a wish to involve at least one person with solid knowledge
and a sense of the Austrian system (legislation, regional strategies and policies, Austrian regional
stakeholder system). It is considered that this would be helpful, especially for project assessment

2

3

To assess this question, the Evaluation Team has undertaken interviews with the persons in charge in
the respective programme structures, and consulted the documentation from the MC meetings and
the eMS.
All programme partners highly appreciate the work of the JS and how the body is performing its tasks
(as expressed in interviews). The beneficiaries share this opinion (as expressed in the survey).
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(as this person would be available for discussions regarding regional-specific topics of project
applications), and coordination between programme partners from both countries4.
MONITORING COMMITTEE
The MC of the CP SI–AT consists of 26 members and their substitutes5. Austria is represented by
five members with voting rights and eight members in an advisory capacity without voting rights.
On the Slovenian side, all voting members come from the central ministries and government
offices (7). The advisory members represent further ministries and government offices (2), the
Chamber of Commerce (1), regional development agencies (2) and NGOs (1).
On the Austrian side, the voting members are from two central ministries and one from each of
the three participating regional administrations. The advisory members are representing further
ministries (5), the Austrian Embassy in Ljubljana (1), and a gender representative from a regional
government body (1).
In general, but especially on the Austrian side, this composition is not fully in line with Article 5 of
Regulation (EU) No. 1303/20136 (Point 1 (b) and (c) where it is stated: “(…) the partnership shall
include (…) (b) – economic and social partners; urban and public authorities and (c) – relevant
bodies

representing

civil

society,

including

environmental

partners, non-governmental

organisations, and bodies responsible for promoting social inclusion, gender equality and nondiscrimination”. Furthermore, an imbalance involving corresponding central and regional
structures of both countries can be noted.

4

5
6

In the programming phase, no info point in Austria was planned. For example, the Cooperation
Programmes Interreg V–A Slovenia-Hungary and Slovenia–Croatia have such info points in the
cooperating countries. In Austria, they strived to have an employee in the JS from Austria, as this would
be favourable for all CB programmes. When the JS was forming, the call for employees was also
published and disseminated in Austria (RAs), but no application from Austria was received. Partly, the
reasons for this might be the location (such a person would need to work in Maribor) and the salary
(reimbursement according to Slovene national law), which is lower than in Austria. However, all staff
that is currently employed in the JS appeared before a commission, which also involved programme
partners from the Austrian side, who then jointly assessed the quality of all candidates (in terms of the
knowledge of the programme area, cross-border cooperation and language).
See Annex 2: Composition of Monitoring Committee
Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013; Article 5 Partnership and multi-level governance
1. For the Partnership Agreement and each programme, each Member State shall in accordance with
its institutional and legal framework organise a partnership with the competent regional and local
authorities. The partnership shall also include the following partners:
(a) competent urban and other public authorities;
(b) economic and social partners; and
(c) relevant bodies representing civil society, including environmental partners, non-governmental
organisations, and bodies responsible for promoting social inclusion, gender equality and nondiscrimination.
2. In accordance with the multi-level governance approach, the partners referred to in paragraph 1
shall be involved by Member States in the preparation of Partnership Agreements and progress
reports and throughout the preparation and implementation of programmes, including through
participation in the monitoring committees for programmes in accordance with Article 48.
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The differing weight of representation of central and regional structures on Slovene respective
Austrian side is reflecting the two different administrative systems in the countries. However, it
results in difficulties on Austrian side to express one official opinion, a certain lack of considering
regional issues (on Slovenian side) and sometimes delays in the decision-making processes of the
MC in practice.
The MC meetings are prepared well and moderated efficiently by the JS and the MA. However,
representatives mentioned a certain lack of discussion at the meetings and that sometimes one
can feel a slightly unamicable atmosphere among the representatives. The need for more
discussion and consequently openness to find consensus has been expressed by several
programme structures.
Some of the interviewed programme representatives expressed their desire to have some kind of
a preparatory meeting ahead of the official MC (especially when decisions regarding project
selections are on the agenda) and more opportunities for discussions during the MC meetings.
This should empower the MC to act as the decision-making body of the programme in practice
instead of only formally approving issues that have been decided beforehand by the technical
staff/experts7.
SLOVENIAN FIRST LEVEL CONTROL
Currently, there are 20 people employed within the Slovenian FLC. These cover all bilateral and
transnational cooperation programmes in which Slovenia is participating. Controllers cover all
programmes because the reporting procedures are generally unified. For each programme, there
is a coordinator and a deputy, who also attends bilateral meetings. The managers and
coordinators disseminate the work among them.
The challenge for the FLC in Slovenia is a highly uneven distribution of workload throughout the
year and extensive overlapping in terms of deadlines and projects. In some periods (January,
February, June to September), the FLCs receive 30 to 40 reports per day and processing them can
be an issue during such peak periods. It would be better if the reporting periods were different
and took place on different dates.
The FLC staff possesses sufficient knowledge. However, fluctuation and lack of staff are significant.
More staff is considered to be needed8.
With regard to transnational programmes, the FLC is already developing a methodology to have
a sample of controls (especially for soft activities) in this programme period. If this should prove
to be efficient, such an approach will also be proposed for cross-border programmes in the
following period.

7

8

The JS is assessing the project applications and provides a ranking list of applications to be considered,
based on the information available to the JS. This is considered not always reflecting the full picture
and especially Austrian MC members see the need to sometimes adjust the scoring of applications in
light of additional information available to them.
It would also be helpful if beneficiaries would make more frequent use of the available simplified cost
options.
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AUSTRIAN FIRST LEVEL CONTROL
There are four designated FLCs on the Austrian side, one for each of the three regions involved,
while the FLC in Carinthia is further divided between the Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung and
the KWF. In each region of the FLC structures, at least one person is appointed to work for the CP
SI–AT.
According to reports, these persons are extremely occupied. In Carinthia and Burgenland, staffing
is sufficient to perform this function in an effective and timely manner. In Styria, however, the two
persons in charge of the FLC of the CP SI–AT have been on sick leave for over a year already.
Administrative restrictions prevented the replacement of these persons and/or opening of a new
position. This situation resulted in substantial delays (between 3 and 5 months beyond the
envisaged 3-month period for project control) in undertaking the FLC function for Styrian PPs.
This has caused delays in reimbursing expenditures not only for Styrian PPs, but for all projects in
which Styrian PPs9 are involved. However, a new staff person has been nominated for the FLC in
Styria. This measure will prevent any further delays, but cannot reduce the delays already
accumulated in Styrian FLC.
The splitting of this function into three (or four) different organisations follows the Austrian
federalist logic and corresponds with the co-financing/budget responsibilities. It also ensures
geographic proximity and a good knowledge of project activities and PPs in the respective region.
However, this kind of splitting also bears the risk that only isolated activities of the project are
being checked, without considering the overall project performance and other project activities.
Consideration of the overall project requires all involved FLCs to familiarise themselves with the
entire project and its activities, and also to intensely communicate with colleagues in other FLC
units to ensure the same control approach for all partners of one project and information
exchange about the performance of the various PPs of the controlled projects. Although this is
not very efficient, the electronic Monitoring System (eMS) is reported to be highly supportive and
useful for efficiently performing the FLC tasks.
The consolidation of the FLC results on both sides of the border is supported very efficiently via
the eMS. All parties involved are greatly appreciative of this efficient tool. There is no further
communication or coordination between the FLC in Slovenia and Austria.
SLOVENIAN NATIONAL AUTHORITY
There are two persons involved in the Slovenian NA. These persons focus on the complete picture
of the entire Slovenian territory, the national budget and state aid compliance10. Not all applicants
consult with the NA on project proposals since the consultations are not mandatory. The
emphasis of the support is on assuring compliance with the programme objectives and providing
information regarding potential state-aid. In this programming period, the NA is less involved in

9

10

Payments to the LP are only done when the project progress report is approved, including certified
reports of all PPs for a specific period.
This is different compared to the more regional focus of the Austrian RAs.
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project monitoring than in the previous period as they do not have the role of a contract manager
anymore since there are no national funds for co-financing available on the Slovenian side.
The NA performs its tasks without delays and human resources are considered sufficient.
AUSTRIAN REGIONAL AUTHORITY
There are three RAs designated on the Austrian side, one for each of the involved regions. They
are linked to the Regional Government offices11. In each region, at least one person is appointed
to work for the CP SI–AT. In Carinthia, technical and content-related tasks for PA 1 are carried out
by a supplementary person in the KWF.
These persons represent the regions in the MC and the CP SI–AT in their regions. Further, they
provide information, monitoring, and support for (potential) beneficiaries in their regions.
Although these persons are extremely occupied, no major obstacles or delays in performing their
function have occurred so far.
The splitting of this function into three different organisations follows the Austrian federalist logic.
It also assures a very good knowledge of the situation and needs, along with a stakeholder system
in the region and a high proximity to (potential) beneficiaries in their respective regions, which is
helpful for effective information, monitoring and support. The additional thematic splitting of
responsibilities in Carinthia (responsibility of the KWF for PA 1) involves a very experienced and
firmly established organisation, which has been working in this thematic area and with the
respective target groups for many years.
However, this thematic splitting in Carinthia also bears the risk of overlapping competencies when
working with (potential) beneficiaries. The territorial splitting of administrative responsibilities on
the programme side also bears the risk that the focus will not be on the entire project, but limited
to the PP and the activities that are being performed in the respective region only.
CERTIFYING AUTHORITY
Three people are partially employed (together covering one FTE) and additional representative
of the CA at the MC and other programme meetings is covered from the TA project within the
Public Fund for Regional Development for the CP SI–AT.
No delays in performing this function have occurred and procedures are performed on time.
SLOVENIAN AUDIT AUTHORITY
Within the Budget Supervision Office of the Republic of Slovenia (Ministry of Finance), two
employees with clearly divided tasks are working for the AA, with one person being formally
financed from the respective TA project of the CP SI–AT12. To date, all tasks have been performed
well and on time, despite a more stringent timeframe of the Commission in this programme
period and the low utilisation of simplified cost options by beneficiaries.

11

12

RMB Burgenland is the Regional Development Agency and Funding Agency of the Regional
Administration of Burgenland.
The tasks of the AA are financially covered until the completion of the programme in 2023.
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AUSTRIAN AUDIT BODY
One person in the AB is working also on the CP SI–AT. So far, only one system check has been
undertaken in Carinthia. All involved parties considered this activity as very professional and
efficient.
CONCLUSIONS
The programme structures of the CP SI–AT are properly set up and functioning.
The composition of the MC, however, shows that the central level is dominantly represented in
Slovenia13 and that civil society organisations are inadequately represented in Austria. There is
also a hierarchical and functional imbalance in terms of the involvement of the NA and RAs as
counterparts within the programme.
The JS is functioning very efficiently and effectively. However, the staff consists of Slovenians
only. This is not an issue as all of them speak Slovene, German and English, and possess solid
knowledge of the region. The inclusion of a staff member with a strong Austrian background
might intensify the consideration of Austrian regional aspects (during project assessment) and
improve the perceived representation of the Austrian regional/national approach in the
programme.
The MC meetings are very efficient. However, the MC members believe the cross-border
cooperation spirit and the level of mutual understanding is very low and lament (on the Austrian
side) a lack of bilateral preparatory meetings and discussions that would empower the MC to
function as a sovereign decision-making body of the CP SI–AT.
It appears that the current functioning of the Slovenian Government Office for Development
and European Cohesion Policy is too rigid to allow a fluent implementation of cross-border
programmes. It does not provide sufficient support (namely IT and legal) to the programme
structures.
On the Austrian side, the function of the RAs is administered by four institutions (following the
regional division of the Austrian participating territories plus an additional thematic division in
one region). This results in a greater need for coordination (for decision-making in the MC) and
also in the risk of unduly splitting support and monitoring of projects into isolated project parts
(also by the FLC), which is not in line with the cohesion spirit of such cooperation programmes.
The FLC in Styria has accumulated substantial delays in controlling project reports due to the
long-term difficulties with/absence of the appointed staff. Consequently, this is causing delays
in payments to projects that involve Styrian partners.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

13

A formal (administrative) regional level (NUTS_2) does not exist in Slovenia. The regional level in the
MC is represented by regional development agencies.
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•

the composition of the MC as a decision-making body be carefully reconsidered and
discussed in order to achieve a balanced, bilaterally adequate representation, including
a strong representation of the regional level and the civil society;

•

formats for the MC be introduced to intensify discussions for mutual understanding,
formation of opinions and substantiated autonomous decision-making;

•

an (additional) staff member in the JS with a strong Austrian background be considered
(and/or additional assistance especially during the project assessment phase). An
attempt in the past has been unsuccessful. RAs should assure that the adequate funding
from their TA budget for employment of at least one person with Austrian at the JS is
guaranteed. Example that overcoming rigid rules and practices of employment in public
institutions can be found in the CP programmes Slovenia–Hungary and Slovenia–
Croatia where this solution was successfully implemented.

•

to intensify the coordination and communication mechanism on the side of the
involved regional/functional programme structures;

•

a way (either at the organisational or the programme level) be found to quickly reduce
the accumulated delays in processing partner progress reports within the Styrian FLC.

3.2 QUALITY OF COOPERATION AMONG PROGRAMME PARTNERS
The intensity and quality of information exchange and cooperation of/with the various
programme structures are perceived as follows:
Coordination and cooperation among Slovenian and Austrian structures during the
implementation of the programme is not very intensive. It is believed that each body has its own
duties and responsibilities. When open issues that require coordination occur (which is very
rarely), the bodies contact one another.
MANAGING AUTHORITY
The MA communicates and coordinates intensely, proactively and openly with all involved
programme structures. This contributes greatly to the satisfactory performance of the programme
in terms of reaching milestones and programme objectives. The programme partners greatly
appreciate the effectiveness and efficiency of the communication flow with the MA.
JOINT SECRETARIAT
The JS is appreciated by all programme partners and regarded as a very helpful, professional and
efficient communication and coordination node of the programme. The JS provides information
and support both quickly and accurately either on request or in a pro-active manner.
SLOVENIAN NATIONAL AUTHORITY
The Slovenian NA is in contact mainly with the MA and the JS. In case that project specific open
issues occur during the implementation of the projects/programme, the Slovenian NA gets
involved with other relevant programme structures if necessary.
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Contact between the Slovenian NA and the Austrian programme partners is very rare, nor is there
any regular information exchange or coordination with the Austrian RAs, who are the functional
counterparts of the NA. In this respect, the desire for greater information exchange and
coordination between the RAs and NA has been expressed (by Austrian RAs). One of the reasons
for this low level of communication among the NA and RAs may be the different functional level
(national/regional) and the corresponding role and approach in the respective national
administrative systems.
Meetings (BWG – Bilateral Working Group) between the NA/RAs, FLCs, and CAs are organised
once a year. The programme partners involved consider this to be sufficient for ensuring a
harmonised approach for the project monitoring and control. Some programme partners,
however, have observed a decline in communication and coordination in this programme period.
Administratively, programme implementation is well on track, every person performs their tasks
professionally and autonomously, and the need for personal contacts is not that high thanks to
the eMS tool as the common platform.
AUSTRIAN REGIONAL AUTHORITIES
Austrian RAs communicate and coordinate very intensely with the JS and the MA. The persons
involved describe this as sufficient and satisfactory.
As there are four different institutions/persons involved as RAs on the Austrian side,
communication and coordination is also needed among these persons. The quality of cooperation
is perceived as very good. Communication and coordination mainly take place on an ad-hoc basis
regarding specific projects and ahead of the MC meetings. However, the RAs perform their tasks
quite independently and they have expressed a potential need for more intense communication.
The same applies for the cross-border communication between the Austrian RAs and the
Slovenian NA, which are responsible for the cooperation process within the programme.
SLOVENIAN FIRST LEVEL CONTROL
The Slovenian FLC performs its tasks quite independently. There is not much need to
communicate with other programme structures as each has its own responsibilities and duties,
and if there is a need, this communication with the relevant counterpart is done on specific
request (by e-mail). Apart from this, the FLC is in contact with the NA in Slovenia and the FLC in
Austria once a year at bilateral meetings.
AUSTRIAN FIRST LEVEL CONTROL
Austrian FLCs regard the information exchange and coordination among both, Austrian FLCs and
with the Slovenian FLCs across the border, as not very intensive (at specific request only), but
satisfactory and sufficient. There are annual FLC coordination meetings and the eMS is seen as a
very valuable platform for acquiring and providing relevant information from and for other
partners.
The FLCs only have contact with RAs in their own region. The quality of this cooperation is
generally good, but the FLCs would appreciate an earlier involvement and more information
regarding projects being implemented in their territory.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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CERTIFYING AUTHORITY
The main contact of the CA is the MA, which acts as a focal point for any irregularities and as a
contact between the FLCs and the CA. There are also a few contacts with the AA/AB, if needed.
With other programme structures, the MC meetings serve as the only point of contact. This
communication is considered sufficient and satisfactory, enabling smooth performance of the CA
function, and no problems have occurred so far.
SLOVENIAN AUDIT AUTHORITY
The main coordination platform for the AA is the annual Group of Auditors meeting. Here, the
necessary coordination with the Austrian AB takes place, which is considered very effective and
useful. The AA prepares professional documents and forms for procedures and meetings, which
are very much appreciated by the AB. Apart from this meeting, the communication is in electronic
form and takes place only when technical issues demand it.
Additional contacts take place with the JS and MA regarding the audits of the system and
operations, in the case of detected irregularities, and the annual reporting procedures. Both sides
consider these to be smooth and effective.
AUSTRIAN AUDIT BODY
The involvement of the Austrian AB has been limited to date. Contacts in Austria took place only
with the RAs and the FLC in the region where the system audit has been performed. In this context,
cooperation and communication flows were well-targeted and efficient.
At the programme level, the AB communicates and cooperates with the AA, the MA, and the JS.
This is on request only, but it is considered to be sufficient, smooth and effective.
CONCLUSIONS
Communication and cooperation within the programme structures of the CP SI–AT are not very
intense, but effective and efficient when needed. The persons and organisations involved
perform their tasks quite autonomously, and contacts with other structures involved are mainly
limited to the formal programme meetings and on request when a specific need should require
this. Communication among programme structures has declined compared to previous
periods14.
The main communication nodes are the JS and the MA, which are in the most frequent and
very much appreciated contact with all other programme partners.
At the national level, the communication between the various types of programme structures
is not very intense in either country, but it is considered constructive and generally sufficient.
Cross-border communication between the programme structures of the same level is very
weak. Here, the programme partners would have to consider more intense communication and

14

The Programme is being implemented formally quite effectively also with the valuable support of eMS.
However, direct communication among programme structures has declined in comparison to the
previous programme period
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cooperation. Communication between the NA (Slovenia) and RAs (Austria) is particularly weak.
This is a consequence of splitting projects and responsibilities regionally, where tasks are
executed very autonomously, and also due to the different hierarchical and functional
background of the institutions involved. These differences also result in a different perception
of tasks.
This low intensity of communication both between the persons/organisations involved at a
national level and across the border does not support a commonly shared perception of the
entire programme area, its needs, and the supported projects, nor does it support a
harmonised approach regarding the interpretation of applicable rules and regulations. The
programme communication is (technically) very efficient (also due to the quality of the eMS),
but a strong “cross-border spirit” is not reflected in the communication in person or via
telephone among the programme structures involved.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Even though the communication and cooperation level among the programme structures is
sufficient to formally implement the CP SI–AT, it is recommended that:
•

(institutionalised regular and operational) communication and coordination among the
programme structures (RAs and FLCs in Austria: RA–RA, FLC–FLC, RA–FLC) be
intensified;

•

(institutionalised regular and operational) communication and exchange across the
border between the corresponding structures of the two states be intensified

to strengthen the cohesion of the CP SI–AT and the entire region.
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4 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. A more detailed breakdown of the
contribution of projects towards the programme output indicators and distribution of projects
and funds within the programme area is presented in Chapter 5 of this report.
Within the three deadlines for the submission of project applications, 41 projects were approved
by the evaluation cut-off date (31 December 2018) under the 1st, 2nd and 3rd PA of the CP SI–AT.
In addition, the programme is managed and supported by seven TA projects (4th PA).
Within each PA, common and programme-specific output indicators were defined for each 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 41 selected (approved)
projects from the 1st, 2nd and 3rd deadline for the submission of applications, 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”, show only the
achieved 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 TA (six
indicators). According to an overview of all planned values that take into consideration the
planned achievements of 41 approved projects, it is already expected that the target value for
2023 will be achieved for 19 indicators, and for eight of them the value will be more than doubled.
Within the IP 1b, four out of the seven output indicators are already 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 33 times, it is
indicated that the inclusion of project target groups and thus the potential impact of the projects
will be higher than planned. For three indicators (CO26 – Number of enterprises cooperating with
research institutions, 1b.1 – Number of joint CB R&D projects and 1b.3 – Number of joint CB
internationalization projects involving SMEs), it seems that the target value will not be reached.
However, the missing values can be met with the approval of one cross-border project involving
SME(s) that cooperate(s) with a research institution and one Internationalisation project.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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Table 5: Common and programme-specific output indicators by investment priority
PROJECTS:
CUMULATIVE VALUE
TARGET
% OF
S – SELECTED
ID
INDICATOR
UNIT
VALUE
TARGET
F – FULLY
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
(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
S
0
0
6
11
22
147 %
CO01
Number of enterprises receiving support
Enterprises
15
F
2
13 %
S
0
0
6
11
22
147 %
CO02
Number of enterprises receiving grants
Enterprises
15
F
2
13 %
S
0
0
184
781
1,005
3,350
%
Number of enterprises receiving non-financial
CO04
Enterprises
30
support
F
129
430 %
S
0
0
3
7
19
95 %
Number of enterprises cooperating with research
CO26
Enterprises
20
institutions
F
1
5%
S
0
0
4
6
13
260 %
Number of enterprises supported to introduce
CO29
Enterprises
5
new-to-the-firm products
F
0
0%
S
0
0
1
4
7
88 %
1b.1
Number of joint CB R&D projects
Number
8
F
0
0%
S
0
0
2
4
6
86 %
Number of joint CB internationalisation projects
1b.3
Number
7
involving SMEs
F
1
14 %
IP 6c: Protecting, promoting and developing cultural and natural heritage
S
0
0
15
18
27
169 %
Number of newly developed and/or improved
6c.1
Number
16
joint CB tourist products
F
0
0%
S
0
0
0
0
2
67 %
Number of projects targeting geodiversity or
6c.2
Number
3
biodiversity
F
0
0%
S
0
0
9
10
15
250 %
6c.3
Number of sustainable tourism-related services
Number
6
F
0
0%
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
S
0
0
2
2
2
50 %
Research institutions participating in CB research
CO42
Organisations
4
projects
F
0
0%
S
0
0
1
1
1
100 %
Number of jointly developed water management
6f.1
Number
1
strategies
F
0
0%
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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PROJECTS:
S – SELECTED
F – FULLY
IMPLEMENTED
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F

ID

INDICATOR

UNIT

TARGET
VALUE
(2023)

6f.2

Number of joint modelling, monitoring and
forecasting studies and research works

Number

1

6f.3

Number of joint CB flood determination,
protection and control measures

Number

1

11b.1

CUMULATIVE VALUE
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

0

0

7

7

0

0

0

0

9
0
2
0

900 %
0%
200 %
0%

247
0
1,392
0
68
0
412,750
0

247 %
0%
696 %
0%
136 %
0%
206 %
0%

IP 11b: Promoting legal and administrative cooperation and cooperation between citizens and institutions
0
0
35
Number of institutions and/or organisations
Number
100
participating in joint CB initiatives

11b.2

Number of people participating in joint training
schemes and programmes

Number

200

11b.3

Number of joint CB pilot and demonstration
projects

Number

5

11b.4

Population covered by improved public services

Number

200,000

TH.1

Number of joint CB projects successfully
implemented and concluded

Number

4

TH.2

Number of joint CB informational and publicity
events

Number

10

Number

10

% OF
TARGET
VALUE

141

0

0

222

972

0

0

7

26

0

0

0

900

0

7
7
10
2
10
7.7
8

7
7
10
3
10
11.1
8

7
7
10
4
10
11.05
8

7
7
10
5
10
11.05
8

175 %
175 %
100 %
50 %
100 %
110.5 %
100 %

4

5

6

75 %

10
2
10,000
19,625

10
6
10,000
31,131

10
12
10,000
44,042

100 %
120 %
100 %
440 %

PA 4: Technical Assistance
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
F

TH.3
TH.4

Number of employees (FTEs) whose salaries are
co-financed by the TA
Information, consultation and training measures
for applicants and beneficiaries on the project
generation

0
1
0
0

Number

8

TH.5

Number of trainings for the beneficiaries,
programme structures

Number

10

TH.6

The number of visitors of the programme
website

Number

10,000

0

10

10,000

10,000
2,384

Source: Data acquired by the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019
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Out of three output indicators within IP 6c, selected projects are planned to contribute to the
achievement of two indicators, exceeding the number of tourism-related services (6c.3) by 2.5
times. One approved project that targets geodiversity or biodiversity would be sufficient to also
meet the value of the third indicator.
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 by more than twice. 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 already expected that the projects approved will contribute to the achievement
of the target values of all four output indicators. Furthermore, it is expected that three indicators
will be exceeded by more than twice.
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 2018,
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 33.5 times, clearly indicate that the targets had been 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 and the 4th 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 6: Expenditure of funds for Technical Assistance
TA PROJECT
ACRONYM IN
EMS
TA 1 MA/JS
TA 2 CA
TA 3 – STMK
TA 3 – KTN
TA 3 – BGLD
TA 4 AA/AB
TA 3 – SLO
SUM

TOTAL BUDGET
(EUR)

ELIGIBLE BUDGET
UP TO 31. 12. 2018
(EUR)*

2,240,000.00
350,378.00
554,378.82
313,632.62
184,792.94
428,578.43
669,130.54
4,740,884.35

803,750.00
136,438.83
207,816.32
101,746.32
69,292.94
181,783.34
251,271.15
1,752,098.90
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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
1,584,962.88

SPENDING
UP TO
31. 12. 2018
(%)
95.89
66.43
73.93
75.01
143.78
77.86
100.49
90.46

% OF ALL
USED
FUNDS
34.41
25.87
27.71
24.33
53.91
33.02
37.73
33.43
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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 NA/RA
(STMK, KTN, BGLD, and SLO) cover the costs of two structures; regional/national authorities and
first level control. Project TA 1 covers the costs of functioning of MA and JS, therefore indicating
the biggest share of the TA budget among all structures. Project TA 4 covers the costs of AA (in
Slovenia) and 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 CA, STMK, KTN, and AA/AB have spent less
than 80 % of the planned budget up to 31. 12. 2018. The highest number of approved projects
(and consequently also project reports, changes, etc.) are to be expected in 2019 and 2020. As
main activities of programme structures are support to the beneficiaries, we can expect that the
spending of funds for TA will progress as planned with no major deviations.
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). This
change resulted in a recovery of the first project report in the amount of 27,582.62 EUR which
were then included in the 2nd project progress report.
In the TA project AA/AB there was a change of partner that is performing the activities of AB.
However, this did not result in any change in the budget.
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.
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. Consequently, the programme will not be subject to financial corrections,
i.e. a decommitment by the European Commission. 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.
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Table 7: Programme achievement within the performance framework
PA
1

2

3

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 %

INDICATOR TYPE

ID

INDICATOR

UNIT

FINAL TARGET
(2023)

MILESTONE
(2018)

Financial
Output
Financial

A.1.1.
CO01
A.2.1

Number
Enterprises
Number

17,675,070.00
15
20,663,839.00

Output

A.2.2

Number

Key implementation
step

A.2.3

Output

A.2.4

Key implementation
step

A.2.5

Financial

A.3.1

Output

A.3.2

Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
Number of enterprises receiving support
Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
Number of jointly developed water
management strategies
Number of operations developing water
management strategies (approved operations)
Number of newly developed and/or improved
joint CB tourist products
Number of operations developing newly
and/or jointly improved CB tourist products
(approved operations)
Payments: Certified and declared to the EC
Number of institutions and/or organisations
participating in joint CB initiatives

Source: Data acquired by the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019
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The following table presents the values of programme-specific result indicators, which have 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 8: 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
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ID

11b.2

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
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 (spas,
national and regional capitals, alpine lakes, ski resorts, etc.), university towns and biggest cities
and centres of technology and research, the programme with EUR 57.2 million (ERDF and national
contribution) has a limited capacity to achieve impact that could 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. We recommend the following corrections of result
indicators:
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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 SI–
AT).

•

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 SI–
AT).

•

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.

4.1

EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAMME PROCEDURES AND FORMS

The effectiveness of the programme was assessed according to each phase of the project cycle:
application procedure, project assessment and selection, and project implementation.

4.1.1 APPLICATION PROCEDURE
PROJECT GENERATION AND SUPPORT
The programme structures (JS, MA and NA/RAs) are actively involved in supporting applicants in
the stage of project generation (drafting of project idea). The programme’s website is clearly the
main point of information regarding the programme objectives and application procedure. All of
the mentioned structures provide, alongside telephone and e-mail, face-to-face support to the
applicants. The Slovenian NA, and especially the Austrian RAs, consider their service in this phase
to be very important, and act as strong regional mentors. Both structures provide the applicants
with support regarding partnership and contents of projects, as well as their compliance with
programme objectives and national (NA) and regional strategies (RA). Before each deadline for
the submission of applications, the JS and the MA organise workshops for applicants with a
presentation of the open call, emphasising the necessity of coherence between project ideas and
programme objectives. These workshops appear to be highly welcomed by the applicants.
Generally, programme structures provide sufficient and good support to the potential
beneficiaries in the phase of project generation (developing of their project idea). The programme
structures (notably the NA and RAs) emphasise the importance of individual consultancy for
beneficiaries, which is more efficient than workshops. The Austrian programme structures miss a
higher degree of the FLC’s involvement in the information support and training for applicants,
more contacts and exchanges/discussions with the Slovenian side, and more involvement of RAs.
Some of them emphasise that the PPs should not provide the final application, but only a concept
paper and develop it together with the programme structures. The Slovenian programme
structures recommend encouraging the applicants to choose the available simplified cost option.
ZaVita, svetovanje, d.o.o. I OeAR GmbH
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According to the survey, more than 80 % of the beneficiaries are satisfied (medium to high
satisfaction) with the information and support they received in the phase of project generation.
The satisfaction is similar on both sides of the border. Beneficiaries from Austria pointed out that
the face-to-face support, especially from the RAs, is very useful and appreciated.
APPLICATION
In the application phase, the JS and the MA remain at full disposal for any issues or questions that
the applicants may have. Until the deadline, IT support is available to solve any potential problems
regarding the eMS. The role of the NA/RA in this phase is (apart for consultations regarding the
content of the project applications) focused on open questions regarding state aid and deminimis regulations. The application process, with emphasis on the content of the application
form and technical aspects regarding the eMS, is also presented at the workshops for applicants,
which are held before each deadline for the submission of applications.
The programme structures assess the support of beneficiaries as good to very good. They
highlighted that the application form is too complex, however this is necessary in the monitoring
phase of the project. The Slovenian programme structures assess the support of beneficiaries as
good to very good, the only issue pointed out was that the information provided at the workshops
might be too general. More tailored, PA specific workshops for preparation of project proposals
would be welcomed by the beneficiaries as they would be more useful for specific fields that they
are addressing. Such workshops were organized before the 5th deadline for submission. The
workshops represent a good opportunity that the applicants get acquainted with the
representatives of NA/RA and are invited to more detailed consultations that provide a more
tailor-made support to a specific applicant or project proposal. However, the NA/RA are
constantly available for support and individual consultations with the applicants.
The beneficiaries also assess that the application form content is not really readable and
functional, and that it offers poor/bad exporting options. Some of them are also convinced that
the application form is too long and not clear enough and that content regarding outputs and
partnership issues should be more highlighted. The Austrian programme structures are even
more critical, generally assessing the application phase as satisfactory (individual assessments
ranging from poor to good). The key critical issues identified are very formalistic administrative
and eligibility check (smallest omissions lead to the rejection of the project). They also highlighted
the problem of the unreadable printable (pdf) version of the application sheet.
One of the bottlenecks identified by beneficiaries in the application process (relevant for most of
the project lifecycle stages) is bilingualism that creates an additional work burden: Nevertheless,
most of the programme structures think this burden is necessary and should not be omitted from
the CBC programmes. The main reason for that is that since this is a cross border programme,
the applicants must have an option to submit the application form in the official language of
participating country, which is promoted also by the EU. In addition, all structures need to consult
the application form so they should be available in both national languages, therefore
bilingualism should be maintained.
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More than 70 % of the beneficiaries who answered the survey think that the support they got
during the application procedure was more or less appropriate. The satisfaction is similar on both
sides of the border. Almost 80 % of the respondents believe that the content and the structure of
the application form are adequate and clear, while the satisfaction with the sheet is slightly higher
among the Austrian beneficiaries. The beneficiaries who commented the application sheet warn
that the process of completing the project application form is confusing and very time-consuming
due to the bilingualism requirement and limited space for text. The proposals given mention the
implementation of submitting the application only in one language or just in English.
Almost 95 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the Partnership Agreement is
understandable and appropriate. The beneficiaries are even more satisfied with the
understandability and appropriateness of the statements for the LP, PPs and the subsidy contract.
The satisfaction with these sheets is slightly higher among the Austrian beneficiaries.
CONCLUSIONS
The programme structures are not fully aware of the effort the partnership has to put in the
process of producing the project application. The application form is very complex, with many
fields that need to be filled in. The application forms have to be submitted in the Slovenian and
German (and partly English) languages, which poses additional time pressure on partnerships.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the application form is shortened. Notably, some sub-sections of the
“Project Description” section could be merged into one, avoiding duplicating the content and
bring more focus on project activities and the project content (nicely structured in the
“Workplan” section). The project application could be (up to the deadline for the submission)
submitted only in the language of the LP, with the second language version submitted after
one month (during which the administrative and eligibility check is being performed by the JS).

4.1.2 PROJECT ASSESSMENT AND SELECTION
PROJECT ASSESSMENT
After being submitted, project applications first undergo the administrative and eligibility check,
where each application is checked to determine whether it is properly filled in (i.e. whether all the
required fields have content) and if all annexes were submitted accordingly. After the first two
deadlines for the submission of applications, the administrative and eligibility check did not permit
any mistakes or missing content (translations). In the following (3rd and 4th) deadlines, the
administrative and eligibility check became less rigorous, permitting the submission of
supplements of the application form in case of incorrectly entered fields (up to four fields).
After the successful administrative and eligibility check, the project applications are subject to the
quality assessment, which is done solely by the employees of the JS. Each application is
numerically assessed by two evaluators and their assessments and argumentations/comments
are available in the eMS.
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Table 9: Statistics of the first three deadlines for the submission of project proposals

DEADLINE

NUMBER OF
SUBMITTED
APPLICATIONS

NUMBER OF
REJECTIONS IN
THE 1ST STAGE*

% OF
REJECTIONS IN
THE 1ST STAGE

NUMBER OF
APPROVED
PROJECTS

1
2
3
Total

52
73
44
169

19
24
6
49

36.5 %
32.9 %
13.6 %
29 %

13
10
18
41

% OF
APPROVALS OF
COMPLIANT
AND ELIGIBLE
APPLICATIONS
39.4 %
20.4 %
47.4 %
34.2 %

*
In the first stage of the assessment project applications are checked for their administrative compliance and eligibility.
Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

In general, the programme structures assess the effectiveness of the project assessment phase as
satisfactory. Although the quality assessment criteria were approved by both sides, some of the
programme structures pointed out that there is an evident lack of the RA/NA support at this stage
(that would provide opinion on the content of the application and its regional/national aspect or
dimension) and that external experts could be an asset. It was proposed that the RA/NA should
be involved in the assessment of the project content. The Slovenian programme structures did
not agree with proposition to be involved in the assessment of the project content due to conflict
of interest (NA/RA staff being also MC members that approve projects for co-financing).
Some of the programme structures stress that the administrative and eligibility check is too
rigorous. Although the JS/MA organised briefings for staff that worked on quality assessment, the
specific knowledge on the fields of intervention and regional/national strategies, legislation and
priorities are not adequately assessed. Quality assessment is mainly assessed in terms of the
project’s contribution to programme’s objectives expected results and outputs and that there is
not enough emphasis on the field specific content/idea of the project. They also exposed the
problem of state aid. In the programming phase, programme structures of several CB
programmes attempt to achieve the exclusion of the CBC programmes from state aid and deminimis regulations at the EU level. Different approaches between the Austrian and the Slovenian
side regarding this aspect are also problematic.
The programme structures also pointed out possible solutions or comments on how to address
this issue:
•

Potential lack of knowledge by an external expert in the programme and budget issues
(in case they were hired).

•

Assessment of the applications with points provides better clarity.

•

Initially, the administrative and eligibility check of the applications was too strict, but the
approach softened after the second deadline for submission (e.g. up to four amendments
are possible for the fields where the translation is missing).

•

Continuous effort should be given to the explanation of the intervention logic of the
project to the applicants, as it indicates whether or not the project idea is suitable, since
some beneficiaries have problems with considering this properly.

The Austrian programme structures admit that the JS is extremely engaged and professional, but
warn about the highly formalistic approach of the administrative and eligibility check, which leads
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to many applications being rejected (about a third) due to very minor mistakes. They also
emphasise a lack of regional aspects/needs being considered in this process. Therefore, the
projects often meet the criteria on paper, but might not be the most appropriate (selection of
beneficiaries that do not have the mandate for doing something, repetition of initiatives, etc.).
Sometimes relevant aspects of applications are not sufficiently considered (ability/capacity of the
PP, know-how, finances, etc.).
More than 70 % of the beneficiaries who completed the questionnaire think that the
administrative and eligibility criteria and the quality assessment criteria applied in the assessment
procedure are clearly communicated. The satisfaction rate is slightly higher on the Slovenian side.
The problems exposed include different interpretations of flat rates for staff costs and their
immutability during the project or within the reporting period (it is difficult to calculate this
properly in advance).
Almost 90 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree (nearly 30 % of them strongly) that their
partnership was informed timely and in sufficient detail regarding the outcome of the assessment
and the decision made by the MC to approve or reject the project proposal. The satisfaction rate
is slightly higher on the Slovenian side.
The majority of them (around 70 %) is also satisfied with the duration of time from the application
to the decision on project selection. Around 20 % of them think this period is too long.
CONCLUSIONS
The administrative and eligibility check appears to be very formalistic, with none (within the
first two deadlines) or very little (in the following deadlines) room for human error. The quality
assessment process lacks specific expert knowledge regarding the intervention fields and
consideration of regional aspects.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The following is recommended:
•

The administrative and eligibility check should be less rigorous and reasonable mistakes
should be taken into consideration (i.e. if it is clear from one language version that the
relevant content is written and only the translation is missing, this should not be the
reason for administrative rejection).

•

The support to the JS regarding the national/regional dimension of project proposals
by the NA/RAs should be provided at least in the form of an opinion on the proposed
projects for selection before the MC, which also encourages more cooperation between
the structures.

•

External support in the form of one expert per PA per country should be appointed
during the quality assessment, providing the JS with expert-based support regarding
the project specifics.

•

For the next programme period, it is suggested that strategic projects addressing
nationally and regionally important fields of interventions (such as IP 6f) should be
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predicted already in the cooperation programme, thus facilitating their approval and
addressing problems and needs of the participating regions and countries.
•

Considering the size of the PPs’ budget and activities (predominantly soft activities),
rules related to state aid are a significant administrative burden and the effort does not
outweigh the benefits. In the future, cross-border programmes with relatively small
budget per partner and projects that predominantly implement soft activities, should
be excluded from these procedures.

RESOLUTION OF COMPLAINTS
Complaints are only possible at the administrative and eligibility check stage. The programme has
adopted internal regulations and procedures on how to proceed with complaints. The members
of the compliant panel do not include the JS members who assessed the respective project. MC
is informed about the outcome of the complaint.
According to the programme structures, no problems have occurred in this aspect. Until now,
only three complaints have been received, and all of them were rejected. The programme
structures stress that the system is transparent and that they, in general, assess the effectiveness
of that stage of project management cycle as very good. More effort could be put in the
preventive measures, however.
The Slovenian programme structures think that the rules are clear and see no problems in this
aspect. The Austrian programme structures, on the other hand, are more critical. They point out
that the procedure is very formalistic, that it is not flexible at all and that complaints have no
chance of succeeding as the procedure is reduced to a mere formality.
PROJECT DECISION FOR ERDF FUNDING
The project decision for ERDF funding lies in the hands of the MC. Based on the assessment of
applications, the JS proposes projects for financing to the MC, and these are then discussed and
voted on by the MC members.
The programme structures generally assess this procedure as very good.
The Slovenian programme structures are satisfied with this procedure (general assessment is
good), pointing out common differences in opinions between delegations and the endeavours of
Austrian delegations to discuss decisions which are based on scoring.
The Austrian administrative authorities are less satisfied with the adequacy and effectiveness of
this stage (general assessment is satisfactory), highlighting the following problems:
•

missing regional relevance and consideration of regional know-how,

•

lack of discussions on the content of the projects,

•

lack of understanding of the Slovenian system,

•

pre-scoring/ranking of the JS should not be unalterable.

Taking into consideration possible solutions (see recommendations in the section on project
assessment), such problems could be reduced.
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CONTRACTING FOR ERDF FUNDING
In this phase, the JS conducts individual consultations for each project and clarifies any
considerations. Notably, it recommends some adjustments to the applications form in terms of
the timeline, indicator/deliverable values and budget. Afterwards, the contract for financing is
prepared and signed.
The programme structures assess this stage of the project management cycle as very good. The
average time period from applying to funding to contracting is six to seven months, which is a
major leap forward considering the previous programme period.
The Austrian programme structures are slightly less satisfied with this stage, some of them
pointing out that it should be simplified and implemented electronically. They also criticise the
volume of LP and PPs statements and the subsidy contract, the latter also encompassing many
clauses with quite severe implications.
Most of the surveyed beneficiaries (around 60 %) think that the contracting procedure after the
approval could be completed in a more acceptable time. The percentage of beneficiaries who
think that way was higher on the Austrian side.

4.1.3 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION, REPORTING, AND CONTROL
MONITORING AND SUPPORT TO THE PROJECT
After the project approval, a Contract Manager is appointed to each project, monitoring its
progress and arranging possible project changes with the LP. On the Austrian side, RAs also
familiarise themselves in a non-systematic way both with the JS and with the beneficiaries about
the project implementation progress, and provide hands-on support to beneficiaries in their
region if requested (especially when a project faces difficulties and/or the need for changes).
The programme structures assess this stage of the project as very good. They note that there is
still a lot of project changes occurring, although less than in the previous programme period.
They highlight the eMS as a big asset to the projects as it enables a good overview of the project's
content and dynamics.
The Slovenian programme structures are slightly less satisfied with this stage. They miss more
involvement in the process of changes. The Austrian programme structures assess this stage of
the project cycle as good or very good, with no substantial comments.
More than 80 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the start-up phase of the project was
adequately supported by the MA/JS, with slightly higher satisfaction on the Slovenian side.
Almost 90 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the programme offers clear and
understandable guidelines on how to implement projects, e.g. through the Implementation
Manual. The satisfaction is similar on both sides of the border. Nevertheless, some
problems/critical opinions were mentioned: the rules are too bureaucratic and complicated, the
FLC manuals have to be considered too, but they are not always in line with the programme
manuals.
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CONCLUSIONS
Support that MA/JS provide to the beneficiaries during the implementation of project is
adequate and understandable guidelines are provided to the project partners.
RECOMMENDATIONS
When changes to any manual occur, corresponding manuals have to be revised and modified
if needed in order that the FLC manuals (that may be applicative also for other programmes)
are in line with the programme manuals, and vice-versa.

REPORTING
All PPs, including LPs, are obliged to submit their report for each 6-month reporting period. The
report is primarily focused on providing adequate and accurate documentation on the costs
incurred. All project expenditure has to be reasonably linked to project activities in the application
form, which is also checked by the FLC, which checks the reports. Reports are submitted
electronically with all supporting documentation to the eMS. After the check, the FLC sends to
partners a certificate of expenditure, which indicates the amount of funds that are being
acknowledged as eligible, together with reasons for the costs not acknowledged, and comments
for improvement of future reports (if applicable). After receiving all certificates from the PPs (as
well as their own), the LP electronically submits the progress report in the eMS, which, after
approval by the JS, serves as the basis for the reimbursement of all project funds for the relevant
period to the LP, who then transfers the funds to the PPs.
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Table 10: Analysis of submitted reports per year
YEAR OF
SUBMITTED
REPORT

FLC

NUMBER
OF
RECEIVED
REPORTS

Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt. 2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
2016
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
SVRK
2016 statistics
Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt. 2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
2017
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
SVRK
2017 statistics
Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt. 2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
2018
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
SVRK
2018 statistics
Amt der Kärntner
Landesreg., Abt. 2
Amt der
Steiermärkischen
Landesreg.,Abt.
2019
17
KWF
RMB Burgenland
SVRK
2019 statistics
SUM/AVERAGE

TIMEFRAME OF
CHECKING THE REPORTS
AVERAGE

MIN

MAX

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

0

0
0
2
5
7

79
58
64

74
50
50

84
78
78

13

69

33

90

64

124

24

471

11
8
102
198

58
76
29
66

24
26
0
0

122
96
89
471

27

72

23

92

87

124

28

226

22
13
169
318

79
84
70
85

3
22
6
3

125
125
95
92

20

52

0

100

53

76

2

130

19
8
101
201
724

61
72
86
70
77

14
72
11
0
0

120
72
134
134
471

219

196

245

194

63

512

189

23

384

124

72

178

190

23

512

Source: eMS, elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, July 2019

The upper table shows the number of reports that were submitted by the PPs to the appointed
FLCs in the years 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019. For the calculation of timeframe, only already
concluded (or reimbursed) reports were taken into consideration. Where the number “0” is given
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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 are solely indicative. The reports of TA projects
(37 reports in total) are not included in the upper table.
The first deadline for submission of project proposals was on 12th February 2016, and the first
projects started in May, June and July 2016. Consequently, the numbers of submitted reports that
are presented in the upper table reflect the number of projects in implementation in each year
and territorial distribution of project partners. If in the year 2016 only 7 reports were submitted,
the number rises drastically in the following two years. Slovenian national FLC (SVRK – Sektor za
kontrolo) as the only FLC for Slovenian beneficiaries, receives the highest number of reports (52.07
% of all), followed by Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung, Abt. 17 (28.18 %), Amt der
Kärntner Landesregierung, Abt. 2 (8.29 %), KWF (7.18 %) and RMB Burgenland (4.28 %).
Generally, the project reports are checked by the FLC in 77 days (2.5 months). On average, the
funds are reimbursed to the LP after 4.1 months from the date of submission of partner report. In
2017 and 2018 bottleneck regarding the reports at the Styrian FLC is clearly visible with an average
of 124 days per report. This time significantly shortened in 2019, however, the number of
submitted reports will continue to rise.
The programme structures assess the reporting stage as good or very good. Possible issues
include differences in eligibility of costs in different regions and a lack of meetings/workshops
with the beneficiaries. The Slovenian programme structures are less satisfied with this stage. Due
to some difficulties in understanding flat rates for staff costs and the fact that the share of costs
is fixed during the entire time of the project, a very small number of beneficiaries use this option.
They also assess the template for the reporting as too detailed in content.
The Austrian programme structures assess this stage as good to very good; some of them
consider the volume of the reporting documentation as too excessive, causing some difficulties
at the beginning of the project’s implementation.
Around 90 % of the surveyed beneficiaries think that the workshops on reporting are helpful to
implement projects in compliance with the rules, with slightly higher satisfaction levels on the
Slovenian side. Some problems and proposals were identified:
•

workshops are too theoretical – it was suggested that one of the most successful
applicants be included to explain practical issues and solutions,

•

more workshops at regular intervals to cover all phases of the project when this is needed,

•

too little attention has been paid to national specificities,

•

the FLC is not sufficiently involved, and does not communicate adequately.

Around 90 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the Implementation Manual clearly explains
which costs are eligible and which are not, as well as which methods for the verification of
expenditures should be applied. They pointed out some problems, like changes of rules on the
eligibility of costs during the project and too little attention to regional/national features.
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Almost 90 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the template for PP reporting is adequate
and clear, with a higher share of stronger agreement with this statement among the Austrian
beneficiaries.
A little over 80 % of the surveyed beneficiaries think that the content of the reports is wellstructured, that it provides adequate details and can be filled with adequate effort. The surveyed
Slovenian beneficiaries agree slightly more strongly with this than their Austrian counterparts.
Some of the beneficiaries expressed the opinion that the preparation of the reports takes too
much time and effort, that the reports are too detailed and that the guidelines for their
preparation should be more thorough.
The surveyed beneficiaries are the least satisfied with the administrative burden for the PPs on
reporting and reimbursement. Around 65 % of them think it is appropriate, while 35 % of those
think this only to a certain degree. Almost 20 % strongly disagree with this. The dissatisfaction
with the administrative burden of the PPs is higher among the Austrian beneficiaries surveyed.
The beneficiaries’ comments relate mostly to the opinion that the reporting requires excessive
effort, that duplication of evidence and reporting is unnecessary, and that unreasonable types of
evidence are requested at times.
Almost 40 % of the beneficiaries surveyed do not have experience or opinion regarding the
appropriateness of the administrative burden for the LP on reporting and reimbursement. The
rest of them mostly agree that it is appropriate, while 20 % of those agree only to a certain extent.
The dissatisfaction with the administrative burden of LPs is slightly higher among the Austrian
beneficiaries surveyed. Comments of the beneficiaries comprise propositions regarding greater
simplification and the time-consuming bilingualism requirement.
CONCLUSIONS
A substantial share of the PPs considers the administrative burden and the corresponding effort
related to reporting as excessive.
RECOMMENDATIONS
In the following programme period, more effort should be put in further simplified cost options,
while the beneficiaries should be 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.

FIRST LEVEL CONTROL
The FLC checks the reports of all the PPs and is administratively divided between the participating
countries. In Slovenia, the FLC is centralised, and in Austria it is regionalised into four FLCs.
In relation to the efficiency of the FLCs, the programme structures point out delays in the Styrian
FLC due to a lack of staff. The Slovenian programme structures problematize workload peaks at
the beginning of the year and in the summer (from June to September), and the fact that reporting
is only digital, which is more difficult to check. The Austrian programme structures stressed that
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it would be desirable for the FLCs to be involved and informed at an earlier stage about projects
and the PP, not only when they need to check documents.
More than 80 % of the surveyed beneficiaries believe that there are clear provisions in their
country for the FLC of expenditures, where the Austrian beneficiaries are more certain about it
that the Slovenian beneficiaries.
Around 70 % of the surveyed beneficiaries think that the FLC works effectively, with adequate
costs and within an acceptable timeframe. The satisfaction is higher on the Austrian side. The
comments expressed by some of the surveyed beneficiaries relate to the unacceptable timeframe
(too long) of the FLC work and too short deadlines for preparation of clarifications. The FLC’s
effectiveness is also the main bottleneck identified in the programme procedures by the surveyed
beneficiaries (15 % of the 20 % of the surveyed beneficiaries who identified bottlenecks related
them to the FLC’s effectiveness). The most common reasons listed are:
•

slow overview of reports on the FLC, with the emphasis on Austrian FLCs,

•

different criteria when reviewing reports and annexes in Slovenia and Austria,

•

lack of communication and connection between Slovenian and Austrian FLCs for faster
confirmation of reports by individual PPs,

•

lengthy periods from the submission of the partner's report to the confirmation of the
joint report and the payment of funds,

•

the unwillingness of the FLC to provide written information/answers to project-specific
questions.

On the other hand, the beneficiaries propose the following solutions to these problems:
•

improved communication and connection between Austrian and Slovenian FLCs,

•

increasing the number of employees in FLCs and speeding up FLCs,

•

simplification of reporting,

•

uniform and clearer rules in both countries (i.e. with regard to the billing of personnel
costs, submission for a correct time-recording module),

•

the FLC providing written information/answer to questions, regular workshops,

•

implementation of more simplifications (including more types of costs in overheads,
simplifications of the financial part of the eMS reporting, reporting only through the eMS,
etc.)

More than 70 % of the surveyed beneficiaries think that the clarification of inconsistencies and
insufficient information in the project progress report and applications for reimbursement could
be handled with adequate effort and within an acceptable timeframe. The degree of beneficiaries
who think that way is similar on both sides of the border. The percentage of beneficiaries that
agree with this only to a certain extent exceeds 18 %. Some of the surveyed beneficiaries
expressed the opinion that the deadline for the preparation of the clarification control, which is
five calendar days should be at least changed into five working days, so it would be easier to
organise work due to weekends and holidays. Others highlighted excessive effort for proving
trivial amounts of costs.
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CONCLUSIONS
Low effectiveness of some FLCs (FLC Styria especially) due to lack of staff, and workload peaks
and delays in reimbursements due to bottlenecks in controlling in some regions have been
identified.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Additional 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.

REIMBURSEMENT
According to all the programme structures, the reimbursement to the beneficiaries is running
smoothly. The Slovenian programme structures problematize the clarity of the certificate, i.e. a
total sum of confirmed expenses that should be more clearly noted.
A little less than 70 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree that the time period from the application
for reimbursement (submitted electronically by the LP to the JS) until the payment to the LP (by
the CA) is acceptable, whereas the percentage of beneficiaries that agrees with this only to a
certain extent exceeds 18 %. The degree of satisfaction in this aspect is higher at the Austrian
beneficiaries.
Around 80 % of the surveyed beneficiaries are satisfied with the clarity of the certificates. The
satisfaction with them is higher among the Slovenian surveyed beneficiaries.
Around 75 % of the surveyed beneficiaries stated that their partnership has sufficient financial
capacity to pre-finance their activities without major difficulties (considering the timeframe
between the payment and the reimbursement), with more than 25 % of the beneficiaries agreeing
with this only to a certain extent. Some of the beneficiaries warn about the delays of some of the
FLCs, which means the entire partnership has to wait for the reimbursement. They think the
timeframe between the payment and the reimbursement is too long, especially for small
enterprises. A lack of pre-financing is also one of the reasons for bottlenecks in the programme
procedures identified by the beneficiaries.
PROJECT AUDIT
The programme audit is divided in two units, functioning in each participating country. Audit body
and authority, apart of the revision of programme implementing structures, each year select a
sample of project for revision.
Almost 40 % of the surveyed beneficiaries did not experience the audit of the project by the audit
structures of the programme (or did not know how to answer the question or have no opinion).
This share was considerably higher among the Slovenian surveyed beneficiaries. Those who did
experience it or did have an opinion mostly think that it was implemented with adequate effort
and quickly.
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PROJECT CHANGES
According to the survey results, around 40 % of the 160 PPs (including the LPs) implemented
financial changes in their project budget according to their initial financing plan, with an average
approximate share of 10 %. Some of the listed reasons for changes are:
•

changes due to staff shortages,

•

changed division of work volume between partners,

•

the occurrence of unforeseen costs,

•

rejected approval of certain costs,

•

incorrect definition of costs in the application form,

•

request for a reduction in the value of the project with the aim of confirming co-financing,

•

residues of funds in certain work packages,

•

changes in the market prices,

•

project extension,

•

delay of implementation in the project.

Almost 30 % of the LPs who answered the e-survey implemented project changes due to reasons
related to the timeline of the project (i.e. external conditions, prolonging of the duration of the
project, postponement of some results and deliverables in another period, reduction of the
project). The second most common type of reasons was related to partnerships (new legal form
of a partner, change in the type of partner organisation due to changes in the law, merging of
two partners). Correction of indicator target values was the third most common group of reasons
for a project change. For other types of reasons, the survey partners listed financial problems of
partners, optimisation of the project goals not anticipated in the application and contract of
subsidy finalisation, personnel changes, and incorrect time recording.
Figure 1: Shares of Lead Partners who implemented project changes of individual topics
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Partnership

Timeline

Indicator target values

Other

Source: Questionnaire for the Lead and Project Partners, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Around 80 % of the surveyed beneficiaries agree with the statement that minor project changes
were implemented in a flexible manner and without major effort. Major project changes were not
experienced among more than 40 % of the surveyed beneficiaries (or they did not know how to
answer the question or had no opinion). The rest of them mostly agree that major project changes
were implemented in a flexible manner and without major effort. Some of the beneficiaries
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proposed that the communication about minor changes could be shared among partners (not
that all of the burdens fall on the LP) and that some requests could be solved simply through the
eMS.

4.2 EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAMME TOOLS
4.2.1 EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EMS
The electronic Monitoring System (eMS) is the main programme tool that is used by all
programme and project partners. It was designed by Interact and is a widely used application for
project and programme structures also by many other cross-border and transnational
programmes within the European Regional Development Fund. The system is used in all stages
of the programme cycle: project generation (development of the project idea via the structure of
the application form), submission of the project proposal (fully electronic submission), assessment
of project proposals (by the programme structures), reporting (partners’ reports with supporting
documentation are uploaded, submitted and checked only electronically) and project monitoring.
Furthermore, the system also serves as an online communication portal that enables secure
electronic contact between the programme structures and the beneficiaries.
In general, the programme structures welcome the implementation of the eMS and confirm it as
very useful as opposed to the previous tool. Nevertheless, they noticed several problems
regarding its usage.
The programme structures highlighted the following issues:
•

the eMS is useful but not so applicable for the programme structures. It was mainly
designed with the beneficiaries in mind,

•

many unnecessary clicks required,

•

data for sampling are not well-structured,

•

a module for review of progress and partner reports is not useful for audit work, manual
work is needed,

•

there is no linkage between the eMS and software for payments, manual work is needed,

•

when returning a step back, the data entered in the following step are lost,

•

tabs would be an asset to enable comparison between two different types of content,

•

the eMS does not enable analysing indicators of projects,

•

a direct link between the eMS and the SFC (a tool for reporting to the EC) is missing,

•

each tab of the application form can only be saved once all the fields are filled in,

•

the beneficiaries have problems uploading documents due to slower functionality of the
system, or it times out or crashes,

•

only digital reporting, which is more difficult to check,

•

the system is sometimes unstable,

•

the system is a bit over-dimensional – excessive information (form sheets, etc.) makes it
easy to overlook something and this, coupled with rigorous administrative and eligibility
checks, causes too many rejections of projects,

•

only limited possibilities, lack of enabling different format/display, prints, etc.,
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The beneficiaries mostly (around 75 %) assessed the eMS as user-friendly, but also highlighted
some problems:
•

the interface operates slowly, especially when operation is optimised only in the Firefox
browser during usage peaks,

•

lack of prevention measure so that important documents could not be deleted easily (to
avoid re-entering of the data),

•

exporting the application should also be possible in another form (columns with a
description of deliverables are too narrow),

•

the interface becomes very confusing when capturing many individual invoices/items,

•

lack of secure web connection.

Similarly, most of the surveyed beneficiaries (more than 80 %) agree that the eMS interface allows
quick, simple and logical managing of the entire reporting procedure. Some problems were
nevertheless identified:
•

the same numbers have to be entered in multiple places (in files, and then in the eMS
system),

•

it is necessary to enter each category of cost separately (many clicks needed),

•

very lengthy entering of data and attachments in the eMS,

•

unclear origin of documents,

•

technical issues (zoom-out functionality impossible, the header should be fixed in the
document directory).

Around 85 % of the beneficiaries who completed the survey think that the eMS system operates
at an appropriate speed. Some of them mention problems, e.g. that they have to enter the data
into the system in late afternoons or evenings and that texts that have already been written before
uploading the attachments sometimes disappear.
CONCLUSIONS
The eMS has been identified (by the programme structures as well as the beneficiaries) as a
substantial improvement in comparison with the tool that was used in the previous programme
period, and that it is a very functional tool, but that it lacks certain functionalities (connectivity
with other applications, exporting of application forms in pdf, technical problems such as
responsiveness, etc.).
Not all users of the eMS (on the side of the programme structures) are familiar with all functions
that this tool has.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The feedback obtained from the programme structures and beneficiaries should be forwarded
to the main developers of the system at Interact so that they may adequately update the tool
for the next programme period.
It is necessary to strengthen the training of users from programme structures about the
functionality of the eMS tool.

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

40

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

4.2.2 EFFECTIVENESS OF OTHER TOOLS
The programme provides the applicants and beneficiaries with support tools that assist them
especially in the phases of the development of project idea and filling out the application form.
The beneficiaries who answered the questionnaire also assessed the usefulness and
supportiveness of some other programme tools (see figure below). The most commonly known
and used is the website as a platform for programme-related information, followed by the
Implementation Manual, support of NA/RAs and the JS support. Less known and used are partner
search, interactive map and keep a database.
The JS support was assessed as the most useful and supportive of the tools listed, with more than
51 % of the beneficiaries assessing it as very good. Support provided by the NA/RAs was also
assessed as very good, followed by the Implementation Manual and the website. Among the less
known tools, the interactive map was assessed as the best, followed by partner search and keep
database.
Despite the general satisfaction with the (known) tools, some problems were nevertheless
highlighted by the beneficiaries.
Regarding the web page, the beneficiaries miss a better-structured part with information and
reporting templates for project implementers. When changing the language (SI, DE, EN), it would
be better if the current page remained open (at the moment, the cover page opens).
In relation to the Implementation Manual, the beneficiaries stress that changing the rules during
the implementation of the projects already approved is not encouraging for the beneficiaries.
They also point out that the part intended specifically for the Slovenian beneficiaries is
unnecessary. Some of them highlight that the Manual is logical and structured, but the rules,
compared to other programmes, are often quite impractical and complicated. Others note that
the relevant points are difficult to identify.
Some of the beneficiaries problematize that the reports are controlled by different controllers,
each interpreting the rules differently, while others comment that too much paperwork is needed
and that the certification process of the reports takes too long.
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Figure 2: Usefulness of programme tools
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Source: Questionnaire for the Lead and Project Partners, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

CONCLUSIONS
Some tools (partner search, interactive map and keep database) are rarely used by the
beneficiaries, who are also rather unfamiliar with their objectives and even their existence. While
the Implementation Manual is considered as useful, changing the rules during the
implementation of the projects can be disruptive.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Tools with similar objectives (such as the interactive map and keep database) should be merged
into one, while partner search should be promoted as one of the benefits of individual
consultations with the NA and RAs, which can assist applicants if needed.

Compared to the previous programme period, administrative procedures have been significantly
simplified and harmonised. The first two notable improvements include completely electronic
submission of the application form and a strictly limited number of annexes. Demonstrating
compliance with open call terms and requirements with statements constitutes a significant
reduction of the administrative burden for the applicants as well for the programme structures,
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and one that is warmly welcomed by the beneficiaries. The open call with accompanying
documentation and manuals proved to be effective in preventing confusion among applicants. It
is clear that the eMS, although not flawless, proved to be a major improvement compared to the
ISARR tool from the previous programme period. In the project reporting phase, flat rates are
seen as a step towards reducing administrative burdens. It is recommended that simplification
and reduction of administrative burden should be continued in the following programme period,
particularly in the sense of simplifying the application form and reporting.
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5 ANALYSIS OF APPROVED PROJECTS
Within the three deadlines for the submission of project applications, a total of 41 projects were
approved by the cut-off date of 31 December 2018 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) and 18 within the 3rd deadline (14 September 2017). In addition, the
programme is managed and supported by seven TA projects.
Figure 3: 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 (51.2 % of all projects) and
Osrednjeslovenska (39 %). On average, 8.6 projects are being implemented in the regions within
the programme area. Such an analysis, along with the analysis of the LPs and PPs (see Chapter 6)
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 serve as the administrative, cultural,
educational, research and technological centres of the wider region. The Austrian border regions
display a slightly higher involvement in projects (5 to 10) than Slovenian ones, except for the
region of Podravska (20 projects) and Pomurska (16 projects). Integration of Goriška into the
programme area (it was not included in the previous programme period) proved to be positive,
since it is involved in three projects, whereas the beneficiaries from the region of Zasavska are
not represented in this programme.
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Figure 4: 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 (14.75 % of all allocated funds), followed by Osrednjeslovenska (13.12 %). 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 2.4
million are allocated to the involved region. In total, within 41 approved projects, 56.61 % (EUR
24.1 million) of all ERDF funds allocated so far were allocated to partners from Austria, and 43.4
% (EUR 18.4 million) to the partners from Slovenia.
Taking into account that nearly all projects (except for the two already completed) are still in the
process of implementation, the presentation of the budget spent is not relevant. According to the
data, however, spending at the level of the PPs per reporting period is lagging behind and is
below 85 % of the costs reported according to the provisions, as indicated in the application
forms. Until now, the PPs provided substantial justifications, and so none of the projects needed
to undergo financial correction. The main reasons for underspending are connected to the
correction of the project timeline, staff (new employments and shifts), and changes in
partnerships. Taking into account that the target values in the performance framework regarding
spending of funds are met, and also the fact that the spending is stronger in the second half of
project implementation, no major spending-related hindrances are expected.
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Progress in terms of achieving programme-specific output indicators is assessed on the basis of
planned outcomes of all approved projects and their expected contributions to the programme
output indicators. The reason for such an assessment (and not the actual values achieved) is that,
until the submission of this report, only two (out of the 41 approved) projects are concluded. The
analysis takes into consideration the planned value for 2023 as defined in the CP SI–AT, the
planned values that indicate cumulative planned value of approved projects within each PA, and
already achieved values from concluded projects.
•

PA1: Strengthening cross-border competitiveness, research, and innovation

Under PA 1, 17 projects were approved, to which 31.94 % of all ERDF funds for projects were
allocated. The implemented projects, which relate to Specific Objective 1.1, are expected to
contribute to reaching a critical mass by institutional cooperation, as this will also have a positive
impact on companies in the programme area. Projects that address Specific Objective 1.2. will
contribute to a better understanding of R&D and innovation capacities in the programme area,
access to infrastructure and services especially for SMEs to implement RTI activities and get
support in the development and improvement of products (with a focus on the development of
new and joint products) and CB services. Projects whose specific objective is increasing the level
of internationalisation of enterprises, especially SMEs in the programme area, predicted measures
focused on market growth (such as networking and clusters), thus creating an efficient and stable
business environment to allow companies to grow sustainably.
Figure 5: Progress on achieving programme-specific output indicators for PA1
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Contribution of approved projects to the programme-specific output indicators:
o

The expected number of enterprises receiving support (CO01) and a number of
enterprises receiving grants (CO02) is 22, which will exceed the target value for 2023
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by 146.66 %. Taking into account only projects already concluded, the value definitely
reached is 2 (13.3 %), which was realised within the regioWIN and SMART
PRODUCTION projects.
o

The number of enterprises receiving non-financial support (CO04) is expected to be
exceeded significantly (3,350 %). While taking into account the achievements of
projects already concluded, the value of 129 enterprises also exceeded the target value
of 30 enterprises (projects regioWIN and SMART PRODUCTION). Such high values of
this indicator reflect the general acceptance as well as the participation of project target
groups in project activities.

o

The number of enterprises cooperating with research institutions (CO26) is expected
to be 19 out of 20 (95 % of the target value), while the value already achieved
considering the concluded projects is 1 (project SMART PRODUCTION).

o

Within the approved projects, it is expected that 13 new products will be introduced
(CO29), thus exceeding the planned indicator by 260 %.

o

The expected number of joint CB R&D projects (1b.1) is 7 (87.5 % of the target value).

o

The expected number of joint CB internationalisation projects involving SMEs is 6 (85.7
% of the target value), of which one is already achieved (project regioWIN).

•

PA2: Protecting the environment and promoting resource efficiency

Within PA 2, 13 projects were approved with 39.55 % of all allocated funds.
Eleven of these projects are being implemented within Specific Objective 2.1: Achieving
sustainable development of natural and cultural heritage. Their expected result is a sustainable
and competitive tourist destination achieved by new and/or improved sustainable tourist
products and/or services, investment in nature interpretation infrastructure, capacity building and
networking. Consequently, a contribution to the economic growth is expected.
Two projects are being implemented within Specific Objective 2.2: Innovation in sustainable
management and utilisation of water resources. The results of both projects are infrastructureoriented and aimed towards joint studies and research work, innovative measures for improving
the quality of the status of CB rivers, and increase of the knowledge base for decision-making in
water policy.
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Figure 6: Progress on achieving programme-specific output indicators for PA2
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Contribution of approved projects to the programme-specific output indicators:
o

The approved projects are expected to produce 27 newly developed and/or improved
joint CB tourist products (6c.1), thus exceeding the planned indicator by 168.75 %.

o

Two approved projects are targeting geodiversity or biodiversity, thus reaching 66.66
% of the target value of indicator 6c.2.

o

The projects are expected to deliver 15 new tourism-related services, thus exceeding
the target value of indicator 6c.3 by 250 %.

o

Within relevant projects, two research institutions are participating in CB research
projects, thus reaching a 50 % value of indicator C042.

o

One jointly developed water management strategy will be made available, thus
achieving the target value of indicator 6f.1.

o

The two projects of Specific Objective 2.2 will develop nine new modelling, monitoring
and forecasting studies and research works, thus exceeding the target value of
indicator 6f.2 by 900 %.

o

The approved projects will develop two joint CB flood determination, protecting and
control measures, thus exceeding the target value of indicator 6f.3 by 200 %.

•

PA3: Enhancing institutional capacity and efficient public administration

Within PA 3, 13 projects were approved, to which 28.51 % of all ERDF funds for projects were
allocated. The activities implemented under projects within Specific Objective 3.1 – Improving
cooperation in the fields of risk management, energy, health, and social cohesion will result in
strong local and regional networks aiming to build joint capacities, as well as transfer and
exchange of know-how, skills, knowledge, and practices, including small-scale investments. The
project that addresses Specific Objective 3.2 will improve interactions among municipalities and
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citizens within the CB region. Their expected result is improved environment for cooperation
among municipalities and citizens within the programme area through supporting strong
networks at a local and regional level, joint strategies, processes and services, exchange of knowhow, knowledge, practices, etc.
Figure 7: Progress in achieving programme-specific output indicators for PA3
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Contribution of approved projects to the programme-specific output indicators:
o

As many as 247 institutions will participate in joint CB initiatives, and thus indicator 11b.1
will be exceeded by 247 %. Three projects already reported on 21 institutions and/or
organisations that were participating in joint CB initiatives during their implementation.
These results indicate (similar to indicator CO04 within PA1) a good acceptance and
that the institutions see the benefits of participating in the activities of the projects
approved within CP SI–AT.

o

It is anticipated that 1,392 people will participate in joint training schemes and
programmes, thus exceeding indicator 11b.2 by 696 %.

o

The projects will implement 68 joint CB pilot and demonstration projects, thus
exceeding indicator 11b.3 by 1,360 %.

o

Activities for improvement of the public services of approved projects under PA3 will
impact 412,750 people, thus exceeding the set target value of indicator 11b.4 by
206.4 %.

For each IP, the CP SI–AT defined 10 categories of intervention (30 in total). The approved projects
are thematically categorised in five intervention fields within PA2, six intervention fields within PA2
and seven within PA3, totalling at 18. The analysis of approved projects in terms of the thematic
fields was then performed by thematically merging similar intervention fields in order to get an
overview of which topics the approved projects are addressing.
The following figure presents the number of PPs from each region involved in the projects,
addressing one of the following fields: SME support, research, tourism, management of water
resources, protection of natural and cultural heritage, health and social cohesion, energy
efficiency and risk management.
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Figure 8: Distribution of projects per region in terms of the fields addressed
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The figure above represents the dispersion of partners in each region in terms of the intervention
field addressed by their project. The general picture indicates that the most partners are involved
in the field of SME support (cluster support and business development), followed by research
(innovation infrastructure and activities, technology transfer and university–enterprise
cooperation). Partners addressing these fields are represented in each region of the programme
area, notably more in the regions with higher concentration of universities and technological
activities (Osrednjeslovenska, Graz, Klagenfurt-Villach and Podravska). Capacity building
(institutional capacity, the labour market and efficient public administration) is the third most
common field. Regarding the representation of this field per regions, it is clear that this field is
building on strong cross-border potential and need, and thus all border regions have partners
addressing this field except one (West- und Südsteiermark).
The partners addressing tourism-related topics (development and promotion of tourism potential
and assets) are represented in half of the participating regions, the same as the field addressing
the protection of natural and cultural heritage. The regions addressing the management of water
resources are geographically concentrated along the eastern border of both countries,
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accompanied by the regions of Graz and Osrednjeslovenska, where the seats of competent
institutions are located. The field of health and social cohesion is well-dispersed within the
programme area, covering three regions in Slovenia and three in Austria. The least number of
partners are addressing the fields of energy efficiency (only three regions are represented, of
which only one is in Austria) and risk management (four regions are represented).
Based on the analysis, we can conclude that the 41 projects approved indicate a diverse and wellbalanced geographical, financial and thematic distribution per region. 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
and Wien).
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6 PROJECT PARTNERSHIPS
The partnership analysis is based on the data provided by the JS and involves 41 projects
approved within the 1st, 2nd and 3rd deadline for the submission of applications and that are already
contracted.
These projects involve 230 partners, 41 of them are LPs Figure 9: Number of Lead Partners and
and 189 of them are PPs. As some of the institutions Project Partners per country
participate in more than one project, there is some

SLO- AT-LP;
LP; 16 25

difference if we consider those partners only once. If we
exclude duplicated partners, 170 institutions are
involved in the CP SI–AT project in total, of which there
are slightly more institutions (89 out of 170) from
Slovenia than from Austria (81 out of 170).

SLOPP;
100

ATPP; 89

Representation of partners between the countries is
balanced (114 from Austria and 116 from Slovenia),
although more LPs are from Austria, i.e. 25, and 16 are
from Slovenia.

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

More than 10 % (but not more than 14 %) of the partners or institutions (partner institution
involved in one or more project, therefore counted only once) involved in the CP SI–AT projects
originate from the Osrednjeslovenska region (32 partners/24 institutions), followed by Graz
(31/20), Podravska (29/20), Klagenfurt-Villach (21/20), and Pomurska (22/17) NUTS_3 regions. In
Wien, the Östliche Obersteiermark and the Westliche Obersteiermark NUTS_3 regions, less than
five partners are involved in the projects. Considering institutions, less than five institutions are
involved in the projects in Nordburgenland, 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 10: Number of Lead Partners, Project Partners and institutions in individual NUTS_3 regions
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Figure 11: 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, May 2019
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Figure 12: 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, May 2019

None of the approved projects include partners from the NUTS_3 region of Zasavje. Two of the
represented NUTS_3 regions (Nordburgenland and Wien) are outside the programme area.
Most (78 %) of the institutions are involved in one project. Three institutions are involved in five,
six or seven projects. Institutions which are involved as LPs (35) mostly lead one project (30), but
there are four (two from Slovenia – both from Pomurska, and two from Austria – Südburgenland
and Unterkärnten) that lead two projects each, and one (from Austria – Oberkärnten) that leads
three projects.
Figure 13: Number of institutions involved in one or more projects (1–7) – all institutions (left), Lead Partner
institutions (middle) and Project Partner institutions (right)
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The picture is similar at the PP level – most institutions (80 %) are involved only in one project, 15
% of them are involved in two projects, four in four projects, two in three projects and one in six
projects.
Twenty-four institutions are involved in projects only as Figure 14: Number of institutions involved

in projects as Lead Partner, Project
Partner, and Lead and Project Partner

LPs, 135 only as PPs, and 11 as both LPs and PPs.
All projects have partners from Slovenia and Austria. The
number of partners in one project ranges between three

LP and
PP; 11

and twelve. Most projects have five partners, followed by
four and seven partners. The most numerous partnership

LP; 24

has 12 partners, which originate from three regions.
The number of regions (NUTS_3) involved in one project
is a bit lower than the number of partners, and ranges

PP;
135

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

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

Figure 15: Number of projects with three or more
partners (3–12)
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Figure 16: Number of projects with two or more
NUTS_3 regions (2–6)
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

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 40 % private to 60 % 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 (nine institutions) and regional public authorities (five institutions), which are
the most common institutions that appear in several projects – 14 institutions (six from Slovenia
and eight from Austria) (8 % of institutions) are involved as partners 44 times (19 % of partners)
in 28 projects (68 % of projects), mostly as PPs.
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Figure 17: 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, May 2019

Figure 18: Number of institutions as Lead (left) and Project (right) Partner15 classified by type
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Source: Data acquired from the JS and elaborated by ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019

Figure 19: Number of Lead (left) and Project (right) Partners classified by type
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15

Twenty-four institutions are involved in projects only as LPs, 135 only as PPs, and 11 as both LPs and
PPs.
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There is a significant difference between the distribution of institutions by types16 for LPs and PPs
as the LPs are more equally distributed between the types. The data indicate 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 24
enterprises (20 SMEs) are already involved in the projects (one of the enterprises is a partner in
two projects). The second is output indicator CO42 for IP 6(f). This indicator is not reached yet, as
(for now) only two research institutions are participating in the cross-border research projects on
this field (IP 6f). 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
register17 there is no cross-border or transnational EGTC alongside the SI-AT border. Therefore, if
the EGTC is recognised as a potential beneficiary, more effort should be invested in the
establishment of the EGTC for the CP SI–AT. Regarding international organisation and the 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 project, 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.

16

17

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 investment priorities but were chosen by some
partners in the eMS. In three 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).
https://portal.cor.europa.eu/egtc/Register/Documents/2465_egtc_map.pdf
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Figure 20: 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

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. Twelve partners think that cooperation is
bad at least in one of the stages and two believe it is very bad. 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.
Seventy-nine LPs and PPs answered the question about the main weaknesses and strengths of
their project partnerships. With the exception of one, they all listed some strengths of the project
partnership, and 75 % of them listed weaknesses.
The most common answers about partnership strengths (more than 30 times) included:
competent LP/PP with experience, accurate project management, good communication and
cooperation, sharing of knowledge and networking. Some of the partners also highlighted (less
than 15 times): heterogeneous (international) partnerships with different types of knowledge and
experience, and already established partnerships. The most common answers about partnership
weaknesses (less than 15 times) 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.
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 some lasting partnerships evolved as well.
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7 EVALUATION OF THE COMMUNICATION STRATEGY
7.1

BACKGROUND AND COMPLIANCE

The communication strategy for the CP SI–AT has been adopted by the MC on 27 November
2015.
It builds on the activities and experience of the programme communication of the last programme
period.
An annual communication plan is adopted for each year by the MC, and the progress of
implementing the communication strategy and the annual implementation plan is monitored.
OBJECTIVES
The communication strategy defines three main objectives at different levels, with corresponding
activities and interventions (see table 9) that should be undertaken, and it describes the
means/communication tools that are being used to undertake those communication activities in
order to achieve the set objectives.
Table 11: Objectives of the communication strategy
TYPE

General objective:

Specific Objective 1 at
programme level:
Specific Objective 2 at
project level:

OBJECTIVE
To enhance the public awareness of the EU support for projects in the area of
CBC through effective use of communication instruments, especially by
communicating the existence of the European funds and added value that the
cohesion policy brings to the CP SI–AT in the 2014–2020 period through its
wide array of instruments
To motivate potential beneficiaries and to communicate the possibilities of
using the EU Funds
To inform the target audiences about the practical benefits of the projects
implemented and their impact on day-to-day life of the citizens in the crossborder area

Source: Communication strategy of the CP SI–AT, 2015

COMMUNICATION PHASES
The communication strategy distinguishes three phases and one continuous activity throughout
the entire programme period:
•

Phase 1: Promoting the results, benefits and best practices of the OP SI–AT 2007–2013
(2014–2016)

•

Phase 2: Promoting funding opportunities in the framework of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020
(2016–2020)

•

Phase 3: Promoting the results, benefits and best practices of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020
(2017–2023)

•

Provision of information and support to (potential) beneficiaries and programme partners
(entire programme period)
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SYSTEM OF IMPLEMENTING THE COMMUNICATION STRATEGY
The responsibility of programme communication lies with the MA and is undertaken operationally
by a Communication Manager in the JS. The Communication Manager is responsible for the
overall programme communication and also coordinates with the Unit for Public Relations and
Promotion of the Government Office for Development and European Cohesion Policy. Apart from
the overall communication responsibility within the JS, the RAs on the Austrian side are also
responsible for programme communication in their territories. Additionally, programme
beneficiaries of supported projects are obliged to undertake specific project-related
communication activities within the scope of their respective projects. The JS supports and
monitors these beneficiaries in their communication activities.
CONCLUSIONS
The communication strategy of the CP SI–AT and the subsequent provisions within the
programme generally comply with Regulation (EU) 1303/2013 (Articles 115–117 and Annex XII)18.
The implementation system for the communication strategy of the CP SI–AT is well established
and effectively involving programme partners at the programme level (the JS) and in the two
Member States.
Coordination among the persons involved takes place on a non-systematic basis. The partners
involved regard the necessary information exchange as sufficient, and satisfactory
communication activities of the programme are following the phases of communication as
distinguished in the communication strategy and progress in specific activities can be recorded.

7.2 ACTIVITIES AND INTERVENTIONS AIMED AT ACHIEVING THE
COMMUNICATION OBJECTIVES
The system of objectives, interventions/activities, and employed communication tools can be
illustrated as follows:
Table 12: Objectives, interventions, and tools of the communication strategy
OBJECTIVES
General
objective:
To
enhance
the
public
awareness of the EU support
for projects in the area of CBC
through effective use of
communication instruments,
especially by communicating
the existence of the European
funds and added value that
the cohesion policy brings to
the CP SI–AT in the 2014–

18

INTERVENTIONS
Increasing the level of awareness of the EU
funds among the general public and the
benefits of CBC for the general public in the
programme area in order to achieve a
positive perception of the European cohesion
policy among members of the general public
Promoting the European cohesion policy in
both Member States and its positive
contribution to the development of the CBC
region
Ensuring access to programme-related
information

TOOLS
• Programme website
• Social
media
(Facebook)
• E-newsletter
• Publications
• Promotional
materials, giveaways,
etc.
• Conferences
• Seminars
and
workshops

For a detailed assessment and discussion of compliance of the communication strategy, please see
Annex 2.
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OBJECTIVES
2020 period through its wide
array of instruments

Specific Objective 1 at
programme
level:
To
motivate
potential
beneficiaries
and
to
communicate the possibilities
of using the EU funds

Specific Objective 2 at project
level: To inform the target
audiences about the practical
benefits of the projects
implemented
and
their
impact on the day-to-day life
of the citizens in the crossborder area

INTERVENTIONS
Encouraging the integration of potential
beneficiaries in Austria and Slovenia to draw
European resources for CBC
Ensuring
well-functioning
internal
communication between the programme
structures to make the programme function
effectively
Providing information on all programmerelated issues (programme documents,
eligible area, available funds, etc.)
Strongly promoting funding opportunities to
activate the potential beneficiaries
Supporting the beneficiaries in all phases of
project implementation to guarantee the
best possible outcome of the projects
Actively cooperating with other Interreg
programmes to share information and best
practices, and to learn from one another
Providing information on co-financed
projects to the general public
Promoting the benefits of CBC in the
programme area
Informing the beneficiaries about the duties
attached to the funding
Supporting
and
encouraging
the
beneficiaries in communication activities

•
•

•
•
•

TOOLS
Events for the general
public
Media
communication
(press conferences,
press releases, etc.)
Advertising
Electronic
media
(radio, TV)
Best
practice
examples

Highlighting the benefits of CBC for
members of the general public in the
programme area

Source: Communication strategy of the CP SI–AT, 2015

7.2.1 ACTIVITIES AND INTERVENTIONS
•

Increasing the level of awareness of the EU funds among the general public and the
benefits of CBC for the general public in the programme area in order to achieve a positive
perception of the European cohesion policy among members of the general public

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

publishing and distributing the brochure on projects of the previous programme
period,

o

creating project-related events (e.g. contract signature events) for PPs and their
regional systems,

o

organising an excursion to see good-practice examples on European Cooperation Day
(2018)

o

active media communication,

o

supporting the beneficiaries in their communication activities in their specific sphere.

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

61

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

•

Promoting the European cohesion policy in both Member States and its positive
contribution to the development of the CBC region

The entire set of communication tools is contributing to the promotion of this message.
•

Ensuring access to programme-related information

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

the creation and continuous management of the programme website as the main
source of information about the programme,

o

distributing news via the e-newsletter,

o

publishing news on the programme´s Facebook page,

o

seminars and workshops on funding opportunities and implementation requirements
for potential beneficiaries, applicants and beneficiaries,

o
•

publications.

Encouraging the integration of potential beneficiaries in Austria and Slovenia to draw
European resources for CBC

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

publishing and distributing the brochure on projects of the previous programme
period,

o

distributing information about the open call via the e-newsletter, Facebook and on the
website,

o

active media communication,

o

seminars and workshops on funding opportunities and implementation requirements
for (potential) beneficiaries and applicants.

•

Ensuring well-functioning internal communication between the programme structures to
make the programme function effectively

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

providing all programme-relevant information (and the eMS) on the programme
website,

o
•

communication and information exchange at the MC meetings.

Providing information on all programme-related issues (programme documents, eligible
area, available funds, etc.)

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

providing all programme-relevant information on the programme website,

o

publishing programme documents, information on calls for proposals and manuals for
project implementation,

o
•

seminars for (potential) beneficiaries.

Strongly promote funding opportunities to activate potential beneficiaries

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

providing all programme-relevant information on the programme website,
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o

publishing programme documents and information on calls for proposals on the
website, Facebook and via e-newsletter,

•

o

active media communication,

o

organising events (such as the kick-off event).

Supporting the beneficiaries in all phases of project implementation to guarantee the best
possible outcome of the projects

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

providing all programme-relevant information on the programme website,

o

publishing programme documents, form sheets and

manuals for project

implementation,

•

o

seminars for beneficiaries,

o

face-to-face support from the JS, the NAs, RAs and the FLC.

Actively cooperating with other Interreg programmes to share information and best
practices, and to learn from one another

Specifically, this has been done through:

•

o

providing all programme-relevant information on the programme website,

o

communicating programme information via Facebook and e-newsletter,

o

organising and participating in seminars (e.g. Interact).

Providing information on co-financed projects to the general public

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

publishing a project map and a list of supported projects and relevant project
information on the programme website,

o

distributing this information via Facebook and e-newsletter,

o

organising an excursion to see good-practice examples on European Cooperation Day
(2018),

o

supporting beneficiaries in their communication activities in their specific sphere,

o

publishing and distributing the brochure on projects of the previous programme
period,

o
•

active media communication.

Promoting the benefits of CBC in the programme area

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

organising an excursion to see good-practice examples on European Cooperation Day
(2018),

o

supporting beneficiaries in their communication activities in their specific sphere,

o

publishing and distributing the brochure on projects of the previous programme
period,

o

active media communication,

o

creating project-related events (e.g. contract signature events) for PPs and their
regional systems.
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•

Informing the beneficiaries about the duties attached to the funding

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

providing all programme-relevant information on the programme website,

o

publishing programme documents, form sheets and

manuals for project

implementation,

•

o

seminars for beneficiaries,

o

face-to-face support from the JS, the RAs and the FLC.

Supporting and encouraging the beneficiaries in communication activities

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

the JS and the RA supporting the beneficiaries in their communication activities in their
specific spheres,

o

providing the Communication Manual for project implementation,

o

publishing project news on the programme website, Facebook, and e-newsletter,

o

active media communication,

o

creating project-related events (e.g. contract signature events) for PPs and their
regional systems,

o
•

face-to-face support from the JS, the RAs and the FLC.

Highlighting the benefits of CBC for members of the general public in the programme
area

Specifically, this has been done through:
o

publishing project information on the programme website,

o

distributing this information via Facebook and e-newsletter,

o

organising an excursion to see good-practice examples on European Cooperation Day
(2018),

o

supporting the beneficiaries in their communication activities in their specific sphere,

o

publishing and distributing the brochure on projects of the previous programme
period,

o

active media communication.

CONCLUSIONS
So far, programme communication has covered all the envisaged communication activities and
employed almost the entire range of communication tools.
RECOMMENDATIONS
This wide range of communication activities and utilisation of communication tools should be
continued.
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7.3 COMMUNICATION TOOLS
The communication strategy envisages a set of communication tools, including:
•

Programme website

•

Social media (Facebook)

•

E-newsletter

•

Publications

•

Promotional materials, giveaways, etc.

•

Conferences

•

Seminars and workshops

•

Events for members of the general public

•

Media communication (press conferences, press releases, etc.)

•

Advertising

•

Electronic media (radio, TV)

•

Best-practice examples

The specific activities relating to each of these tools were as follows:
Which were the various communication activities so far (what was implemented, what costs were
incurred, what were the outputs, what effectiveness was achieved, what works best)?
•

Programme website

The programme website (www.si-at.eu) was launched in December 2015. The website is intended
for all target audiences of the CP SI–AT. It is available in three language versions (SI, DE, EN).
The website conforms to the requirements of the EC. It is structured in News, Programme, Open
Call, Projects, Map, Partner Search and a section about the relevant programme structures.
The utilisation of the website is being monitored with Google Analytics. The following data apply
for the period from December 2015 to December 201819:
o

Visitors20

44,042

o

Sessions

113,040

o

Page views

298,320

The origin of visitors is 53 % Slovenian, 21 % Austrian and 26 % from other countries. This is a
remarkable imbalance (which is also reflected in other electronic media utilisation).
The website and its contents are considered as very useful by the programme partners. It has
been recognised that the programme-relevant information is easily accessible, complete and upto-date. The beneficiaries also rate the usefulness of the programme website as very high.
(Slovenia: 35 % very good, 39 % good; Austria 37 % very good, 42 % good) and appreciate that
it is structured very well.
•

19
20

Social media (Facebook)

Source: Google Analytics
Visits of different users
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The CP SI–ATCP SI-AT is active on Facebook. The news that are shown on the website and that
are distributed via the e-newsletter are also published here. The Facebook page has received 236
likes.
Among the beneficiaries, the Facebook presence of the programme is perceived as the least
useful communication tool. About 60 % of the beneficiaries are not familiar with it.
•

E-newsletter

The e-newsletter publishes news on the programme and supported projects, and is distributed
to 389 recipients (2018). In 2017, the mailing list contained 711 addresses, but this number dropped
drastically due to the GDPR requirements. The mailing list contains (by the end of 2018) about
61% recipients in the Slovenian language, 32% in German and the rest in the English language.
Slovenian beneficiaries, in particular, rate the usefulness of the e-newsletter as very high (19 %
very good, 45 % good), while Austrian beneficiaries rate it slightly lower (25 % very good, 31 %
good)21.
•

Publications

The following has been published within this communication tool:
o

Citizen summary of the CP SI–AT (in English and in the Slovenian/German language):
1,200 copies

o

Leaflets comparing the old programme with the new CP SI–AT (Slovenian/German):
2,500 copies

o

The Cooperation Programme Interreg V–A Slovenia–Austria (English): 200 copies

These materials have been distributed by the programme partners at events, seminars, in media
contacts and at individual meetings.
•

Promotional materials, give-aways

Practical utensils such as pens, writing materials, USB-sticks and calendars with the programme
logo have been distributed to participants at events and workshops.
For European Cooperation Day, give-away packages with caps, T-shirts, backpacks, picnic
blankets, water bottles and cushions, all featuring the programme logo, have been provided for
the participants. There were discussions on having more give-aways on such occasions, featuring
a stronger regional connection and/or regional products (such as bacon, wine, cheese, etc.).
However, procurement and storage requirements mean that certain restrictions apply in practice.
•

Conferences

Initially, conferences were planned for European Cooperation Days. However, the excursions to
see good-practice project examples have been undertaken and proved to be very successful.
While such excursions should be repeated, no conferences are planned for the future.
•

21

Seminars and workshops

Source: Questionnaire for the Lead and Project Partners, ZaVita, d.o.o. and OeAR GmbH, May 2019
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A total of nine workshops on application procedures and on reporting issues have been organised
with the existing and potential beneficiaries in 2016, 2017 and 2018. Around 970 persons attended
these workshops.
The beneficiaries consider these seminars/workshops as the best source of concise information
about the programme. They rate their usefulness very high (Slovenia: 31 % very good, 40 % good),
Austria: 39 % very good, 37 % good).
•

Events for members of the general public

Every year, the programme organises an event for the general public. In 2015, the launch event
of the programme took place. In 2016, 2017 and 2018, these were events in the framework of
European Cooperation Day.
For these European Cooperation Days, the JS organised excursions for citizens to supported
projects in the border region. Up to 360 people participated in those events. In this context, some
media advertising was undertaken in 2018 to announce that an event has been prepared, resulting
in a broad coverage in the regional media.
Both programme partners and the beneficiaries consider such events to be very important for
communicating the programme’s benefits to members of the general public. In Austria, 72 % of
the beneficiaries rate such events as very good (41 %) and good (31 %), while 60 % of Slovenian
beneficiaries rate is as such (19 % very good, 41 % good).
•

Media communication (press conferences, press releases, etc.)

Media communication is done via the JS (preparation of press releases and media materials for
programme events) in both Programme languages (Slovenian and German). The Unit for Public
Relations and Promotion in the Government office for Development and European Cohesion
Policy of Slovenia and the offices of the Austrian RAs use their channels to distribute programmerelated information to the media. So far, 108 press releases on programme issues have been
prepared by the JS.
•

Advertising

Media advertising in regional newspapers has only been done once, with the aim of announcing
the 2018 European Cooperation Day.
•

Electronic media (radio, TV)

The electronic media have not been directly used by the JS or the MA. The JS, however, has
supported projects with information, materials, and advice when they were contacted by or
contacting media for their project-related presentations in electronic media.
•

Best practice examples

In 2015, the CP SI-AT published a brochure on projects supported in the previous programme
period. For information about good-practice examples of this programme, the JS has reported
information on three projects to the EC each year.
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CONCLUSIONS
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 programmerelated information. This site contains information on all programme-relevant aspects as well
as information about activities and outputs from other communication tools. It is regularly
updated and administered in-house by the JS. The accuracy and availability of programmerelated information on that website is very much appreciated both by the programme partners
and the beneficiaries22.
It is remarkable that, according to the monitored recipients of electronic communication tools
(website, e-newsletter), the communication outreach is nearly twice as intensive on the
Slovenian side.
Seminars/workshops are also 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 for informing particularly the members of the general public about the
programme.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:
•

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

•

such events and excursions to see project examples in the programme region should
continue to be organised, as there has been a very good response to the previous
initiatives.

7.4 COMMUNICATION BUDGET AND SPENDING
For programme communication, a budget of EUR 400,000 (of which the ERDF provided EUR
268,000) has been allocated for the 2015–2023 period.
Table 13: Communication budget 2015–2023
COMMUNICATION
2015
BUDGET
Planned

/

Spent

/

2016
52,49
3
78,27
4

2017
51,493
53,60
0

2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

TOTAL

50,74
6
43,48
7

50,74
6

50,74
6

50,74
6

50,74
6

42,53
7

400,00
0
175,361

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

22

This appreciation has been expressed by Programme partners in interviews and mentioned by
beneficiaries in the survey.
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The spending of the communication budget is monitored by the Communication Manager and
annually reported to the MC.
So far, the sum of EUR 175,361 has been spent on communication activities. The main cost
positions were as follows:
o

Workshops

EUR 60,700

o

Purchase of promotional materials

EUR 44,000

o

Events

EUR 35,300

CONCLUSIONS
The spending of the communication budget is reasonably in line with the plan and wellmonitored. The higher expenditures, which are in line with the plan in the eMS, for
communication in the first year can be attributed to the needs of the start phase.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The manner of spending and monitoring expenditures for programme communication should
be continued.

7.5 INDICATORS AND MONITORING
The communication strategy defines a set of result (3) and output (7) indicators for monitoring
the progress and achievements of programme communication.
Table 14: Communication indicators
INDICATOR
Recognisability
of the CP SI–AT
Knowledge of
the
programme
website
Number of
visits to the
website23
Number of
submitted
electronic
messages by
the JS

23

CUMU
LATIVE
2015–
2018

UNITS

TARGET
VALUE

SOURCE

%

60%

survey

x

%

90%

survey

x

visits

10,000

monitorin
g

2,160

18,018

12,191

13,955

44,042

messages

40

JS

1

31

41

35

108

2015

2016

2017

2018

Visits by different users
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INDICATOR
Number of
workshops
performed24
Number of
participants at
workshops
Number of
mailing list
members EN
Number of
mailing list
members DE
Number of
mailing list
members SI
Number of
mailing list
members
Number of
created
information
materials
Issues of
created
information
materials
Number of
events
performed
Number of
participants at
events

UNITS

TARGET
VALUE

SOURCE

2015

2016

2017

2018

CUMU
LATIVE
2015–
2018

workshops

12

JS

0

5

2

2

9

participant
s

250

JS

0

672

125

173

970

addressee

x

JS

11

27

44

24

24

addressee

x

JS

22

139

191

126

126

addressee

x

JS

68

395

476

239

239

addressee

500

JS

101

561

711

38925

389

issues

x

JS

3

0

0

0

3

issues

1,000

JS

3,800

100

0

0

3,900

events

8

JS

1

1

1

1

4

participant
s

800

JS

389

108

351

362

1,210

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

For the general objective of enhancing the public awareness of the EU support for projects in the
area of CBC, three result indicators have been defined:
•

Recognisability of the CP SI–AT

•

Knowledge of the programme website

•

Number of visits to the website

The first two result indicators are targeting the general public and data should have been
collected via a survey in 2018, similar to one undertaken in the previous programme period.
However, such a survey was not undertaken and neither of these two indicators nor the chosen
methodology seem appropriate for measuring the results of the communication strategy.
24
25

Workshops for applicants and workshops for the beneficiaries on reporting
This number dropped substantially in 2018 due to the GDPR requirements.
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The available funds for projects and for communication measures are not enabling a meaningful
response of these indicators to programme activities, and the proposed survey (to addressees of
the programme database, i.e. mainly programme partners, special interested public and
programme beneficiaries) may neither picture adequately the perception of the general public in
the programme region, nor could the opinion of the general population in the region about these
programme results be investigated with a reasonable amount of effort.
Regarding the third result indicator, “Number of visits to the website”, 44,042 visits26 were
registered by December 2018 (in 113,039 sessions with 298,318 page views). The target value for
this indicator was 10,000 visits by 2023, which is a value that has already been reached. When
looking at these visits on the website in detail, a substantial imbalance is noticeable regarding the
origin of visitors, with about 2.5 times more visitors from Slovenia (53 %) than from Austria (21 %).
Output indicators have been defined for the specific objectives:
•

Motivate (potential) beneficiaries about/communicate the possibilities of using EU funds
and

•

Inform the target audiences of the practical benefits of the projects implemented and
their impact on the day-to-day life of the citizens in the cross-border area.

The progress towards achieving the target values of these indicators by December 2018 is well
ahead of the plan.
Regarding the addressees in the JS database for the mailing list, a substantial drop in numbers
could be observed in 2018. This is due to the GDPR requirements when the contacts needed to
actively confirm their willingness to remain in the database. Another aspect is also eye-catching,
similar to the webpage utilisation. There are about twice as many mailing list members in the
Slovenian language (61 %) than there are in the German language (32 %).
Regarding the created information materials, the indicator and target value according to the
communication strategy amount to 1,000 issues. This is misleading as it is not clear if this indicator
refers to “copies of materials produced” or to “a number of different information materials
created”. So far, three different information materials have been produced, with a total of 3,900
hard copies. Additionally, it is possible to download these publications from the programme
website (the information on the number of downloads was not available).
CONCLUSIONS
Two of the defined result indicators are not adequate to serve their purpose of measuring and
monitoring the achievement of communication objectives. The target value of the third result
indicator (visitors to the programme website) is already far ahead of the target.
The progress towards achieving the target values of the defined output indicators is well
underway and ahead of the plan by December 2018. This shows effective communication
activities of the programme, but in some cases (number of electronic messages, number of
mailing list members) these target values might not have been very ambitious.

26

Visits of different users. Source: Google Analytics.
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Regarding the outreach of the electronic communication tools (website, recipients of enewsletter), it is eye-catching that the value is (more than) double in Slovenia compared to
Austria.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The reasons why the existing utilisation of (electronic) communication tools is so much higher
among the Slovenian public should be carefully analysed and measures should be taken to
increase the information spread and outreach on the Austrian side as well. Here RAs should
have a relevant role in dissemination of information.

7.1 PERCEPTION OF THE COOPERATION PROGRAMME BY
TARGET GROUPS AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC
There is no first-hand information available about the perception of the CP SI–AT among the
various target groups and the general public. In order to acquire such information regarding the
general public, a survey would be needed. This has not been done because the costs of such a
survey would not be favourable in terms of the communication budget and the expected
information obtained. In fact, due to the limited budget both for the support provided by the
programme and for programme communication, it is not likely that a representative survey could
measure the specific impact of the programme’s communication activities on the general public.
However, programme partners have been asked about their opinion regarding the perception of
the CP SI–AT within the target groups and the general public.
•

Beneficiaries

The beneficiaries, in general, implement their projects successfully according to the project
contract and applicable rules and regulations. This indicates that they are well-informed about
the requirements for implementing a project under the regulatory regime of the CP SI–AT. The
interviewees opine that the high co-financing rate of the programme is very well perceived.
However, the beneficiaries consider the administrative requirements of the programme quite
demanding, not to say “excessively demanding”.
•

Target groups

A sufficiently high number of people within the programme´s target groups have received
information about the programme and the requirements to submit project applications. However,
the interviewees expressed the opinion that the programme and its administrative requirements
are considered quite demanding and, especially in Austria, many people consider the necessary
efforts for participating in the programme rather unfavourable compared to the financing
provided (even though the interviewees in Austria think that the image of the CP SI–AT has
improved compared to the previous period).
In Slovenia, the perception of the CP SI–AT among the target groups could be more positive and
it could receive more attention. The utilisation of the programme´s electronic media shows much
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higher figures for Slovenia. This might be also due to a certain shortage of other available funding
for projects and activities of the programme´s target groups in Slovenia.
•

General public

The general public seems not to have noticed much regarding the CP SI–AT. They may
understand that the EU is supporting initiatives also in their region, but this is generally not
specifically attributed to this CP SI–AT. However, communication at the project level does reach
a certain number of people within the general public. These people are considered (both by the
beneficiaries and the programme partners) to have a positive opinion regarding programme
support in their area.
Even though the programme and project communication might not have a measurable effect on
the perception of this specific programme within the general public in the programme region, it
contributes to a gradual improvement of information and image among the (limited number of)
people directly reached.
CONCLUSIONS
There are no reliable first-hand data available regarding the perception of the CP SI–AT within
the target groups and the general public.
However, the participation of target groups in the CP SI–AT shows that the opinion of the
programme partners is that the target audiences are well-aware of the CP SI–AT. They may
perceive it as an attractive, but administratively quite demanding source of financing their
cooperation initiatives. Not many people in the general public in the region are aware of this
specific cooperation programme and the support provided. However, the people who are in
contact with the actual programme and project activities may have a positive opinion and thus
the programme and project communication contribute their part to better information
regarding EU support in the region.
RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the mix of communication activities both at the programme and at the
project level should continue, and even intensify, particularly in the remaining programme
period communication on/with supported projects and on specific project outcomes.
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8 CONCLUSION
The CP SI–AT is properly set up and very effectively and efficiently implemented due to clear
administrative rules, a very efficient eMS and the professional and highly experienced people
involved in the programme structures. Implementation progress related to committing and
spending of budget and achievement of indicators is well on track and actually already ahead of
the plan.
However, a very narrow and strict interpretation of administrative rules and regulations tends to
be applied. This is also reflected in a strict division of tasks and splitting of territorial competences,
combined with a low intensity of especially (personal) cross-border communication. Thus, the
spirit of vivid “cross-border cooperation” is not greatly reflected in the procedures and
communication of the programme partners involved.
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10 ANNEXES
Annex 1: List of performed interviews
DATE OF
INTERVIEW

INSTITUTION

FUNCTION

Evaluation interviews in Austria
29 April 2019
29 April 2019

25 April 2019
25 April 2019
9 May 2019
26 April 2019
8 May 2019

29 April 2019

15 April 2019
26 April 2019
23 April 2019
7 May 2019
9 May 2019
23 April 2019
25 April 2019

Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH
Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung
Abteilung 17 – Landes- und Regionalentwicklung
Referat für Landesplanung und Regionalentwicklung
Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung, Abteilung 1 –
Landesamtsdirektion, UAbt. Europäische und
internationale Angelegenheiten
KWF - Kärntner Wirtschaftsförderungs Fonds
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und Tourismus
Abteilung PR. 13
Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH, Abteilung
Controlling
Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung, Abteilung
17 Landes- und Regionalentwicklung; Stabstelle
Controlling, Innerer Dienst und Haushaltsführung
Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung; Abteilung 2 Finanzen, Beteiligungen und Immobilienmanagement,
UAbt. Budget und Controlling
Evaluation interviews in Slovenia
Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy (SVRK)
Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy (SVRK)
Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy (SVRK)
Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy (SVRK)
Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy (SVRK)
Republic of Slovenia, Ministry of Finance, Budget
Supervision Office of the Republic of Slovenia
Public Fund of the Republic of Slovenia for Regional
Development and Development of Rural Areas
(Slovenian Regional Development Fund)
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Regional Authority
Burgenland
Regional Authority
Steiermark
Regional Authority
Carinthia
covers the first PA in
Carinthia
Audit Body – AT
FLC – Austria
FLC – Austria

FLC – Austria

Head of the Joint
Secretariat
Management
Authority/Programme
leader
Head of the Managing
Authority
National Authority
FLC Slovenia
Audit Authority
Certifying Authority
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Annex 2: Composition of Monitoring Committee
The Monitoring Committee (MC) of the Cooperation Programme Interreg V-A Slovenia-Austria in the
period 2014-2020
List of members with voting rights, deputy members with voting rights and members in advisory capacity
without voting rights
Last update: August 2018
FIRST
SURNAME
INSTITUTION
FUNCTION
NAME
Služba Vlade RS za razvoj in evropsko
member with voting right
Ješovnik
Peter
kohezijsko politiko
with voting right, head of
Kotnikova 5, SI-1000 Ljubljana
delegation
Služba Vlade RS za razvoj in evropsko
deputy member with
Silič
Vesna
kohezijsko politiko
voting right
Kotnikova 5, SI-1000 Ljubljana
Služba Vlade RS za razvoj in evropsko
Trojar
Urška
kohezijsko politiko
member with voting right
Kotnikova 5, SI-1000 Ljubljana
Služba Vlade RS za razvoj in evropsko
deputy member with
Vegič
Mateja
kohezijsko politiko
voting right
Trubarjeva 11, SI-2000 Maribor
Ministrstvo za gospodarski razvoj in
Križaj
Simona
tehnologijo
member with voting right
Trubarjeva 11, SI-2000 Maribor
Ministrstvo za gospodarski razvoj in
deputy member with
Megla
Borut
tehnologijo
voting right
Trubarjeva 11, SI-2000 Maribor
Ministrstvo za kulturo
Marš
Irena
member with voting right
SI-1000 Ljubljana
Ministrstvo za kulturo
deputy member with
Jenšterle
Marko
SI-1000 Ljubljana
voting right
Zeiler
Ministrstvo za okolje in prostor
Katarina
member with voting right
Groznik
SI-1000 Ljubljana
Ministrstvo za okolje in prostor
deputy member with
Jakopič
Bojan
SI-1000 Ljubljana
voting right
Ministrstvo za izobraževanje, znanost in šport
Pezdir
Tatjana
member with voting right
SI-1000 Ljubljana
Ministrstvo za izobraževanje, znanost in šport
deputy member with
Neubauer
Tit
SI-1000 Ljubljana
voting right
Urad Vlade Republike Slovenije za Slovence v
Kojc
Robert
zamejstvu in po svetu
member with voting right
SI-1000 Ljubljana
Urad Vlade Republike Slovenije za Slovence v
Toplak
deputy member with
Natalija
zamejstvu in po svetu
Koprivnikar
voting right
SI-1000 Ljubljana
member in advisory
Ministrstvo za zunanje zadeve
Mejač
Živana
capacity without voting
SI-1000 Ljubljana
right
deputy member in
Ministrstvo za zunanje zadeve
Jerman
Martina
advisory capacity without
SI-1000 Ljubljana
voting right
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Baluh

Stanko

Urad Vlade za narodnosti
SI-1000 Ljubljana

Herman

Tjaša

Urad Vlade za narodnosti
SI-1000 Ljubljana

Ackermann

Grit

Gospodarska zbornica Slovenije

Hribar Milič

Samo

Gospodarska zbornica Slovenije

Sonjak

Karmen

RRA Koroška, Vzhodna kohezijska regija

Zorenč

Iva

RASR, Vzhodna kohezijska regija

Šimenc

Rok

BSC Kranj, Zahodna kohezijska regija

Gojčič

Matej

RRA LUR, Zahodna kohezijska regija

Erhart

Vesna

Zavod EKOmeter, CNVSO

Ambrožič

Borut

Društvo slovensko-avstrijsko prijateljstvo
Maribor, CNVSO

Pock

Maximilian

Lamers

Gottfried

HiermannFochta

Petra

Mahr

Armin

Ladich

Harald

Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Abteilung I/3: Umweltförderpolitik,
Nachhaltigkeit, Biodiversität
Stubenbastei 5, A-1010 Wien
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Abteilung I/3: Umweltförderpolitik,
Nachhaltigkeit, Biodiversität
Stubenbastei 5, A-1010 Wien
Bundesministerium für Bildung, Wissenschaft
und Forschung
Abteilung V/Standortpolitik
Bankgasse 1, A-1014 Wien
Bundesministerium für Bildung, Wissenschaft
und Forschung
Abteilung V/Standortpolitik
Bankgasse 1, A-1014 Wien
Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH im
Technologiezentrum
Marktstraße 3, A-7000 Eisenstadt
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member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right

member with voting right

deputy member with
voting right

member with voting right

deputy member with
voting right

member with voting right
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Horvath

Harald

Schicho

Thomas

WutteKirchgatterer

Eva-Maria

Cimerman

Sabina

Nagler

Martin

Schneeweiss

Sonja

Gollobich

Aurelia

Bruckmoser

Manfred

Deimel

Alexandra

Hanak

Roland

Kurpejovic

Enisa

Regionalmanagement Burgenland GmbH im
Technologiezentrum
Marktstraße 3, A-7000 Eisenstadt
Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung
Abteilung 1 – Landesamtsdirektion
Uabt. Europäische und internationale
Angelegenheiten
Mießtalerstraße 1, A-9020 Klagenfurt
KWF – Kärntner Wirtschaftsförderungsfonds
Völkermarkter Ring 21-23
A-9020 Klagenfurt
Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung
Abteilung 17 Landes- und
Regionalentwicklung, Referat für
Landesplanung und Regionalentwicklung
Trauttmansdorffgasse 2, A-8010 Graz
Amt der Steiermärkischen Landesregierung
Abteilung 17 Landes- und
Regionalentwicklung, Referat für
Landesplanung und Regionalentwicklung
Trauttmansdorffgasse 2, A-8010 Graz
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Abteilung PR. 13
Fedinandstraße 4
A-1020 Wien
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Abteilung PR. 13
Fedinandstraße 4
A-1020 Wien
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Directorate VII/5 – Koordination
Regionalpolitik und Raumplanung
Ferdinandstrasse 4, A-1020 Wien
Bundesministerium für Nachhaltigkeit und
Tourismus
Directorate VII/5 – Koordination
Regionalpolitik und Raumplanung
Ferdinandstrasse 4, A-1020 Wien
Bundesministerium für Arbeit, Soziales und
Konsumentenschutz
Sektion VI/Stabsstelle, Bilaterale
Arbeitsmarktpolitik
Stubenring 1, A-1010 Wien
Bundesministerium für Arbeit, Soziales und
Konsumentenschutz
Sektion VI/A/Stabsstelle, Bilaterale
Arbeitsmarktpolitik
Favoritenstraße 7, A-1040 Wien
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deputy member with
voting right

member with voting right

deputy member with
voting right

member with voting right

deputy member with
voting right

member in advisory
capacity without voting
right

deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right

member in advisory
capacity without voting
right

deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right

member in advisory
capacity without voting
right

deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
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Bundesministerium für Digitalisierung und
Wirtschaftsstandort
Abteilung C2/6 – EU-, EWR- und EFTAStaaten, ETZ
Stubenring 1, A-1010 Wien
Bundesministerium für Digitalisierung und
Wirtschaftsstandort
Abteilung C2/6 – EU-, EWR- und EFTAStaaten, ETZ
Stubenring 1, A-1010 Wien

Höglinger

Klaus

Götz

Sonja

Berka

Sigrid

Österreichische Botschaft Laibach
Prešernova cesta 23, SI-1000 Ljubljana

Hack

Norbert

Österreichische Botschaft Laibach
Prešernova cesta 23, SI-1000 Ljubljana

Schabus

Armin

Slamanig

Michaela

SchulzeBauer

Sabine

Cibinello

Helene

Schachl

Roland

Spisiak

Robert

Cambas

Martha

Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung
Abteilung 1 – Landesamtsdirektion, Uabt.
europäische und internationale
Angelegenheiten
Mießtalerstraße 1, A-9020 Klagenfurt
Amt der Kärntner Landesregierung
Leiterin des Frauen- und
Gleichbehandlungsreferats, Abteilung 4 –
Soziales und Gesellschaft
Mießtalerstraße 1, A-9020 Klagenfurt
Gleichbehandlungsbeauftragte des Landes
Steiermark
Burgring 4, A-8010 Graz
Gleichbehandlungsbeauftragte des Landes
Steiermark
Burgring 4, A-8010 Graz
Bundesministerium für Wissenschaft,
Forschung und Wirtschaft
Abteilung C1/8
Stubenring 1, A-1010 Wien
European Commission
DG Regional and Urban Policy
Unit D2 European Cross-Border Cooperation
B-1049 Brussels
European Commission
DG Regional and Urban Policy, BU-1 02/132
B-1049 Brussels
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member in advisory
capacity without voting
right

deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right

deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
deputy member in
advisory capacity without
voting right
member in advisory
capacity without voting
right
member in advisory
capacity as representative
of the European
Commission
deputy member in
advisory capacity as
representative of the
European Commission
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Annex 3: Discussion on the compliance of the communication strategy

COMPLIANCE OF THE COMMUNICATION STRATEGY IN TERMS OF REGULATION (EU) NO.
1303/2013 (ART 115–117)
Articles 115–117 of Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013 lay down the general provisions regarding
programme communication.
•

Ad Article 115 Information and communication

The internal organisational unit of the Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy, acting as the MA of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020, has developed a communication
strategy for the programme that has been adopted by the MC on 27 November 2015.
At the national level, Slovenia has a central website (www.eu-skladi.si) for all EU programmes,
where a link is available to the CP SI–AT 2014–2020 website.
On the Austrian side, ÖROK (Austrian Conference for Spatial Planning) has set up the central
website on EU programmes that also links to the CP SI–AT 2014–2020 website (www.oerok.gv.at).
The MA has set up a central website for the cooperation programme (www.si-at.eu), which
provides programme-relevant information.
Information for potential beneficiaries about funding opportunities under this cooperation
programme is available on the programme website.
•

Ad Article 115 (2)

The website of the cooperation programme provides a list of approved projects in the framework
of the CP SI–AT in the programme period 2014–2020. This list (in three languages: SI, DE, EN) can
be downloaded in the form of a table and is structured as follows27:

27

o

LP/PP(s)

o

Project name/Project acronym

o

Project summary

o

Deadline

o

Project start/end date

o

PA/IP

o

Total eligible expenditure allocated to the project (in EUR)

o

Allocated ERDF funds (in EUR)

o

EU co-financing rate (in %), as per PA

o

Location code (postcode, city, country)

o

Name of the category of intervention

This structuring and also the provision of information in (at least) one additional EU language complies
with the regulation under Annex XII (1) of Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013.
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At the date of this evaluation, this table lists 41 approved projects. It is being updated at least
every 6 months. The latest update is from 26 March 2019.
•

Ad Article 116 Communication strategy

The MA of the CP SI–AT has elaborated a communication strategy that was adopted by the MC
of the programme on 27 November 2015 (within the required period of 6 months from the date
of approval by the European Commission).
In accordance with the requirements of Annex XII (4) of the ESIF Regulation, the communication
strategy describes the planned information and communication activities for selected target
audiences ((potential) beneficiaries, programme partners and expert public, the media and the
general public) and also outlines how the programme beneficiaries should be supported in their
communication activities (as specified in Annexes XII, (4) a) and c)).
The communication strategy gives an overview of the main communication tools and activities
(programme website, social media, conferences, seminars and workshops, individual
consultations, events for the general public, press conferences, press releases, media relations,
advertising, radio/TV, publications, leaflets/posters, e-newsletter, promotional materials,
corporate design), and annual communication plans are envisaged to specify activities (as
required under Annex XII, (4) a).
The communication strategy mentions that some communication activities should also address
people with disabilities, but it does not indicate what materials (except the website) will be made
available for them (as required under Annex XII, (4) b). However, such measures have been taken
in practice (e.g. scalable texts on the website, venues for the programme events need to be
barrier-free, etc.)
The communication strategy describes briefly how the beneficiaries will be supported in their
communication activities (as required under Annex XII, (4) c).
For communication activities, a budget of EUR 400,000 (of which the ERDF provided EUR 268.000)
has been allocated for the period 2015–2023 (as specified in Annex XII, (4) d).
The internal organisational unit of the Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy in Slovenia, in its function as the MA of the cooperation programme, is
responsible for the implementation of the communication strategy. To fulfil this task, a person in
charge was designated (as specified in Annex XII, (4) e).
The communication strategy provides a set of indicators (output indicators, result indicators) and
methodological remarks for monitoring and evaluating the achievement of communication
objectives (as required under Annex XII, (4) g).
The communication strategy also includes a SWOT analysis and experience from the previous
period (as required under Annex XII, (4) h).
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So far, no communication strategy changes have been made, but annual communication plans
for 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018 have been elaborated and approved by the MC (as specified in
Annex XII, (4) (i)).
The Communication Manager reported to the MC on the progress of implementation of the
communication strategy every year, and annual communication plans were approved.
•

Article 117 Information and communication officers and their networks

The internal organisational unit of the Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy in Slovenia, in its function as the MA of the cooperation programme, has
designated a person to be in charge of coordinating programme communication.
This person is located in the JS and coordinates with the other staff of the JS on a day-to-day
basis. When needed for specific communication activities, this person coordinates also with the
Communication Officers in the Unit for Public Relations and Promotion of the Government of
Slovenia and the Austrian RAs.
The communication strategy of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020 and the subsequent provisions within
the programme generally comply with Regulation (EU) No. 1303/2013 (Articles 115–117 and Annex
XII).
Only specific information on what materials (in addition to the programme website) will be made
available for people with disabilities is missing from the strategy.
Reviewing the existing communication tools and materials, presenting the existing measures that
also take into account the needs of people with disabilities, proposing possible improvements
and summarising all these existing and planned measures serve as an addition to the
communication strategy.
THE IMPLEMENTATION SYSTEM
The internal organisational unit of the Government Office for Development and European
Cohesion Policy in Slovenia, in its function as the MA of the CP, is responsible for the
implementation of the communication strategy. A person has been designated to be in charge
of fulfilling this task. This person, in addition to acting as the Communication Manager of the
programme, also functions as the Contract Manager of the programme´s TA projects.
Whereas this person is in charge of the overall programme communication, further
communication tasks at a regional level in Austria are organised by the respective RAs. In Slovenia,
communication at a national level for all EU programmes is organised by a management unit28
within the Government Office for Development and European Cohesion Policy in Slovenia.
The main coordination of communication activities takes place at the MC meetings (reporting
on past activities, presentation, discussion and coordination of planned activities). Apart from

28

Unit for Public Relations and Promotion in the Government of Slovenia.
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this, additional communication among responsible persons takes place. The persons involved in
communication activities consider this coordination sufficient and satisfactory.
The system for programme communication is set up and functioning, both at the central level
and in the two Member States.
Coordination among the involved persons takes place on a non-systematic basis. The partners
involved consider the necessary information exchange sufficient and satisfactory.
PHASES OF COMMUNICATION
The communication strategy distinguishes three phases of communication with a different focus
and one continuous activity throughout the entire programme period:
•

Phase 1: Promoting the results, benefits and best practices of the OP SI–AT 2007–2013
(2014–2016)

•

Phase 2: Promoting funding opportunities in the framework of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020
(2016–2020)

•

Phase 3: Promoting the results, benefits and best practices of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020
(2017–2023)

•

Provision of information and support to (potential) beneficiaries and programme partners
(entire programme period)

•

Ad Phase 1

The programme was officially approved in September 2015. The main communication activity
regarding the results, benefits and best practices of the previous programme period was the
publication of all old projects (2016). This publication is available both in hard copy (distribution
at the programme kick-off event, for previous project partners, at programme information events)
and electronically as a download from the programme’s website.
•

Ad Phase 2

So far, the main focus of communication activities was connected to this phase of promoting
funding opportunities in the framework of the CP SI–AT 2014–2020. In this context:
o

information on the website about the open call for projects was published, as well as
guidance documents and materials for applicants;

o

brochures/information materials (cooperation programme document, citizen summary
of the CP SI–AT, information leaflet comparing the old and the new CP SI–AT) were
available;

o

e-newsletters communicated information about the open call and selected projects;

o

four information events and eight workshops for potential applicants (six in each of the
Member States) were held when the open call was published,

o
•

the JS and the NA/RAs provided face-to-face information and support to applicants.

Ad Phase 3
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Regarding the promotion, the results, benefits and best practices of the CP SI–AT, information
about approved projects as well as information about and from the projects is published on the
website and on social media (Facebook) as well communicated in the e-newsletters.
On European Day 2018, an excursion to supported projects was organised with 350 participants.
This event was accompanied by advertising in regional newspapers and achieved broad media
coverage.
A “storytelling event” was organised in 2018. The PPs from this programme period met for a
diverse, social gathering where the projects were presented.
•

Ad Provision of information and support to (potential) beneficiaries and programme
partners

In this respect, the JS is continuously employing the entire set of communication tools. Specifically,
the JS:
o

provided information on the website about the published open call for projects, as well
as guidance documents and materials for applicants;

o

published brochures/information materials (the CP document, citizen summary of the
CP SI–AT, information leaflet comparing the old and the new CP SI–AT);

o

published e-newsletters that are communicating information about the open call and
selected projects;

o

organised four information events and eight workshops for potential applicants (six in
each of the Member States), which were held when the open call was published,

o

provided, together with the NA/RAs, face-to-face information and support to
applicants;

o

was in permanent contact with all programme partners and kept them informed about
the programme activities.

The implementation system for the communication strategy of the CP is well-established and
effectively involving programme partners at the programme level (JS) and in the two Member
States.
Communication activities of the programme are following the phases of communication as
distinguished in the communication strategy, and progress in specific activities can be recorded.
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