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I. Main results of the evaluation

1 Context of the evaluation

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary as Managing Authority (MA) and the Ministry of
European Integration of Serbia as National Authority (NA) scheduled the so-called Second Phase
evaluation of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia' for 2022.
Regarding the schedule, 2™ Phase evaluation follows the 1 Phase of a combined evaluation of 2019. The
evaluation will also feed into the next Annual Implementation Report (AIR).

Central European Service for Cross-Border Initiatives (CESCI) was assigned with the
elaboration of the Second Phase evaluation of the programme. CESCI is one of the strategic
partners of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade of Hungary drawing financial support from the
Ministry on a yearly basis. Based on this strategic partnership, CESCI was assigned to perform the
evaluation of this programme as well.

Considering the content of the assignment, it was defined in the evaluation plans in a way that it
should improve the quality of the implementation of the programme as well as it should assess its
effectiveness, efficiency and impact.

The task was separated into three working phases. The most important steps of the evaluation
procedure were as follows:

1. Pooling information: in order to avoid the risks of misunderstandings and misinterpretation,
in the first phase the experts carried out a comprehensive information gathering process.

2. Producing materials: based on the massive data and information storage created during the
first working phase, the production of materials started. This phase included the evaluations,
assessments and analyses of the assignment. During this phase, consultation opportunities
were organised in order to ensure a professional control over the progress of the evaluation.

3. Fine-tuning: the last, and in this case the next, phase of the work is dedicated to the fine-
tuning to be carried out together with the representatives of the programme management.
After the delivery of the evaluation documents, the representatives of the programme
management have a few weeks to comment them. After that, if necessary, CESCI will
introduce modifications in the texts to be presented at the upcoming Joint Monitoring
Committee (JMC) meeting. This phase ends with a project closing meeting where the lessons
learnt and questions still open can be discussed.

The last comprehensive evaluation of the Cooperation Programme (CP) was conducted just before
the peak of the implementation of the Programme. Regarding the scheduling of the projects, the
peak period covered the fulfilment of the winner projects in the 2"* and 3™ Calls for Proposals' (CfPs),
since a massive number of projects ended or started their implementation at that time period (2019-
2022). In that case, the cut-off date of the processed data was September 30, 2018, and the final
evaluation report was approved on October 7, 2019. Over the last three years, a lot of visible progress

T Hereinafter the following expressions and abbreviations will be used: Cooperation Programme,
Programme/programme, CP, HUSRB.
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has been made in the implementation of the Programme; however, the relatively low level of the
approved final reports makes it hard to measure the results and draw a clear picture of the impacts
of the Programme. At the current cut-off date (12 April, 2022), the rate of the approved final project
reports is under 60%. All findings of this evaluation document should be considered in light of this
fact.

2 Overview of the Programme’s implementation

The territorial scope of the INTERREG — IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia Programme (hereinafter also
referred to as CP, Cooperation Programme or Programme) is the same as in the previous Cooperation
Programme (2007-2013) between the two countries. Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia is the fourth
generation of the cross-border cooperation programmes in the Hungary-Serbia border region.

The following two NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics) level lll regions (‘varmegye’)
are covered by the Cooperation Programme in Hungary:

e Csongrad-Csanad county;
e Bacs-Kiskun county.

The seven territorial units (‘'okrug’) which are equivalent regions to the Hungarian ones and are
covered by the Programme in the non-Member State Serbia are as follows:

e West Backa District (Zapadnobacki upravni okrug)

¢ North Backa District (Severnobacki upravni okrug)

e North Banat District (Severnobanatski upravni okrug)
e South Backa District (Juznobacki upravni okrug)

e Central Banat District (Srednjobanatski upravni okrug)
e South Banat District (Juznobanatski upravni okrug)

e Srem District (Sremski upravni okrug)

The Programme covers 34 335 km? (larger than that of Belgium) and affects 2.76 million inhabitants
(similarly to the population size of Latvia).
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Figure 1: Map of the programme area
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The total EU contribution to the Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programme (ERDF/IPA-Instrument
for Pre-Accession Assistance) is 65 124 000 EUR. Taking into consideration the national counterpart
(including also the own contribution of project partners), the total budget of Programme is
76 616 474 EUR.

Figure 2: Overview of the Programme?
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The programme budget was divided among four Priority axes which gathered the applications by
thematical focus. During the programme period, the JMC decided three times about the modification
of the reallocations between the priorities.

The timeframe of the Programme covers 7 + 3 years, since the eligible starting date was January 1,
2014, while the determined last end date is the last day of 2023. The Programme went through four
modifications as summarised in the table below (Table 7). Figure 3 shows the reallocations between

2 Source: http://www.interreg-ipa-husrb.com/en/file/1323/
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priorities during the programming period. More details about the modifications are provided in the
chapter “Il. 2 General features and performance of the programme”.

Table 1: Details of the different modifications of the Programme

Referred name

. Justification for amendment
in the assessment

First version -

Second version Performance framework was needed to imply in the CP.

The modification request contains a budget reallocation between priority axes
and a technical modification due to an institutional change in the Managing
Authority. The budget reallocation is proposed based on JMC decision 45/2017
(November 13, 2017) relating to the allocations for the upcoming 3" CfP.

Third version

The modification request contains a temporary modification of the co-

Fourth version . . o
financing rate to 100% and an update of indicator target values

Figure 3: Reallocations between priorities during the programming period
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development

Source: CP (Cooperation Programme), JMC decisions

The process of the applications was determined by 3 CfPs which were closed in 2016, 2017 and 2018,
respectively. The 1% CfP was a restricted one, since it focused on the strategic projects, whereas the
2" and 3™ CfPs were both open CfPs which provided opportunities for the regular (traditional)
projects.
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Figure 4: Number of projects per PAs and CfPs
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Taking into consideration the status of project implementation at the cut-off date (April 12, 2022),
72% of the projects (85 units) had by then been closed and there were only 33 projects (28%) still
running.

Figure 5: The financial progress of the programme per PAs regarding the EU Contribution
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The following table (Table 2) gives an overview of the ongoing implementation of the programme.
It summarises all the main features of the process.

Table 2: Overview of the PA's implementation

PAID | PA Name Key information on the implementation

PA1 Improving cross- | After the 4™ version of the CP, this priority represents 27.33% of the
border water Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA) funding allocated for the
management and | programme (17 800 708 euros (EUR)).
risk prevention The specific objective (SO) of this Priority axis (PA)? is to decrease
systems environmental risks (e.g. drought, flood, etc.) and prevent negative effects

on quality of water bodies and nature protected areas.

The beneficiaries of the PA actions are water management organisations in
partnership with the relevant public organisations, local governments,
associations, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO), etc.

All three Calls for Proposal included this PA.The number of contracted
projects under the 15t CfP (with strategic importance) is 2 projects, under the
2" CfP it is 7 projects and under the 3™ CfP it is 2 projects.

The total number of applications under PA1 was 27. Nearly half of the
applications (11 units, 40.7%) were contracted. Out of 11 projects, 8 projects
(73%) were technically and administratively closed at the cut-off date (April
12, 2022), while the number of on-going projects is 3 (27%).

Regarding the European Union (EU) Contribution, 89% of it

(16 437 946 EUR) had been validated until the cut-off date, while 7% of the
allocation (1 307 928 EUR) has not been validated yet and currently the
remaining sum (709 328 EUR) represents 4% of the total value.

In terms of the result indicators (RI), one result indicator (RI/1.1 Water
quality (good ecological status) of cross-border surface water bodies (rivers
and water flows) in the eligible area)* belongs to the PA1, which achieved
the target value (Baseline: 2.91; Value of 2021: 2.04; Target value: 2.7). The
original result indicator was not selected prudently since it did not consider
the availability of data, that is why the redefinition of the indicator was
necessary during the programme.

Three output indicators (Ol) have been assigned to PA1, out of which none
of them achieved the target value in 2021, but the fulfilment of the Ol/1.1
(Population benefiting from flood protection measures) and Ol/1.2 (Length of
new or improved water management system) is above 90%. On the other
hand, the third indicator (Ol/1.3 Surface area of habitats supported in order
to attain a better conservation status) achieved only 11.8% of the target
value. The potential values based on projects’ expectations show that all
indicators’ fulfilment will be guaranteed, moreover the target values will be
overpassed.

3 Priority axis will be abbreviated to PA in the following text. Depending on the Priority axis PA might be
used together with the number of the given Priority axis (e.g. PA2).

4 In the case of the first appearance of each indicator, the full name of the indicator is given. After that,
the indicators’ shortened name is used. Find more information about the abbreviations in the Annex (///.
3 List of the shortened name of the indicators).
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PAID | PA Name Key information on the implementation

PA2 Decreasing the After the 4t version of the CP, this priority represents 24.33% of the IPA

bottlenecks of funding allocated to the programme (15 482 100 EUR).
cros§—border The specific objective of this PA is to increase the capacities of border
traffic crossings and the connected transport lines through promoting

development of road transport and the use of sustainable transport modes.

The beneficiaries of the PA actions are national, county and regional level
bodies and their organisations are responsible for the development of
cross-border transport, railway management and development companies,
border control and customs administrations, organisations that maintain the
transport stations and operating public transport.

All three CfPs included this PA. The number of contracted projects under the
15t CfP (with strategic importance) is 2 projects, under the 2" CfP is
3 projects and under the 3 CfP is 5 projects.

The total number of applications under PA2 was 17. More than half of the
applications (10 units, 58.8%) were contracted. Out of 10 projects, half of
them (5 projects, 50%) had been technically and administratively closed at
the cut-off date (April 12, 2022), while the 5 projects of the 3™ CfP (50%) are
on-going.

Regarding the EU Contribution, 83% of it (13 430 722 EUR) had been
validated until the cut-off date, while 15% of the allocation (2 394 116 EUR)
has not been validated yet and the remaining sum (276 189 EUR) represents
2% of the total value.

In terms of the result indicators, one result indicator (RI/2.7 Share of border-
crossing traffic at smaller border-crossing points within all border-crossing
traffic) belongs to PA2. The target value (40%) was already reached in 2019,
amounting to 42.66%, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic the value of 2021
(39.22%) slipped slightly below the target value. However, the fulfilment of
the expectations will be ensured.

Six output indicators have been assigned to PA2, out of which four
indicators (Ol/2.2 Total length of newly built roads, Ol/2.3 Total length of
reconstructed or upgraded roads, Ol/2.4 Total length of newly built bicycle
paths and Ol/2.5 Total length of the railway line directly affected by
development plans) achieved the respective target values. The fulfilment of
the other two indicators (0l/2.1 Number of improved or newly built border
crossing points and OIl/2.6 Number of improved public transport services) is
ensured by the 3 CfP since the number of relevant projects under the
previous CfPs was really limited. According to the potential values, the
fulfilment of all indicators will be guaranteed.

PA3 Encouraging After the 4t version of the CP, this priority represents 27.65% of the IPA
tourism and funding allocated to the programme (18 005 977 EUR).

cultural heritage The specific objectives are the creation of commonly coordinated cross-
cooperation border tourism destinations based on the complementary local assets to
ensure sustainable development of tourism potentials, and also promoting
cooperation activities in the fields of culture, leisure, sport, and nature
protection.

10
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PA ID

PA Name

Key information on the implementation

The beneficiaries of the PA actions are regional tourism organisations with
the involvement of local tourism destination-management associations,
NGOs, the local county and regional level authorities and bodies, local
governments and their organisations, etc.

All three CfPs included this PA. The number of contracted projects under
the 15t CfP (with strategic importance) is only 1 project, under the 2" CfP it
is 40 projects and under the 3™ CfP it is 29 projects.

The total number of applications under PA3 was 219. Nearly one-third of
the applications (70 units, 32%) were contracted.

Out of 70 projects, 39 projects (56%) were technically and administratively
closed at the cut-off date (April 12, 2022), while the number of on-going
projects is 31 (44%).

Regarding the EU Contribution, 71% (12 987 174 EUR) has been validated
until the cut-off date, while 25% of the allocation (4 554 914 EUR) has not
been validated yet and the remaining sum (777 192 EUR) represents 4% of
the total value.

In terms of the result indicators, 2 result indicators belong to the PA3. The
target value of RI/3.T (Number of overnight stays) has already been fulfilled
in 2019 and 2021, while the RI/3.2 (Level of cross-border cooperation
intensity of the public and non-profit organisations dealing with cultural,
leisure sport and nature protection issues) has not achieved the required
goal, but the progress of this indicator is also promising.

Three output indicators have been assigned to PA3, out of which Ol/3.7
(Number of visits to supported sites of cultural and natural heritage and
attractions) and Ol/3.3 (Average monthly user entries to online
communication tools developed) exceeded the targets. However, the 0//3.2
(Number of joint cultural, recreational and other types of community events
and actions organised) indicator has also a good progress to complete the
target values until 2023.

PA4

Enhancing SMEs’
economic
competitiveness
through
innovation driven
development

After the 4t version of the CP, this priority represents 10.69% of the IPA
funding allocated to the programme (6 962 100 EUR).

The specific objective of this PA is to enhance the growth capabilities and
employment potential of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)
through the development and adaptation of new technologies, processes,
products or services.

The beneficiaries of the PA actions are economic clusters, business and
innovation support organisations in cooperation with R&D&I and higher
education institutions, vocational and adult training organisations, labour
market organisations that coordinate labour flow in the cross-border area,
chambers of commerce, public organisations or NGOs, etc.

The first CfP was a restricted CfP and did not include this PA. The last two
CfPs, however, already included this PA. The number of contracted projects
under the 2" CfP is 17 projects and under the 3™ CfP it is 10 projects.

The total number of applications under PA4 was 123. Less than 25% of the
applications (27 units, 22%) were contracted.

Out of 27 projects, 17 projects (63%) were technically and administratively
closed at the cut-off date (April 12, 2022), while 10 projects (37%) of the 3™
CfP are ongoing.

11
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PA ID

PA Name

Key information on the implementation

Regarding the EU Contribution, 64% (4 532 718 EUR) has been validated
until the cut-off date, while 29% of the allocation (2 095 320 EUR) has not
been validated yet and the remaining sum (475 326 EUR) represents 7% of
the total value.

In terms of the result indicators, one result indicator (RI/4.1 Rate of
innovative SMEs in the cross-border region) belongs to the PA4, which
significantly surpassed the target value.

Four output indicators have been assigned to PA4, out of which three
indicators (Ol/4.1 Number of enterprises cooperating with research
institutions, Ol/4.2 Number of organisations actively participating in the work
of the "knowledge platforms”, Ol/4.4 Rate of persons from vulnerable groups
involved in supported actions) fulfilled the previously determined goals. The
slow progress of 0l/4.3 (Number of months spent in the institutions and
companies on the other side of the border through scholarships) is due to the
fact that it was not covered by projects contracted before 2020.
Furthermore, Ol/4.4 (Persons from vulnerable groups) was misunderstood by
many beneficiaries which caused inconsistent and unharmonized data.
According to the potential values, all target values will be achieved by the
end of 2023.

PA5

Technical
Assistance (TA)

This priority represents 10% of the IPA funding allocated to the programme
(6 512 400 EUR).

The specific objective of this PA is ensuring the effective management and
implementation of the HUSRB CBC Programme.

The beneficiaries of the PA actions are the Programme Bodies.

Neither the affected CfPs, nor the numbers of applications are relevant in
this PA.

There are 8 PA5-related projects all of which are on-going until the end of
the programme period.

10% of the Cooperation Programme budget was allocated to Technical
Assistance which was fully contracted within the framework of the TA
projects. The amount of validated TA costs (regarding the EU Contribution)
is 3 365 897 EUR which is more than half (52%) of the allocated TA budget.

There are no result indicators under PAb.

Three output indicators have been assigned to PA5 and all of them
outperformed the target values.

12
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3 Main findings of the evaluation

3.1

Main findings for PA1

These are the main findings regarding the PA1 based on the above-described evaluation aspects:

Intervention logic: Both the territorial analysis and the general opinion of the stakeholders
indicate that the objectives of the PA1 (Improving cross-border water management and risk
prevention systems) are a significant field of cooperation; however, based on stakeholder
consultation, the PA1 has been too focused on water-related interventions such as flood
prevention and water quality. Due to this approach, other essential challenges (air pollution,
waste management, soil quality, etc.) were not targeted enough with cross-border projects.
In addition, water retention ability, tackling of water scarcity and droughts have to be better
addressed as climate change intensifies with the spread of alien species, the emergence of
fires, and shrinking water habitats. In spite of these statements, the projects of the PAT1,
especially the strategic ones, contributed to relevant developments and cooperation in the
field of common environmental needs, which would not be possible without cross-border
funding such as reconstruction of canals and creation of a water monitoring system. The
conservation of key species and their habitats and blocking the spread of invasive alien plants
in particular were addressed. See the chapter: //. 3.7.7 Short introduction of PAT.

CfPs and projects: Under PA1, three calls for proposals were published during the
programming period. The total number of applications under PA1 was 27. Nearly half of the
applications (11 units, 40.7%) were contracted. 74.87% of the total PA budget was allocated
to two strategic projects: BABECA® carried out a complex development of the regional water
management system of the area of Baja-Bezdan, while WASIDCA® improved the water
supplies in the region of Domaszék main canal. In the two regular CfPs, five projects were
aimed at water related actions, and four at nature protection and conservation. See the
chapter: Il. 3.1.2 Performance evaluation (PA1) (Implementation progress).

Performance: Out of the 11 contracted PA1 projects 3 projects did not have approved final
report at the time of the cut-off date, out of which one project belonged to the 1°* CfP and 2
projects belonged to the 3™ CfP. The IPA funding progressed well since 89% of the contracted
EU Contribution (16 437 946 EUR) has been certified, 7% (1 307 928 EUR) has not been
validated, and the remaining amount is 709 328 EUR (4%). See the chapter: /. 3.1.2
Performance evaluation (PA1) (Implementation progress).

In relation to the output indicators, three indicators have been assigned to PA1. In 2021
none of the indicators achieved the target values, but there were significant differences in the
degree of distance from the target values. Although the fulfilment of the first two indicators

> ID: HUSRB/1601/11/0001; Name: The complex water management development of the area of the Baja-

Bezdan Canal

6 ID: HUSRB/1601/11/0004; Name: Water supply and water infrastructure development in the boundary
catchment areas

13
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is above 90% (OI/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection measures’: 94.9%; Ol/1.2 New
or improved water management system: 96.1%), the latest reported value of Ol/1.3 Supported
area of habitats is only 11.8% of the target value. However, the potential values based on
projects’ expectations show that the fulfilment of all indicators will be guaranteed, moreover,
the target values will be overpassed. See the chapter: /. 3.1.2 Performance evaluation (PAT)
(Implementation progress).

Regarding the result indicator of the PAT, it has to be highlighted that due to the lack of
verifiable data, the original result indicator (RI/1.7 Water quality) had to be slightly redefined.
According to the AIR-2021, the data available have shown improvement since 2015, and reach
the goal (Baseline: 2.91; Value of 2021: 2.04; Target value: 2.7). The selection of the result
indicators should be carried out more carefully in consideration of the availability of data. See
the chapter: /l. 3.1.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PAT).

Beneficiaries: The PA tends to prioritize those water management-related actions which
require the involvement of larger institutions having the appropriate competencies,
institutional and financial capacities. This strongly limits the range of potential applicants;
smaller organisations have no real chance to participate. In general water management
authorities/bodies and universities are the centrepieces of the partnership network, at the
same time no beneficiaries governed by private law have been selected for funding. The
partner budget was 571 368 EUR per beneficiary, which is significantly higher than the
programme average. See the chapter: //. 3.7.3.3 Analysis of the partnerships (PAT).

Territorial balance: Considering the EU contribution by countries, the country balance is in
favour of Hungary (10.7 million EUR), however the number of Serbian beneficiaries exceeds
that of the Hungarians, which resulted in remarkably lower EU contribution per beneficiary
on the Serbian side (7.8 million EUR). The reason behind this is the fact that the Lead
Beneficiaries (LBs) of both strategic projects are Hungarians. See the chapter: /. 3.71.3.4
Analysis of the territorial coverage (PAT).

The territorial pattern of the LBs is highly concentrated in the  bigger cities (Novi Sad,
Subotica, Baja, Szeged, Kanjiza, Novi Becej) due to the relatively narrow range of beneficiaries.
At the same time, project locations (where detectable infrastructural developments were
carried out) cover a significantly wider territory, especially in Hungary, where almost the
whole programme area is covered by infrastructural developments. In contrast, the spatial
distribution of physical developments on the Serbian side is poorer: only 7 out of the 59
project locations are situated in Serbia, and Severnobacka, Sremska and Juznobanatska have
no realized infrastructure developments. This is the most uneven distribution between the
two countries considering the 4 PAs, which also means that Serbian beneficiaries tend to
implement only soft activities within their project parts. See the chapter: //. 3.1.3.4 Analysis of
the territorial coverage (PAT).

The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents and the target
groups defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is also in line with

7

See the annex for the shortened name of the indicators ().
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the intention of the PA. The predefined target groups were typically affected to a similar
extent. See the chapter: //. 3.7.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target groups (PAT).

Cross-border relevance of the implemented projects: Behind two-thirds of PA1's projects,
there is long-lasting cooperation. Almost half of the projects developed mirror infrastructure,
which doesn't cross physically the border, but in these cases, it doesn't necessarily mean a
disadvantage. Despite the fact that the partners had different needs, the projects had
common aims, and in the end, through their developments, they built up a joint
environmental system. See the chapter: //. 3.1.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PAT).

Synergies with EU level programmes: The following three PAs of the EU Strategy for the
Danube Region (EUSDR) are affected mostly by direct positive impacts from the HUSRB-PAT
projects: ‘PA-5 Environmental Risks’ (73% of the HUSRB-PA1 projects have direct, while 18%
of the projects have indirect, positive impacts), ‘PA-6 Biodiversity, Landscapes and Air & Soil’
(55% direct positive, 45% indirect positive impacts) and ‘PA 4 Water Quality’ (36% direct
positive, 36% indirect positive impacts). The HUSRB-PA1's projects have only modest
contribution to the EU2020 headline targets. It is based mainly on the different scope of the
aims. See the chapter: /. 3.1.3.8 Synergies with relevant European and national level
programmes (PAT).

Influence factors®: Among the most important external influence factors of the PA1's
impacts are the increasing challenges of climate change; the limited resources for the cross-
border environmental investments and the long, unexpected procedures on the two sides of
the border for obtaining the permission for the infrastructural developments. As for the
positive factors, the long history of cross-border nature protection should be mentioned. The
impacts of the PA1 were in line with the INTERREG programme of RO-HU and the Hungarian
Environmental and Energy Efficiency Operational Programme (KEHOP). See the chapter: //.
3.1.3.9 Influence factors regarding the impacts (PAT).

Durability of partnerships: The PA1 is characterized by long-lasting, professionally well-
founded partnerships. See the chapter: //. 3.1.3.5 Durability of the projects (PAT).

Durability of the developments: The majority of the projects with experienced and
competent beneficiaries implemented physical developments, some of which form part of
the public water management infrastructure. In terms of durability, it means a guarantee for
maintaining the results in the long run. See the chapter: //. 3.7.3.5 Durability of the projects
(PAT).

Cost-efficiency: Within action 1.1 the ratio of internal professional staff cost compared to
the expenses of all professional tasks is only 51%. It means that almost half of the professional
(core) activities (studies, statistics, databases and research) seem to be outsourced to external
contractors, which raises reasonability and sustainability concerns. See the chapter: //. 3.7.4
Efficiency analysis (PAT).

8

They are those external and internal factors which have a direct or indirect impact on the
implementation of the Programme.
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3.2 Main findings for PA2

These are the main findings regarding the PA2 based on the above-applied evaluation aspects:

Intervention logic: The relevance of the PA2 (Decreasing the bottlenecks of cross-border
traffic) is indisputable, but its specificity reduced its popularity among the stakeholders, and
it led to a low number of applications. However, the relatively high average allocations of the
projects within the PA2 indicate a focused and efficient implementation of the Programme.
The challenge regarding the absence of good transport connections and few border crossing
points was properly addressed. The least successfully addressed challenges include poor
transport infrastructure, bicycle routes and water transport in particular. See the chapter: /.
3.2.1 Short introduction of the PA2’s intervention logic.

CfPs and projects: Under PA2, three CfPs were published during the programming period.
The total number of applications under PA2 was 17. More than half of the applications (10
units, 58.8%) were contracted. 48.58% of the total PA budget was allocated to two strategic
projects: one of them (Kiibekhaza-Rabe® border crossing road) aimed to develop a new
border crossing opportunity between Kiibekhaza and Rabe (Rabé) settlements, while the
other (Dream Railway'®) developed the technical documentation for the Subotica-Bacsalmas-
Baja section (a section formerly not covered by design documentations) of the Szeged-
Subotica-Bacsalmas-Baja railway line. Within the two regular CfPs, seven projects were aimed
at border crossing point development related actions, and one at improving public transport
services and railway lines. See the chapter: /. 3.2.2 Performance evaluation (PA2)
(Implementation progress).

Performance: Out of the 10 contracted PA2 projects 5 projects did not have approved final
report at the time of the cut-off date and all of these projects belong to the 3™ CfP. The IPA
funding progressed well since 83% of the contracted EU Contribution (13 430 722 EUR) has
been certified, 15% (2 394 116 EUR) has not been validated, and the remaining amount is
276 189 EUR (2%). See the chapter: /. 3.2.2 Performance evaluation (PA2) (Implementation
progress).

Output indicators: Six output indicators have been assigned to PA2, out of which four
indicators (Ol/2.2 Newly built roads, Ol/2.3 Reconstructed or upgraded roads, Ol/2.4 New
bicycle paths and OI/2.5 Railway line directly affected by development plans) achieved the
target values. The fulfilment of the other two indicators (Ol/2.7 Improved or newly built border
crossing points and Ol/2.6 Public transport services) is ensured by the 3™ CfP since the number
of relevant projects under the previous CfPs was really limited. According to the potential
values, the fulfilment of all indicators will be guaranteed. See the chapter: //. 3.2.2 Performance
evaluation (PA2) (Implementation progress).

Result indicator: One result indicator (RI/2.1 Border-crossing traffic) belongs to the PA2. The
target value (40%) was already fulfilled in 2019 by 42.66%, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic

9

10

ID: HUSRB/1601/21/0003; Name: Development of a Road Border Crossing at Kiibekhaza (HU) - Rabe
(SRB) area

ID: HUSRB/1601/22/0002; Name: Elaboration of Technical Documentation of Subotica-Baja Railway Line
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the value of 2021 (39.22%) slipped slightly below the target value. However, the fulfilment of
the expectations will be ensured. See the chapter: /. 3.2.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result
indicators (PA2).

Beneficiaries: The PA obviously focused on transport infrastructure developments which
require the involvement of national, regional and local governments, state-level companies
having the appropriate competencies, institutional and financial capacities. This strongly
limits the range of potential applicants; smaller organisations have no real chance to
participate. The average budget per beneficiary is 653 186 EUR, which is the highest
considering the 4 PAs. At the same time, it must be noted that 53.3% of the total PA budget
has been allocated to 3 beneficiaries, mainly in the framework of strategic projects. See the
chapter: /l. 3.2.3.3 Analysis of the partnerships (PA2).

Territorial balance: Considering the EU contribution by countries, the balance is slightly in
favour of Serbia. In parallel, the number of beneficiaries is similarly balanced between the two
sides of the border. Strategic projects were large projects in terms of EU contribution as they
almost reached the total amount allocated to regular projects. More than half of this amount
of money was used by the Hungarian partners, even if the majority of the strategic projects’
partners is Serbian. Regarding the two LBs of the strategic projects, one of them is Hungarian
and the other one is Serbian. This relative balance is not reflected in financial terms, since the
Hungarian LB allocated a higher amount of its own contribution than its Serbian counterpart.
Regarding the open CfPs, the Serbian partners absorbed the larger amount of the EU
contribution, which is more significant in the case of LBs (76%). See the chapter: /I. 3.2.3.4
Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA2).

Territorial pattern: Lead Beneficiaries are highly concentrated in the bigger cities on both
sides of the border (Novi Sad with 35.8%, Szeged with 28.6% and Subotica with 8.5% of EU
contribution, respectively). The territorial distribution of project locations (where detectable
infrastructural developments were carried out) is characterised by strong concentration on
the border area, to the border infrastructure. Furthermore, the eastern part of the border and
its vicinity attracted more projects than the western microregions. Understandably, large
inland areas further away from the border lack any concrete investments. See the chapter: //.
3.2.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA2).

Target groups: The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents
and the target groups defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is
also in line with the intention of the PA. The respondents who were implementing a project
deemed the success of the different means of communication a bit less successful in reaching
the target recipients of the project. See the chapter: //. 3.2.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target
groups (PA2).

Cross-border relevance: Owing to the character of the CfPs and the strategic projects as
well, most of the projects were aimed at constructing transport infrastructure with high cross-
border relevance. Regarding “physical” materialisation, common cross-border infrastructure
represents a very high share (50%) owing to constructed roads, bicycle paths and border
crossing infrastructure, in particular. The largest number of projects created cross-border
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infrastructure and were based on regular, long-standing forms of cooperation (5 projects,
50%). See the chapter: /I. 3.2.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PAZ2).

Synergies with EU level programmes: Quite obvious synergies can be observed between
the PA2 of the HUSRB and the following Priority Areas of the EUSDR: ‘PA 1B Rail-Road-Air
Mobility’ (90% of the HUSRB-PA2 projects have direct, while 10% of the projects have indirect
positive impacts), ‘PA 11 Security’ (70% direct positive, 30% indirect positive impacts). Despite
the original objectives of the PA2, no effect on the 'PA 1A Waterways Mobility’ can be
detected. The highest share of projects contributing positively to the EU2020 headline target
can be shown in the case of the employment goal. At some level, all ten projects contributed
to an increase in employment by eliminating transport bottlenecks. See the chapter: /. 3.2.3.8
Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA2).

Influence-factors: Several external factors had a negative influence on the completion of the
targeted impacts. The COVID-19 pandemic restriction rules and their frequent change
disrupted cross-border transport services. The migration crisis also affected the different
types of border crossings. The long processes of obtaining the various building permissions
also caused some delays regarding the infrastructural developments. Regarding the
programmes with the highest overall value to support the impact of the PA2 were the
Hungarian Integrated Transport Development Operational Programme (IKOP) connected to
transport development and the Hungarian Territorial and Settlement Development Operative
Programme (TOP) connected to regional and urban development. See the chapter: /. 3.2.3.9
Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA2).

Durability of partnerships: The PA is characterized by strong, balanced partnerships with
common history (ranging from informal to institutionalised forms of cooperation). See the
chapter: /l. 3.2.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA2).

Durability of the developments: projects tend to represent a single stage (i.e. planning or
construction) in long-lasting (meaning: over the whole programming period) transport
initiatives, where the different stages complement or strengthen each other. This
phenomenon has a positive impact on the durability of the results. See the chapter: /. 3.2.3.5
Durability of the projects (PA2).

Cost-efficiency: The projects have a high need of external services and expertise which is
self-evident in this thematic field (i.e. local municipalities do not have the necessary skills and
competencies either to plan or to build the infrastructure required), however some cost items
(such as obtaining permissions, meeting varying technical standards) caused by the different
public administration systems on both sides of the border might be decreased by easing the
legal and administrative burdens or removing these obstacles. See the chapter: /. 3.2.4
Efficiency analysis (PA2).
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3.3

Main findings for PA3

These are the main findings regarding the PA2 based on the above-applied evaluation aspects:

Intervention logic: The overwhelming interest and good quality of applications received
during the last two CfPs for the PA3 (Encouraging cooperation in tourism and cultural
heritage preservation) made it quite clear that this PA addresses a wide range of potential
applicants. Due to this fact, the PA's allocation was increased by almost one-third compared
to the original allocation. Through these modifications, in the end, the Programme better
served the stakeholders' interests in line with the fact that PA3 has the genuine scope for the
smaller cross-border actions. Due to the relatively high original allocation rate dedicated to
the strategic project, the number of small-scale potential projects would have been strongly
limited. Out of the challenges of PA3 the biggest change was reached in lack of
interconnection amongst individual elements of supply, lack of integrated regional tourism
strategy and contribution to better understanding among people. On the other hand,
shortage of quality tourism is still a need to be tackled. Remaining/emerging needs still
include organisational development and promotion of networking among stakeholders. In
addition, developing quality tourism is still a need to be addressed. Soft projects should be
supported in the future as well. See the chapter: /. 3.3.7 Short introduction of the PA3's
intervention logic.

CfPs and projects: Under PA3, three calls for proposals were published during the
programming period. The total number of applications under PA3 was 219. Nearly one-third
of the applications (70 units, 32%) were contracted. 17.65% of the total PA budget was
allocated to one strategic project: Colourful Cooperation developed a comprehensive cultural
strategy for the entire Hungarian-Serbian border region. Within the two open CfPs, 25
projects were aimed at tourist products, services and attractions related actions, 21 projects
at cultural, community events, sport, leisure, nature protection related actions, 12 projects at
cultural and community events related actions, and, finally, 11 projects at sport, leisure and
other minor actions. See the chapter: //. 3.3.2 Performance evaluation (PA3) (Implementation
progress).

Performance: Out of the 70 contracted PA3 projects 31 projects did not have approved final
report at the time of the cut-off date, out of which 2 projects belonged to the 2" CfP and 29
projects belonged to the 3™ CfP. The IPA funding progressed well since 71% of the contracted
EU Contribution (12 987 174 EUR) has been certified, 25% (4 554 914 EUR) has not been
validated, and the remaining amount is 777 192 EUR (4%). See the chapter: /. 3.3.2
Performance evaluation (PA3) (Implementation progress).

Output indicators: Three output indicators have been assigned to PA3, out of which O//3.7
Visits of supported sites and Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools overperformed the
targets. However, the Ol/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other community events indicator
also has a good progress to meet the target values until 2023. See the chapter: /. 3.3.2
Performance evaluation (PA3) (Implementation progress).

Result indicators: Two result indicators are used in the PA3. The target value of RI/3.7
Overnight stays has already been fulfilled in 2019 and 2021, while the RI/3.2 CBC intensity of
public and non-profit organisations has not achieved the required goal, but the progress of
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this indicator is also promising. The data of RI/3.2 CBC intensity of public and non-profit
organisations can be obtained by online survey (additional research) and these cannot be
collected from reliable public registers. See the chapter: //. 3.3.3.2 Indicator value analysis:
result indicators (PA3).

Beneficiaries: Large numbers of various different beneficiaries were listed in the CfPs. Local
governments, regional governments as well as NGOs, e.g. civil society organisations dealing
with sport, culture, and youth affairs stand out among most frequently addressed potential
beneficiaries. Universities and other higher education institutions were not listed directly in
the CfPs, but their presence was also outstanding. On the other hand, the involvement and
participation of tourist-related organisations and regional and local institutes for the
protection of cultural monuments, organisations and institutions responsible for developing
and operating cultural information centres was less pronounced as it had earlier been
planned. The budget per partner was 123 028 EUR, the second lowest out of the four PAs.
See the chapter: /. 3.3.3.3 Analysis of the partnerships (PA3).

Territorial balance: The country balance is in favour of Hungary compared to Serbia
considering EU contribution, although more Serbian partners take part in PA3-related
projects than Hungarians. EU contribution for LBs in the case of Serbia is more than two times
lower than that of Hungary, but the majority of Hungarian LBs is only of moderate size.
Regarding the strategic project, however the LB is Hungarian (but a Euroregion, which is a
cross-border structure), the territorial distribution of the EU fund between the two countries
is balanced. In terms of the open CfPs, the predominance of the Serbian partners is not
observable in the distribution of EU contribution, which means that the allocation per
beneficiary is higher on the Hungarian side. See the chapter: //. 3.3.3.4 Analysis of the territorial
coverage (PA3).

Territorial pattern: It is exceptional in relation to this PA that there are almost equal numbers
of both LBs and Bs from a given country, in Hungary in particular. While in Hungary the
territorial pattern of LBs is geographically scattered, in Serbia the LBs come from the northern
part of Vojvodina. The spatial distribution of EU contribution is notably more dispersed
compared to PA1 and PA2. In the frameworks of PA3 even relatively small settlements
obtained a relatively significant amount of financial support. The spatial configuration of EU
contribution can be characterised by the Kecskemet-Szeged—-Novi Sad axis. Regarding
project locations, the biggest concentrations of developments are located in the District of
Baja and the District of Szeged. Juznobanatska has no location, but Sremska and Juznobacka
each possess only one element. See the chapter: /. 3.3.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage
(PA3).

Target groups: The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents
and the target groups defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is
also in line with the intention of the PA. The PA is centred on encouraging cooperation in
tourism and cultural heritage preservation and consequently the definition of the target
groups seems extremely versatile. The projects intended to cover a considerably colourful
section of the society, with each project focusing on different social segments. Some projects
tailored their activities according to different age groups, while others focused on people
practising different professions, but also the disadvantaged, the minorities and the disabled
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are mentioned as separate target groups. See the chapter: /. 3.3.3.6 Analysis of the impacted
target groups (PA3).

Cross-border relevance: Regarding the level of cooperation, the loosest type of ad-hoc
cooperation gained the highest shares (50%). The high number of people-to-people type of
actions tend to require less institutionalised forms of cooperation. Considering the
materialisation, the vast majority of projects (69%) can be classified as projects with soft
elements where no infrastructural development was realised (i.e. exchange events, joint
cultural, artistic and sports programmes). The PA, focusing on cultural, community events,
sport, leisure and partly tourism, has a less articulated material character. In line with the
frameworks provided by the calls for proposals, the soft materialisation and ad-hoc
cooperation projects (43%) represent the highest share owing to the less infrastructure-based
character of many tourism and culture related projects carried out. See the chapter: //. 3.3.3.7
Analysis of cross-border relevance (PA3).

Synergies with EU level programmes: As far as EUSDR is concerned PA 3 Culture & Tourism
is understandably the PA which is supported by far by the highest share (direct positive
contribution: 76%, positive contribution: 19%) of projects, followed by PA 10 Institutional
Capacity & Cooperation (direct positive impact: 43%, indirect positive impact: 15%) and PA 9
People & Skills (direct positive: 35%). Considering EU2020 targets, employment increase is
supported by the highest share of projects (65% of the projects contribute indirectly, and 1%
directly), followed by the reduction of the share of early school leavers and the increase of
share of the population having completed tertiary education (indirect positive contribution:
49%, direct contribution: 6%). The third most heavily impacted target area was the decrease
of poverty and social exclusion (indirect positive: 44%, direct positive: 6%). On the other hand,
R&D, emission of greenhouse gases (GHG), renewable energy and energy efficiency are
barely supported positively by any projects. See the chapter: //. 3.3.3.8 Synergies with relevant
European and national level programmes (PA3).

Influence-factors: In terms of the factors influencing the impacts of the PA COVID-19
pandemic has had a significant role owing to the relatively strong people-to-people character
of the PA that is based to a large extent on personal connections. Cross-border tourism,
events and cooperating activities suffered severe negative impacts. The progress of projects
was slower and significantly more prolonged, a high number of events and other programmes
were cancelled. Positive factors include that beneficiaries are now more familiar with other
national and EU funded financial sources (e.g. funds operated by the Serbian Ministries,
National Cultural Fund in Hungary or the Creative Europe Programme), and people-to-people
connections were developed thus potentially long-lasting partnerships have formed which
can result in new cross-border projects. Regarding the programmes with the highest overall
value supporting the impact of the PA3 are the INTERREG programme of Serbia and Croatia,
the Hungarian Human Resource Development Operational Programme (EFOP) focusing on
human resources, and the TOP on urban and regional developments. See the chapter: //.
3.3.3.9 Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA3).

Durability of partnerships: There are some well-founded and long-lasting partnerships, but
in general the bonds between the beneficiaries tend to be looser and more ad-hoc compared
to the other priority axes. However, it must be noted that the small-scale cultural, sport and
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leisure projects are those which can attract newcomers into the programme, as well as lay the
basis for future cooperation in any thematic field. See the chapter: //. 3.3.3.5 Durability of the
projects (PA3).

Durability of the developments: Although the durability assessment in case of soft projects
can be hardly performed based on the available information, it seems that project
beneficiaries rarely have tailor-made, exact plans to ensure long-term sustainability. See the
chapter: /l. 3.3.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA3).

Cost-efficiency: Several cultural and tourism related IT tools have been developed, the
potential overlap and oversupply of which (i.e. separate mobile applications for touristic
products in the same area) might lead to low visiting/downloading rates which makes them
hardly sustainable. See the chapter: /. 3.3.4 Efficiency analysis (PA3).

Main findings for PA4

These are the main findings regarding the PA4 based on the above-applied evaluation aspects:

Intervention logic: The opinions vary about the relevance and success of the PA4 (Enhancing
SMEs’ economic competitiveness through innovation-driven development). The number of
applicants was the second highest in the programme, but some aspects of the intervention
logic were not addressed by the applications on an equal level. During the different
stakeholder consultations many respondents criticized the specific objective supporting the
SMEs stating that this did not fit well into the general frameworks of the programme ('The
last priority related to SMEs is not adequate, as the rules of business in different countries are
different, as are the problems, and probably the lack of communication’). Vocational
education was the least addressed need. Remaining or emerging needs include better
knowledge transfer, more institutionalised cooperation forms, mutual knowledge of the
Serbian and Hungarian language. Mutual recognition of qualifications is also a need left to
be addressed. See the chapter: /. 3.4.7 Short introduction of the PA4’s intervention logic.

CfPs and projects: PA4 had a specific situation since the actions were not touched by the 1
CfP. The total number of applications under PA4 was 123. Less than 25% of the applications
(27 units, 22%) were contracted. In the two open CfPs, 10 projects targeted the action relating
to SMEs and research institutions, 12 projects focused on the social entrepreneurship related
action, while 5 projects concentrated on the scholarships related action. See the chapter: //.
3.4.2 Performance evaluation (PA4) (Implementation progress).

Performance: Out of 27 contracted PA4 projects, 10 projects did not have an approved final
report at the time of the cut-off date, all of which projects belonged to the 3" CfP. 64% of
the IPA funding (4 532 718 EUR) has been certificated, 29% (2 095 320 EUR) has not been
validated, and the remaining amount is 475326 EUR (7%). See the chapter: /l. 3.4.2
Performance evaluation (PA4) (Implementation progress).

Output indicators: Four output indicators have been assigned to PA4, out of which three
indicators (Ol/4.1 Cooperating enterprises with research institutions, Ol/4.2 Organisations in
knowledge platforms, Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups) fulfilled the determined goals.
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The slow progress of Ol/4.3 Months spent on scholarships is due to the fact that it was not
covered by projects contracted before 2020. Furthermore, Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable
groups was misunderstood by many beneficiaries which caused inconsistent and
unharmonized data. According to the expected values to be generated by the on-going
projects, all target values will be achieved by 2023. See the chapter: /. 3.4.2 Performance
evaluation (PA4) (Implementation progress).

Result indicator: In terms of the result indicators, one result indicator (RI/4.7 Innovative SMEs)
belongs to the PA4, which significantly surpassed the target value. The data of RI/4.1
Innovative SMEs can be obtained only by separate minor research which causes extra
difficulties during the reporting. See the chapter: /. 3.4.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result
indicators (PA4).

Beneficiaries: From among the potential beneficiaries R&D&I support organisations, higher
education institutions, chambers of commerce, business development organisations clearly
stand out. On the other hand, the involvement and participation of national government,
vocational and training institutions and organisations, labour market organisations, social
enterprises and especially agricultural organisations were less pronounced than it had been
planned previously. The involvement of business-related economic beneficiaries was
outstanding, however their potential involvement depended on the actual Actions they
intended to support. Action 4.1 invited potential beneficiaries related more to R&D&l
stakeholders, labour market organisations, clusters and chambers of commerce. Action 4.2
tried to invite beneficiaries which are more related to government bodies, NGOs and social
enterprises. Therefore, PA4 has a specific focus which again limits the opportunities of the
smaller municipalities and NGOs to be involved in the implementation of the programme.
The average amount of the budget per beneficiary was 101 913 EUR, which is the lowest value
out of the four PAs. See the chapter: //. 3.4.3.3 Analysis of the partnerships (PA4).

Territorial balance: The country balance is in favour of Serbia, since the majority of PA4-
related partners are linked to the Serbian side. On the other hand, the bigger number of
Serbian LBs received less EU contribution than their Hungarian counterparts. In terms of the
beneficiaries, the Serbian predominance is observable also in the distribution of EU
contribution. See the chapter: /. 3.4.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA4).

Territorial pattern: Regarding the territorial pattern of the LBs, the majority of them is
located in the direct zone of the border and in the southern part of Vojvodina. Nearly half
(48%) of the LBs is seated in two main cities of the Programme area — Szeged and Novi Sad.
PA4 is the only PA which gave contribution to all regions concerned including southern
Serbian municipalities as well. A territorial concentration of EU contribution with a total share
of 56% can be shown around Szeged and Subotica. In the border zone of 30 km 62.8% of the
EU contribution is concentrated. Based on the project locations (where detectable
infrastructural developments were carried out) in the frameworks of PA4 only very few project
locations can be detected, which means that projects mostly focused on soft activities. See
the chapter: /l. 3.4.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA4).

Target groups: Given the fact that this PA is intended to enhance SMEs' economic
competitiveness through innovation-driven development, the definition of the target groups
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seems valid. Most of the projects set as their target groups the young people or students,
but parents and schools in general were also targeted. Women, vulnerable people,
unemployed, farmers and the Roma were also in the focus of the projects. However, not only
private persons, but legal entities, such as organisations, enterprises and SMEs could also be
found among the main target groups. The comparison of the target groups defined by the
programme documents and the target groups defined by the projects show a satisfactory
level of harmony which is also in line with the intention of the PA. See the chapter: /. 3.4.3.6
Analysis of the impacted target groups (PA4).

Cross-border relevance: Considering the level of cooperation, in the case of PA4 the share
of the category of regular, long-lasting cooperation is the highest (56%) among the various
categories. Another outstanding value is the high share of projects (37%) known for
institutionalised cooperation. This is mainly because economic development and innovation
is very much connected to already existing or newly established institutions, forms of
cooperation such as incubators or innovation units, even platforms or labs. Considering the
materialisation of projects in PA4 the highest share (67%) can be detected in the case of soft
elements. The highest concentration can be detected around projects with 1. soft elements
realized/no infrastructure and regular, long-standing cooperation (41%, which is uniquely
high); and 2. with institutional cooperation in terms of level of cooperation and soft
elements/no infrastructure (26%). See the chapter: //. 3.4.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance
(PA4).

Synergies with EU level programmes: The highest share of projects having an impact on
the EUSDR priorities are in line with PA 9 People & Skills (direct positive contribution: 52% of
projects, indirect positive contribution: 33% of projects), PA 8 Competitiveness of Enterprises
(direct positive contribution: 48%, indirect positive contribution: 33%), and PA 10 Institutional
Capacity & Cooperation (direct positive: 44%, indirect positive: 30%). Considering EU2020
targets the highest share of projects are having an impact on the employment target (direct
positive: 52% of projects, indirect positive: 48% of projects) followed by the education target
(direct positive: 33%, indirect positive: 37%) and the target of poverty and social exclusion
(direct positive: 30%, indirect positive: 22%). In contrast to the aforementioned targets,
environmental issues are in weak connection with the headline targets. See the chapter: //.
3.4.3.8 Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA4).

Influence-factors: The most significant factor that impacted the programme was that
programme indicator O/I 4.3 had not been covered by projects contracted until the 3 CfP.
Factors included the COVID-19 pandemic, which slowed down the interactions, and raised
numerous cautionary issues, like data protection, internet connection and technical
knowledge of the representatives. Availability of other funding sources also influenced the
realisation of the projects. Regarding the programmes with the highest overall value which
supported the impact of the PA4 are the Hungarian Rural Development Programme (VP) on
rural development, the Hungarian Economic Development and Innovation Operational
Programme (GINOP) on economic development, EFOP on human resources, furthermore the
Serbia national programme of the Multi-year programmes of the RS Innovation Fund, and
the HORIZON Programme. See the chapter: /. 3.4.3.9 Influence factors regarding the impacts
(PA4).
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3.5

Durability of partnerships: Although there were contradictions between the different data
sources in this term, the PA is also characterised by long-lasting, experienced partnerships.
See the chapter: /. 3.4.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA4).

Durability of the developments: Regarding the financial durability of the projects, a more
business-oriented approach can be detected compared to the other PAs. In several cases,
beneficiaries have intended to generate financially viable results and outcomes (local
employment initiatives, on-line web-shops for local products, etc.). See the chapter: //. 3.4.3.5
Durability of the projects (PA4).

Cost-efficiency: It seems that projects within PA4 had difficulties dedicating their
expenditures to the budget lines set-up by the programme, which hardened the assessment.
In general, the high proportion of out-sourced core activities, like the organization of training
courses, the implementation of surveys among target groups, network building, knowledge
development and transfer activities, as well as the drafting of policy recommendations raised
concerns among the evaluators. The reasonability and quality, as well as the sustainability of
these project elements seems to be questionable. See the chapter: //. 3.4.4 Efficiency analysis
(PA4).

Main findings of the evaluation at Programme level

The following list summarises the evaluation's main findings regarding the whole Programme.

In a broader sense, the fundamental objectives of the cross-border programmes are to
reduce the borders’ barrier effect, and to valorise the border regions’ territorial capital. To
estimate the programme’s impacts on these fields, changes in three predefined aspects
cross-border cooperation (CBC), people-to-people relations, cross-border flows), generated
by several factors has been analysed. (See the chapter: /I. 4.3.7 Aggregated impacts on the
borderscape) Based on the estimated impact vectors regarding these factors, it can be
concluded, that:

o The programme had the strongest positive impact on cross-border cooperation. The
implemented projects, and the events organised, played an important role in
strengthening the social connections of the border area. In other fields of cross-border
cooperation, such as establishing new cooperation agreements, the impacts of the
programme were very limited.

o The programme had somewhat weaker, but still strong positive effects on people-to-
people relations. In cross-border terms and perceptions, a significant positive change can
be observed with the positive contribution of the programme.

o Regarding cross-border flows, the programme could make an impact only in certain
areas. While the infrastructural conditions of cross-border mobility have definitely
improved due to physical investments and planning activities funded by the programme;
as far as the other aspects of the cross-border flows are concerned, such as cross-border
services, mobility and business activities, the programme has had only weak positive
effect or no effect at all.
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To sum up, the Programme has an outstanding role in building mutual trust, initiating and
deepening/broadening already existing connections across the border. One of its biggest
impacts is not exclusively and necessarily the development of cross-border infrastructure but
enhancing and encouraging cross-border relations on which future developments can be
built.

Through an online questionnaire, the beneficiaries evaluated the effects of the
Programme in relation to the experienced changes in the border area.

o In line with the expert analysis, most of the respondents stated that the quality and
number of cross-border connections have been enhanced in the border region,
furthermore the cooperation possibilities have also been expanded owing to the
programme.

o Nearly 90% of the stakeholders expressed their view that there are favourable changes
in building up mutual trust across the border and in expanding the organisations’ cross-
border connections. The programme impacts on these positive changes are significant,
but there were other beneficial processes indicated which are independent from the
programme.

o The respondents strengthened the evaluators’ observations in terms of the progress in
the interactions of the locals and in the removal of cooperation obstacles. In these cases,
a third of the respondents observed positive changes but only half of them thought the
programme has had positive impacts on these fields.

The programme was able to show some positive signs in calling for and implementing
projects with increased levels of cross-border relevance. Considering the level of
cooperation, the highest share (53%) of projects fell into the category of regular, long-lasting
cooperation, more than to that of the ad hoc partnerships. However, there is still room for
improvement, especially regarding materialisation, as 67% of projects has a low level of
materialisation. See the chapter: /. 4.3.5 Overall cross-border relevance of the projects.

Influence factors on implementation and impacts:

o First of all, it is important to highlight that most of the factors influencing the
implementation and the impacts of the programme are similar to the ones noted in the
frameworks of the 1° Phase evaluation of the programme. This includes the still weak
permeability of the border. The joint border section is still considered as the external
border of the Schengen Area, Serbia has not yet joined the EU as a Member State, and
there are legal and technical obstacles to initiating more cross-border and integrated
projects and tools. Due to the increase in the last decade in traffic volumes, and a few
positive changes in building new border crossings, restrictions connected to COVID-19
pandemic also negatively impacted the permeability of borders in general. Long waiting
times still hamper all kinds of cross-border cooperation involving personal contacts,
especially across the border covering all PAs of the programme. There is still an
overarching need for a programme that contributes to decreasing the negative effects
of the external border to support a more cohesive and integrated border area.

o Apart from the aforementioned hard border, other important factors include the positive
bilateral connections between Serbia and Hungary that can be a basis for future
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cooperation as well including development and projects that are connected directly or
indirectly to the programme (e.g. planning of transport infrastructure to be built from
national funds). Synergies are worth considering with national programmes, results can
be built on each other.

Rapid and uncontrolled price increase in the construction sector and in the purchase of
equipment hardens the planning and implementation of many projects focusing on hard
infrastructure in particular.

As climate change intensifies it negatively affects the frameworks of implementation as
well as it has an impact on the whole programme planning process.

Assessment of tools applied by the programme (See the chapter: /l. 4.4.7 Relevance of the
applied mechanisms and tools in terms of the results):

o The ratio of allocated money to strategic projects is almost 42% on programme level, but

it is different, of course, in case of each PA. The direct impacts of the five projects with
strategic relevance to the cohesion of the border region is obviously higher than those
of the traditional projects, but some differences can be observed between the strategic
projects in this term. It is confirmed by the analysis when we consider their contribution
to the fulfilment of the output indicators’ target value and the EU contribution allocated
to them. The PAT1-related strategic projects contracted 74.87% of the total money of PAT,
while these projects support only one PA1-related output indicator (Ol/1.2 New or
improved water management system), where the level of support is lower than 30%.
Under PA2, 48.58% of the allocated IPA funding was used by two strategic projects, which
selected 3 output indicators. Two of them (OI/2.2 Newly built roads, Ol/2.5 Railway line
directly affected by development plans) are supported only by strategic projects (100%
contribution), while in the case of OI/2.1 Improved or newly built border crossing points
the contribution of the strategic project is 14%. Regarding PA3, 17.65% of the relevant
IPA fund was absorbed by one strategic project (ColourCoop'"), which has undertaken
the fulfilment of total target value's 15.4%.

The programme has not applied the tools of Community-Led Local Development (CLLD)
or Integrated Territorial Investments (ITl). The integrated approach to territorial
developments can be detected in case of two strategic projects to some extent, since
both the ColourCoop and the BABECA project implemented some actions which
complement and strengthen each other (separately, within the single project).

Strategic projects have a negative counter-effect, since they diverted a remarkable
amount (almost 42% of the total CP budget) from small initiatives. These small-scale
projects serve the active participation of local stakeholders (NGOs, smaller municipalities
and institutions) and citizens in cross-border interactions, which is a significant aspect in
terms of the quality of cooperation and the internal cohesion of a border region.

Compared to the previous programming period, the regular projects represent a
remarkably higher value (24% increase), and their complexity and embeddedness in the
whole programme has also become more pronounced. The latter one can be reasoned
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by the positive change in the programme criteria and also by the more experienced,
stable partnerships.

e Based on the S.M.ARR.T. assessment of the output indicators (See the Table 12: Overview of
the output indicators):

O

From among the output indicators those of the PA2 have been designed in the most
successful way. These indicators reflect mostly exact physical results, which have a quite
clear methodology for measuring them. The output indicators regarding the PA4 suffer
from different kinds of problems. The original target values were not ambitious enough,
the Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups was easy to misunderstand, which caused
inconsistent and unharmonized data. The output indicators of the PA3 were quite
adequate, but the original target values were extremely modest and required several
adjustments. PA1's indicators had only minor shortcomings.

Most of the output indicators are specific, clear and understandable enough. However,
in some cases, the character of the requested effects was not well-described (e.g. Ol/1.1.
Population benefiting from flood protection measures).

There were only a few problems with the measurability of the indicators, and these were
mainly rooted in the specificity of the given indicator.

The targets for several output indicators were not ambitious enough.

The relevance of the defined output indicators was out of question, only one indicator
was slightly horizontal (Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups).

The year in which the target values should be achieved and the regularity of the
measurement were well-defined.

e The S.M.A.R.T. assessment highlighted more issues regarding the result indicators (See the
tables: Table 19: Result indicator of PAT — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria, Table 33: Result
indicator of PA2 — Analysis of the SSM.A.R.T. criteria,; Table 44: Result indicators of PA3 — Analysis
of the SM.A.R.T. criteria, Table 55: Result indicator of PA4 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria).
The target values were extremely modest, and the measurement of the programme’s
influence was not easy to identify in every case (for example the RI/4.1 Innovative SMEs). Most
of the problems were in connection with the different sources of information:

O

Different methodology of the countries: In some cases, the required data were from two
countries, and it was not sure that the data providers used the same methodology.

Necessity of additional research: The RI/3.2 CBC intensity of public and non-profit
organisations is based on a survey carried out by the programme three times during the
programme period. The aim of the survey is quite clear, but its implementation raised
the greatest doubts.

Lack of available data: The values based on the original definition of the RI/1.1 Water
quality are available just every sixth year, and the Programme bodies were unable to
attain the value already in the first reporting year. Redefinition of the original indicator
was necessary.

e The share of the EU contribution between the beneficiaries of the two partner countries was
programme-wide quite balanced; however, between the lead beneficiaries (LB) the
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Hungarians were represented in higher ratio. In the case of the strategic CfP, even more
significant differences can be observed in this sense. From the five lead partners of the
strategic projects, four were Hungarian (one of these is a cross-border structure), and they
had almost 82% of the affected EU contribution. This ratio in the case of the open CfPs was
more balanced but still not equal, the Hungarian LBs concentrated 67% of total contribution
allocated to LBs. There are several reasons behind the low representation of Serbian LBs (e.g.
density of financially stable organisations; the Serbian beneficiaries are not provided either
with national co-financing or advance payment; differences in competences). See the chapter:
Il. 4.3.3 Overall territorial coverage.

Figure 6: Distribution of the EU contribution between the partner countries
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In the field of geographical distribution, 61.4% of the EU contribution was allocated to
settlements situated within a 30 km zone to the shared state border. Sremska (0.2%) and
JuZznobanatska districts (0.5%) from Serbia received little support, and districts of
Kunszentmiklds, Tiszakécske and Makd from Hungary got no EU contribution at all. In
general, the balance parameter is more respected in Hungary, while in Serbia the border zone
and Novi Sad stand out. The programme was successful in allocating EU contribution to the
border zone of 50-60 km, and was able to increase organisational, P2P and settlement
connections across the border. The density of supported beneficiaries and partnership
networks was the highest in the border zone. It is worth focusing the contribution to
functional areas of the related PAs. See the chapter: /. 4.3.3 Overall territorial coverage.

There are many well-founded, long-lasting partnerships with great experiences in the cross-
border cooperation framework. These obviously have a positive impact on the durability of
the project results and outcomes, but could also mean that it is not easy to involve newcomers
in the programme implementation. See the chapter: //. 4.3.2 Overview of the partnerships.
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Assessing the sustainability of the results and outputs is difficult, because two main reasons.
Firstly, some of the projects are still on-going, while some others have just been terminated.
Secondly, the programme procedure is designed in a way, which makes the evaluation of
durability issues both in the quality assessment and the impact evaluation phases more
difficult. Evaluators must rely on the description of institutional and financial sustainability
measures of the application forms, which have been approached by the applicants in varying
manners. Most of the applicants mentioned some well-known, general issues without any
exact steps to be taken, and only a few of them described tailor-made solutions with some
details mainly within PA4 (where the practical approach of the business sphere is presented
to some extent). At the same time, it seems that applicants and beneficiaries were able to
better plan the sustainability measures in case of tangible, infrastructure-related
developments, where the ownership and the responsibilities can be determined in a more
exact way. When speaking about soft projects, there are less ‘one-size fits all’ solutions, hence
there would be a need for a different mindset with specific skills on behalf of the applicants
and beneficiaries in order to generate viable sustainability solutions. In spite of the
discrepancies, long-lasting, stable and balanced partnerships between the two sides of the
border can definitely guarantee sustainability in the long run to some extent. See the chapter:
Il. 4.3.4 Overall durability of the projects.

Horizontal principles (See the chapter: /. 4.3.6 Horizontal principles):

o The horizontal principles are serving a very important role by putting key issues in the
focus and there is a positive tendency as some beneficiaries are becoming more able to
fill these sections with content than previously. At the same time, dedicated info days
might still prove useful.

o Overall, there is a visible difference in preference for the different horizontal principles,
the "equal opportunities and non-discrimination” being the most popular one, followed
by “sustainable development”, and then “equality between men and women”. Since not
every PA can be in line with all the horizontal principles, the current system where the
beneficiaries can choose which horizontal principles they commit to is a well-functioning
model. Slightly in contrast with this, the order of the horizontal principles is somewhat
different when their content and the synergies between them and the projects are
assessed: the most successful and well-embedded principle was “sustainable
development”, the beneficiaries could connect the aims of their projects and their
indicators in the best way. In the case of “equality between men and women” the
relevance can be strongly justified only in the small-scale people-to-people projects.

o The set targets were not achieved at a similar level according to the different horizontal
principles. In the case of sustainable development, 60% of the projects achieved or
exceeded their targets; this share is 56% in the case of equal opportunities and non-
discrimination and 51% in the case of equality between men and women. On PA level,
some differences can be observed between the underperformance of the projects
regarding the different horizontal principles. Whereas under PA1 (100%) and PA4 (55%)
the "equality between men and women” principle had the highest underperformed ratio,
under PA2 (57%) and PA3 (46%) the "equal opportunities and non-discrimination”
principle gave the largest value in this sense. It has to be concluded, that most of the
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underperformed targets (almost 80%) belong to the projects of the third CfP, and it
means, the goals can be met by the end of the programme.

¢ Communication of the Programme and the projects (See the chapter: /I. 4.2 Programme’s

communication):

O

The programme communication strives to follow the principles of transparency, accuracy,
timeliness and clarity and it is focused on the exchanges of best practices between
INTERREG programmes, between the Programme and its projects, and between the
general public and the Programme and its projects.

Despite the variety of platforms, the Programme’s website still constitutes the main
channel of outward communication, thus keeping it up-to-date is of utmost importance.

The beneficiaries overall found the Programme’s communication user-friendly. The
visiting tendencies of the main platforms show a certain cyclicity which might stem from
the nature of the Programme; however, a more balanced rate of interest could be upheld
through the regular publication of relevant content.

Regarding the projects’ communication, there is a tendency that those beneficiaries
whose developments require the involvement of different target groups into the projects
for the sake of achieving the goals (cultural, tourism-, sales-related projects), use to put
greater emphasis on marketing and publicity issues including also the obligatory and
recommended communication tools. Otherwise, beneficiaries tend to approach both
obligatory and other communication tools from the perspective of administrative
burden, rather than from that of improving the project visibility.

e Cost-efficiency of the projects (See the chapter: /. 44.2 Summary of the cost efficiency

assessments):

O

Procurement of translation and/or interpretation services was included in the budget
of almost 60% of the projects as a separate cost item, therefore, among other aspects,
cost efficiency may also reason the direct support of the reduction of language barriers
by the future programmes.

During the programming period, a great number of Information Technology (IT)
tools, like open-source early warning systems, digital event calendars, tourist guide
mobile applications, digital exhibition spaces, as well as e-commerce platforms have
been developed. From a cost-efficiency point of view, it seems to be questionable to
which extent will these tools be able to perform their functions, which expectedly require
significant community development, marketing and PR actions not just at the starting,
but also at later phases. This needs human resources with adequate skills and dedicated
time on the tasks.

According to the evaluators, from a cost-efficiency and durability point of view, it is not
easy to assess the reasonability and the quality of the externalized core and/or
professional activities. Similar remarks were made by the quality assessors, together
with a proposal on giving more emphasis on the justification of the particular budget
items in the application form.

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the digitalisation measures together with some
changes in the mindset of the beneficiaries (willingness to communicate on-line) led to
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an increase in cost-efficiency (cut of travel and accommodation costs). This positive
impact should be preserved for the next programming period to some extent, but the
importance of face-to-face, on the spot interactions in a cross-border framework must
be underlined. It is recommended to find the optimal solution which might vary from
one thematic field to another.

e Programme management (See the chapter: /. 4.4.3 Assessment of the technical assistance):

o The majority of the programme implementation bodies have appropriate capacities for
the sound implementation of the CP. It is the Serbian FLC (First Level Control) body
that faces serious human resource shortages, which means a bottleneck in the projects’
implementation on the Serbian side. Moreover, at the Managing Authority one more staff
member would be necessary for making the programme management more efficient.

o In terms of the cooperation between the programme bodies, the joint work can be
assessed as sound and efficient. The management bodies are basically satisfied with the
level and form of cooperation also taken into consideration the effects of the COVID-19
pandemic. However, there are still a couple of issues, which leave room for improvement:

» The National Authority could be better involved in the risk management of the
programme implementation in order to consult the content of the risk management
plan. In this manner, the plan might have a wider perspective including e.g.
sustainability and ad-hoc external factors besides financial issues. .

= The role of Joint Secretariat Antenna (JSA) in the programme management
framework is not clarified enough because different expectations are formed on
behalf of the Serbian National Authority (which JSA is contracted to), and the Joint
Secretariat (whom JSA shares tasks with).

» Because of the lack of direct cooperation between the Serbian and Hungarian First-
level Control bodies (CB), there are significant asymmetries in the controlling
procedures on the two sides of the border, which directly affects the beneficiaries
and the efficiency of the projects’ implementation.

e Programme procedures of the project lifespan have been mostly judged to be doable by
the applicants and beneficiaries. The still high level of bureaucracy both in the application
and implementation phases (mainly concerning the reporting, and contract modification
procedures), as well as the lengthiness of these procedures (especially FLC on the Serbian
side) were highlighted as fields to be improved. Besides the reporting procedure, programme
bodies mentioned some potentials for fine-tuning in the field of the quality assessment and
selection procedure. See the chapter: /. 4.4.3.3.2 Assessment of procedures of the project cycle.

e Several simplification measures were introduced during the programming period, which
decreased the administrative burdens of all stakeholders. Status of the simplification
challenges are the following (See the chapter: /. 4.4.3.3.3 Results of the simplification):

o Electronic submission system: The malfunctioning IMIS tool has been changed to the
INTERREG+ system in 2020, which is a more user-friendly and reliable online application
and monitoring tool.

o Less/easier submission of supporting documents: In the application phase the list of
mandatory supporting documents is the same as it was in the last programming period.
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However, thanks to the IMIS/ INTERREG+, only scanned versions must be uploaded,
instead of sending hard copies. During the contracting, the electronic submission of the
letters of commitment instead of hard copies was temporarily introduced for the third
CfP because of the COVID-19 pandemic, which seemed to remarkably shorten the
procedure.

o Shorter period for administration: There was no change in the reporting procedure,
but partly thanks to the well-functioning INTERREG+ tool and the more optimal
capacities at the Joint Secretariat (JS), the actual length of the particular procedures
tended to be shorter than the maximum number of days determined by the programme
rules.

o Advance payment for beneficiaries: on the Serbian side the low rate (15%) of IPA pre-
financing and the lack-of national co-financing cause serious problems during the project
implementation not just for the NGOs (since the NGOs did not get easily loan from the
bank), but some smaller public bodies too.

o Simplified cost options (SCO): the share of beneficiaries applying the flat-rate option
for staff cost has gradually increased from one CfP to the others. The experiences are
positive on behalf of both the programme bodies and the beneficiaries.

o Involvement of SMEs: Majority of the stakeholders think that there is no need and room
for involving SMEs directly to the programme implementation, because of the legal
uncertainty rooted in the IPA status of Serbia on the one hand, as well as the bureaucratic
and strict framework of the programme on the other.

The main assistance needs of the beneficiaries have concerned the application and
reporting procedure, as well as the administration of the project changes. The PraG'? public
procurement framework has been identified as an especially problematic point of the
programme implementation. In spite of the fact that 89% of the projects directly allocated
more than 1.1 million EUR (more than the average budget of three regular projects) to
relevant services, majority of the project prolongations were reasoned by the delays due to
the failed or incorrect public procurement for crucial activities. Furthermore, problems of the
public procurement procedures also played a great role in financial irregularities. Besides the
internal factors, external ones, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, increase of the prices have
also emerged, the handling of which required assistance from the programme bodies.
Challenges related to the COVID-19 pandemic have been successfully tackled by the
programme management. While no direct reaction has been given to the problem of
increasing prices, the programme used the possibility given by the Commission to request
for 100 % EU contribution in order to ensure continuous liquidity. See the chapter: /. 4.4.3.3.5
External assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies.

The cooperation between the programme management bodies and the beneficiaries is
exemplary. The beneficiaries are satisfied with the assistance provided by the programme,
particularly underlining the availability, helpfulness and efficiency of the Joint Secretariat. See
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the chapter: /. 4.4.3.3.5 External assessment of the assistance provided by the programme
bodies.

Regarding the cost-efficiency of the assistance provided by the programme bodies (See
the Table 77: Costs of the TA Priority axis of the current and previous programmes), the so-
called specific administrative cost ratio is expected to be double as much as it was in the
previous programming period, which reflects on lower efficiency in theory. However, it should
be considered that the cost ratio highly depends on the number of the projects, which is
significantly lower than it was in the previous period. At the same time, the strategic projects,
as well as the regular projects with increased value and complexity have higher assistance
needs on behalf of the management bodies, which partly reasons the rise in the indicator
value. Moreover, in the current programming period (unlike the previous one) the budget of
the TA includes the costs of the preparation works of the next CP, which also contributes to
the increased indicator value. See the chapter: //. 4.4.3.2 Quantitative analysis of the TA.

In terms of the ownership of the programme, according to local and regional stakeholders,
the programming procedure has been improved in this term compared to the previous
period. At the same time, in order to strengthen the bottom-up approach, the better
involvement of local actors into the programme implementation would be a preferred option.
See the chapter: /. 4.4.3.3.6 Assessment of ownership, involvement of relevant partners.
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4 Answers to the guiding questions

4.1 Answers to the PA1 related guiding questions

In the tables (Table 3,Table 4,Table 5,Table 6) below the related guiding questions are going to be
answered:

1. How well are the project objectives, outputs and results aligned with the expectations
of the programme as set in the CP (intervention logic)?

2. What change was achieved in the programme area in terms of meeting the needs and
challenges of the programme area as identified in CP 2014-2020 (considering the scope and
characteristics of the programme)?

3. ldentification of the gaps between what was achieved and what are the remaining/emerging
needs of the area at the time of the evaluation.

4. [What changes can be observed in relation to the given specific objective?’®] Are there any
unintended impacts?

5. To what extent has the programme contributed to those changes?

6. Do the impacts vary across the target groups?

Regarding question 5., the intensity of the contribution of the HUSRB programme to the change
observed in the given field is analysed. It is important to distinguish between two different types of
changes: 1. those which are strongly related to the programme projects and activities, and 2. those
not related to the programme’s contribution. After making this distinction, the programme
contribution can be analysed. In order to do it, it has to be determined to what extent the achieved
change and the unintended impact is the direct result and outcome of the programme itself (or,
alternatively, it can be regarded as an impact of some other influence factors). The contribution of
the programme is evaluated along the following scale system: 4 = very strong contribution; 3 =
strong contribution; 2 = moderate contribution; 1 = weak contribution, 0 = no effect. The same
methodology has been used at all the Priority axes.

13 This part of question 4. is answered together with the response to question 1.
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Table 3: Answers to the PAT related guiding questions

Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA1 V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and results
aligned with the expectations of
the programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the
programme area in terms
of meeting the needs and
challenges of the
programme area as
identified in CP 2014-2020
(considering the scope and
characteristics of the
programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging
needs of the area at the
time of the evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
given specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Missing joint water
monitoring system

Missing joint water monitoring
system was addressed by a
relatively high number of
projects. Six projects of PA1
reacted to this need, which is
considered as the highest
among all needs identified.
Furthermore, the strategic
project having a bigger impact
also contributed to the results.
The targeted change will be
achieved since the water
management system will be
widened to the required
length.

The projects contributed
to a more harmonized
water management
system by creating
monitoring systems in
the programme area
focusing on drought
prevention and water
shortages. A database
was also created.

Water quality monitoring
is still required
connected to disaster
risk management related
to pollution of surface
water bodies.

Positive impacts were
experienced in relation
to water quality and
disaster management.

Harmonized water
management systems in
the cross-border region
were supported by other
programmes as well, but
the contribution of the
programme to a
harmonized cross-border
water monitoring system,
which is an integral part
of the larger systems,
was outstanding.

Intended target groups
were impacted by the
programme through a
more harmonized water
management system
since itpresumably
increases theefficiency of
the whole water system
which benefits the
inhabitants of the cross-
border region in short-
term, while it also
improves the natural
environment in the long-
run.
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Methodology of
answering >

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA1 V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and results
aligned with the expectations of
the programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the
programme area in terms
of meeting the needs and
challenges of the
programme area as
identified in CP 2014-2020
(considering the scope and
characteristics of the
programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging
needs of the area at the
time of the evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
given specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Missing early
warning systems
for environmental
risks

Missing early warning systems
for environmental risks was
addressed by a relatively high
number of projects. Six
projects of PA1 reacted to this
need, which is considered
among the highest of all
needs identified. Owing to the
implemented flood protection
measures the expected
number of persons will be
resilient against environmental
risks.

Improved flood
protection was achieved
in relation to floods and
heavy rainfalls. Capacities
for management of
environmental risks was
improved from the point
of floods in particular.
Forecasting and warning
system was introduced
related to rainfalls and
flood prone areas.

Among the various risks
the ones connected to
the uneven distribution
of rainfall intensified.
This means more
frequent storms, hails
and flash floods.

One of the unintended
indirect impacts was that
water drainage hardens
tackling water scarcity
and battling droughts as
climate change
intensifies.

Floods and heavy
rainfalls were addressed,
but given the magnitude
of changes and the role
of other programmes
limited contribution was
achieved by the CP.

The inhabitants of the
cross-border region are
more positively impacted
by the programme as the
warning systems for
environmental risks allow
for due preparation and
mitigation of potential
fatalities and damage
control. The natural
environment is
unfortunately still
unprotected by the
warning system.

Reconstruction of
canals connected
to the river Danube
is necessary

Not many, only 4 projects (out
of which two are strategic and
bigger ones, regarding EU
contribution and impacts,
focusing on mainly this
challenge) reacted to the
regional need, however all the
projects with canal
reconstruction were directly
aligned with the expectations
of the programme. The water
management system will reach
the targeted length, which is
an adequate action to mitigate
the regional needs.

Thanks to the
reconstruction of the
Baja-Bezdan and the
Domaszéki Canal and the
building of locks, an
improved water
management system was
established. More
calculable operational
conditions for
agricultural enterprises
were achieved.

Water retention ability
should be improved.
Canals need to
contribute to tackling
water scarcity not just
water surplus. The
further dredging of other
sections of the Baja—
Bezdan Canal will have
to be resolved at a later
date.

An unintended impact is
that the canals drain the
falling precipitation, thus
while the canals serve
flood protection or
inland water protection
(drainage) or agricultural
purposes (irrigation),
theydo not necessarily
support water retention
which has gained high
importance in times of
severe drought events
across the Great Plain.

The challenge regarding
inland water and flood
protection was also
supported by other
programmes, but the
reconstruction of canals
directly was not
supported extensively
apart from HUSRB.

The inhabitants of the
cross-border region are
positively (albeit slightly)
impacted by the
Programme as the
reconstructed canals
supported the
irrigationand flood
protection needs of the
inhabitants of the cross-
border region. At the
same time the natural
environment gained
water-based flora and
fauna habitats.
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Methodology of
answering >

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA1 V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and results
aligned with the expectations of
the programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the
programme area in terms
of meeting the needs and
challenges of the
programme area as
identified in CP 2014-2020
(considering the scope and
characteristics of the
programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging
needs of the area at the
time of the evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
given specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Climate change
endangers
agricultural safety

Not many, only 2-4 projects
reacted directly to this
regional need. However,
another 8 from PA4 also
contributed to the fulfilment
of this regional need. The
safety of agriculture will be
improved, as the previously
determined surface area’s
conservation status will reach
the required level, and the
water management system
will be solved.

Capacities for prevention
and management of
environmental risks were
improved, especially in
the case of pluvial floods,
droughts and inland
water connected to
climate change.
Harmonised monitoring
solutions and water
management operational
plans have been
developed, and a joint
Drought and Excess
Water Management
Centre has been set up.

It is important to
continue the
construction of water
retention work. There
should be a concrete
plan how to mitigate the
effects of water shortage.
Greater attention should
be devoted to other
relevant climate change
topics apart from
agriculture. Increased
use of renewables has
not been addressed by
the projects under PA1.

The projects contributed
to improved water
management too.

Limited number of
projects was realized,
while national and other
programmes supported
better. by a number of
various activities, the
preparation for climate
change.

The most impacted
target group was the
agricultural producers
and enterprises as
capacities for prevention
and management of
environmental risks
better prepares these
actors to plan ahead
their water needing
business activities. The
inhabitants of the cross-
border region and the
natural environment are
only impacted indirectly.

Negative impacts
on the nature
conservation areas
should be reduced

Six projects addressed this
challenge directly, however, an
additional seven projects from
other PAs affected the
programme area. The targeted
challenge will have to be met,
since the habitats’
conservation status will be
improved in more than only in
the determined area.

Negative impacts have
been reduced in relation
to the conservation of
key species and their
habitats and blocking
the spread of invasive
alien plants in particular.
Improved ecological
status has been reached
in some cases.

Problems to be
addressed include the
intensifying spread of
alien species, the
emergence of massive
bushfires and forest fires,
the climate-change
related shrinking of
water habitats (e.g. in the
form of dried lakes, dry
riverside areas,
decreasing groundwater
levels).

Minimal unintended
impacts were reached.

Limited number of
projects were realized,
while, directly and
indirectly, other
programmes contributed
to the goals and needs
of this challenge,
especially in terms of
water habitats and
climate change.

The nature protected
areas are benefiting
more from the impact as
the status of the nature
conservation areas has
improved, which in turn
indirectly benefits the
inhabitants of the cross-
border region.
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4.2 Answers to the PA2 related guiding questions

Table 4: Answers to the PA2 related guiding questions

Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA2 ¥V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across the
target groups?

Few available
border crossing
points, low
capacities of
existing ones
resulting in long
waiting times

The second greatest
number of projects (a total
of 7 projects) addressed the
regional need concerned. At
the end of the programme,
the regional needs will be
mitigated, since eight
border crossing points will
be improved or newly built.
In addition, a strategic
project of high impact also
contributed to the objective.

The regional challenge of
few available crossing
points as well as the low
capacities of existing ones
was addressed. The
construction of the new
Kiibekhaza-Rabe crossing
point was financially
supported.

There is still a need for
capacity development at
border crossings including
the introduction of more
lanes and the extension of
opening hours.

Absence of good
cross-border transport
connections was
improved by
supporting planning
activities, especially
regarding the Szeged-
Subotica railway. Road
infrastructure leading
to border crossings
was upgraded partly
owing to the project
related to this
challenge.

The programme had a
CfP directly for border
crossing points,
however little progress
was made in the field of
waiting times. Despite
certain developments
the IKOP of Hungary
and national projects
had a significantly
bigger role.

The impacts on the different,
quite numerous, target groups
are less than ideal. Even
though the construction and
planning work improves the
availability of the border
crossing points and reduces
waiting times, the change
might not be big enough for
non-specialised target groups
(such as tourists, passengers)
to really appreciate it.
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA2 ¥V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across the
target groups?

Roads, railway and
public transport
infrastructure in
poor condition.

A total number of four
projects were realised to
address this challenge,
which is the lowest number
after the challenge of
utilised potentials in water
transport. Until the closure
of the programme, the
length of newly built and
upgraded roads will be
increased, and more than
50 km railway line will be
affected by development
plans.

Project documentation for
the Szeged-Subotica
section of the Budapest-
Belgrade highspeed
railway was prepared. The
HUSRB project titled
“Dream Railway”
supported the elaboration
of Technical
Documentation of the
Subotica—Bacsalméas-Baja
railway line. In the vicinity
of the Backi Breg—
Hercegszantd border
crossing the improvement
and widening a road took
place.

Implementation of the
construction of the
Subotica—Baja railway line
would be necessary in the
near future. Tram-train
network operating
between Szeged and
Hédmezévasarhely could
integrate Subotica.

There were no
unintended impacts
reached.

Little progress has been
made in this field. A
much bigger budget
could have been spent
on creating better
transport integration
taking into account its
cross-sectoral and
cooperation-wide
effects, not to mention
the high costs of
building infrastructure.
Still, supporting
planning
documentation was an
important step to
address the joint
challenges. It is worth
noting that operational
programmes and
(inter)national projects
such as the highspeed
railway project could
provide sufficient
contribution not a low-
budget CBC
programme.

Out of the intended target
groups, at the moment the
railway companies, the
passengers and the tourists
only detect a negative, albeit
temporary and indirect
impact. Due to the building of
Budapest-Belgrade railway the
old line is out of use making
traveling in the region more
difficult.
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA2 ¥V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across the
target groups?

Absence of good
cross-border
(public) transport
connections

The largest number of
projects (8) addressed this
challenge under PA2. The
cross-border transport
connections will be
improved, since the projects
enhance the infrastructural
conditions and endowments
not just of the cross-border
roads, but of the cross-
border railway lines and the
cross-border bicycle paths
as well.

Planning of infrastructure
was outstandingly
important here. The
projects contributed to the
change of transport
modes from individual
travel to railway, but this
change could be
measured better after the
realisation of all project
elements and the
inauguration of
infrastructure. Improved
infrastructural conditions
such as the increase of
speed or electrification
improve transport
connections and make
place for an increased
number of various public
transport services.

The reconstruction of the
Szeged — Subotica railway
line and the extension of
Hédmezdbvasarhely —
Szeged tram-train track to
Subotica will be a vast
opportunity to make
commuting faster, easier
and more comfortable
between the two
countries. Scheduled,
regular (public) transport
should be introduced since
there are great potentials
along both the Danube
and the Tisza rivers to
launch new services and
routes between e.g. Baja
and Apatin, or from
Szeged to Senta.
Acquisition of special
boats and the launch of
high-speed services would
be necessary.

Indirectly the projects
here contribute to
more sustainable
transport modes, easier
commuting across the
border and the
functional integration
of Szeged and Subotica
in particular.

The contribution of the
HUSRB projects are in
the elaboration of
planning documents
which could serve as
the basis for future
infrastructural and
service developments
financed by other
sources than this
programme. The large
infrastructural projects
are supported by other
programmes, national,
bilateral and other EU
funds.

Good cross-border public
transport connection will
largely improve the travel
conditions of passengers and
tourists and thus public and
private transport companies
can expect to yield a bigger
profit, however, at the present
stage only the planning
documents were prepared
which in itself have no real
effect on the target groups.
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA2 ¥V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across the
target groups?

Need for the
development of
bicycle routes
accompanied by
rider-friendly
infrastructure and
services

A total number of five
projects were in synergy
with the regional need. This
number can be regarded as
average. The achieved value
of newly built bicycle paths
was more than 25 km in
2021, which includes the
construction of rider-
friendly infrastructure.
Therefore, the regional
challenge has been
reduced.

The current and previous
CBC programmes
supported the Szeged-
Novi Knezevac bicycle
road construction, and
additional biker-friendly
infrastructure elements
(e.g. resting places) have
also been created. HUSRB
also contributed to the
increased bicycle traffic
and network connecting
Subotica, Backi Vinogradi,
Kelebija, Tompa,
Asotthalom and Kelebia.
The development of
technical documentation
for the construction of
bicycle paths has also
taken place.

Further improvements are
needed in order to create
a more extensive network
by linking bordering
elements and to support
long(er)-distance biking,
not simply short-distance
and inland possibilities.

There were no
unintended impacts
reached.

Minimal contribution
took place given that
the share of cycling in
modal split increased
only by 0.1%-point in
total border traffic.
National programmes
and other EU funded
projects supported the
development of bicycle
infrastructure at a much
higher intensity,

The development of the
bicycle routes had the
greatest impact on the
general public and tourists
and, to some degree, on
passengers of public
transportation. However, this
degree was not big enough to
negatively impact public and
private transport companies.
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges of
PA2 ¥V

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across the
target groups?

Unutilised
potentials in water
transport

None of the projects
originally implemented in
the frameworks of CfPs of
PA2 supported water
transport directly. PA3
projects supported the most
this challenge by 3 projects.
Owing to this the regional
needs will be mitigated by
the construction of new
port facilities and the
procurement of kayak
equipment.

No direct change was
reached in the frameworks
of PA2 projects. However,
some projects of PA1 and
PA3 affected this regional
need.

The Tisza is now an
international river for
cross-border passenger
traffic, but it is not
exploited only from
tourism point of view
minor improvement
occurred owing to the
programme.

There were no
unintended impacts
reached.

No relevant change was
registered.

Since no relevant change was
detected, the target groups
also remained unaffected.
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4.3 Answers to the PA3 related guiding questions

Table 5: Answers to the PA3 related guiding questions

Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
given specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Lack of
interconnection
amongst individual
elements of supply

A total number of 34 PA3
projects addressed the regional
need, but 7 further projects
contributed to the need
identified here. This volume is
outstanding along with the
need tourism needs to
contribute to a better
appreciation and
understanding among people.
Owing to the higher number of
joint community events and
actions, the interconnections
amongst individual elements
have been increased.

This challenge was addressed
by numerous HUSRB projects
including development of
joint offers, thematic routes,
information materials and
applications. The promotion
of jointly developed products
was crucial to create a

coherent cross-border supply.

Organisational development
and promotion of networking
would be necessary in the
future to increase the added
value of CBC. Not only
interconnections among
elements of supply but also
those among regional
stakeholders should receive
bigger support in the
frameworks of this challenge.
Study tours, joint conferences,
relationship-building between
institutions and individual
actors are equally important.

The projects contributed to
increased turnovers of
touristic service providers
and to an increased number
of guest nights as well.

Economic and tourism
related programmes,
national programmes
especially on the
Hungarian side offered
significantly more
contribution to support
the need. Still, the
opportunities to bring
stakeholders and potential
beneficiaries together in
tourism had an important
contribution to the
programme area.

The impact of the Programme
was visible on both sides of
the target groups: on the level
of tourism service providers
which were made to cooperate
more and also on the level of
tourists and general public
who could enjoy the
improved, more
interconnected supply.

Limited number of
joint tourism
products with
attractiveness for
longer stays

A medium number (18 in total)
of projects in the frameworks of
CfPs under this PA addressed
the need, the regional needs
have been weakened, since the
number of visitors increased
and the utilization of online
communication tools also
became more frequent.

A large number of joint
tourism products were
developed.

It is of outstanding
importance to develop joint
complex tourism products but
it should not be connected to
longer stays, it is rather more
useful to link it to
employment or guest nights.

The unintended impact of
the project is the increase in
the frequency of visits and
not the appearance of
weeks-long stays. The
projects contributed to
increased turnovers of
touristic service providers,
to an increased number of
guest nights and to the
generation of employment
in tourism.

Economic and tourism
related programmes,
national programmes
especially on the
Hungarian side offered
significantly more
contribution to support
the need. Major changes
are not connected to the
projects. It is a global trend
that overnight stays tend
to be cut and, at the same
time, the number of visits
tends to increase.

The different target groups
were affected the same way by
the programme and ultimately
by the general trends of
tourism (i.e. more frequent but
shorter stays).
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Shortage of quality
tourism

Medium level of projects in the
frames of CfPs under this PA
addressed the need, 17 in total.
The increasing number of
visitors and the new cultural
events and attractions have
given the opportunity to evolve
quality tourism in the region.

Quality is supported by the
programme on a medium
level, mostly by introducing
new products and services or
by improving already existing
infrastructure and service
provision. Hard infrastructure
of tourism attractions was
supported in large numbers.

Increasing the quality is even
more relevant than increasing
the number of tourists, or the
number of overnight stays
even. There is still a need for
comprehensive improvement.

Projects partly contributed
also to increased number of
guest nights and increased
turnovers at tourism
providers.

Economic and tourism
related programmes,
national programmes
especially on the
Hungarian side offered
significantly more
contribution to support
the need. Major changes
are not connected to the
projects.

Even though the target groups
could have been more directly
impacted by the programme,
no major changes could be
linked to it.

Lack of integrated
regional tourism
strategy

A relatively low number of
projects (only 10 in total)
addressed this regional need.
The integration of the region’s
tourism strategies has begun
since joint events have been
organised and online
communication tools have
been applied, which created a
framework and platform for the
development of common
tourism.

Joint tourism development
strategies were elaborated
with regard to projects of
HEALTH-TOUR™
(development of an
integrated marketing strategy
and action plan for health and
medical tourism), IDENTIS™
(preparing a joint tourism
development strategy with an
action plan) and
TisaWaterTours® (joint water
tourism development
strategy).

Tourism strategy is a good
tool but organizational
development would be
needed first so that someone
can implement it.

Projects also supported
joint products, longer stays,
and the removal of the lack
of interconnection amongst
elements of supply.
However, COVID-19
pandemic got in the way as
an unwanted change that
hampered cooperation.

Without the financial
support of the programme
little improvements would
have been achieved. Cross-
border planning was not
supported by other
programmes.

Even though without the
Programme these tourism
strategies would probably not
have been prepared at all, the
tourists cannot yet enjoy its
benefits, however, the other
target groups such as tourism
service providers, enterprises
and local governments can
start to cooperate in order to
realise these strategies.

4 ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0084; Health Tourism — Good Tourism: Joint Development of Medical and Health Tourism in the HU-SRB Cross-Border Region
> ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0048; Name: Integrated Development of Natural and Cultural Tourism in Tisa River Region

6 ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0051; Name: Development of a cross-border water tourism destination along the Lower Tisa section
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Methodology of
answering 2>

Regional
needs/challenges

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?] Are
there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Tourism needs to
contribute to a
better appreciation
and understanding
among people

A total number of 35 projects
addressed this regional need
which makes this an
outstandingly addressed need
of the whole programme. The
level of information and that of
mutual appreciation of the
people improved, owing, to a
great extent, to the fact that the
number of the user entries of
the developed online
communication tools was
nearly 900 in 2021, and the
opportunities of personal
meetings has also risen due to
the higher number of events
organised.

Development of tourist
products, services and
attractions based on cultural
and natural heritage as well as
cooperation in the fields of
cultural, community events,
sport, leisure, nature
protection are undoubtedly
among the highlights of the
programme. Projects helped
understanding the shared,
built and intangible, cultural
heritage of the programme
area, building mutual trust by
organising cultural and sports
events such as festivals, inter-
institutional forms of
cooperation.

it is important to enhance the
role of creative industry, and
also more innovative solutions
should be used to speed up
the recovery of the tourism
sector. The mental change of
the population can be
achieved only by time-
consuming soft projects.

Unintended impacts are
very diverse, and include
contribution to increased
number of guest nights in
particular. Furthermore, it is
important to stress the
relevance of those cultural
and tourism projects in
building partnerships and
social cohesion across the
programme area which can
be the basis of future
projects and
interconnections of all
kinds.

This challenge has been
supported most effectively
by the programme itself
out of the needs of PA3. In
addition, the challenge is
supported extensively by
various national, regional
and grassroot, local
initiatives and activities of
all kinds as well.

The general public and
especially the younger
generation could certainly
experience the benefits of the
programme through the
varied and numerous events
and initiatives. At the same
time, other target groups, not
mentioned by the Programme,
are also positively affected
(such as tourism service
providers).

46




2" Phase Evaluation

of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

4.4 Answers to the PA4 related guiding questions

Table 6: Answers to the PA4 related guiding questions

Methodology of
answering >

Regional
needs/challenges

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Low R&D
expenditure and low
utilisation rate of
research results by
SMEs

Low R&D expenditure and low
utilisation rate of research
results by SMEs is tackled by 11
PA4 projects in total, which can
be regarded as outstanding.
The programme has enhanced
cooperation between the
enterprises and the research
institutions resulting in 265
enterprises with R&D activities
in 2021.

Increased research
collaboration is supported by
the programme. The high
share of activities is related to
agricultural innovation. Social
enterprises are also
represented. The impact of
the programme was relevant
in a way that it initiated
networking and the creation
of the quadruple helix
between the two countries.

More institutionalised and
regular, established forms of
R&D collaborations could be
supported to reach a higher
level of cooperation in this
field. Knowledge and
technology transfer and their
efficient utilisation could also
be better served by the
programme.

The projects contributed
also to labour force
supply. These results
include new services and
products in particular, but
improved education,
training and support
services and clean and
green technologies were
also supported.

Networking and
collaborations were
focused on few partners
and thematic fields. The
changes facilitated by the
programme were very
limited. R&D activities
have been financed by
other programmes by far
more sources allocated
(e.g. in the frameworks of
GINOP of Hungary).

While it is possible that to a
low degree some of the
enterprises in the region were
positively impacted, other
groups such as vulnerable
people or those unemployed
most likely did not feel the
benefits.

Labour force supply
does not respond to
the needs of the local
companies

There is an imbalance within
PA4 challenges in favour of this
need, which is addressed by as
many as 16 projects of which
two are from PA3. This need
was addressed by the largest
number of projects in PA4. This
regional need stimulated the
organizations to take part in
knowledge platforms and to
encourage the scholars to
acquire new forms of
knowledge on the other side of
the border.

Numerous training courses
were conducted with varying
results and impacts. The
programme was particularly
successful in creating
institutional cooperation of
universities.

There is still a need for an
increased number of the
labour force with the skills
necessary for meeting the
requirements of companies
and creating better results in
R&D. More funds should be
appropriated to vocational
education. More attention
could be paid to mutual
knowledge of each other's
language.

The projects impacted
R&D expenditure and low
utilisation rate of research
results in an indirect way
by supporting educational
and research institutions
and organisations in this
field. The education,
training and support
services were supported.

For almost all the changes
global trends as well as
national and other EU
funds were responsible.
This need was hard to be
impacted considering the
magnitude and complexity
of the problems.

The impact varies across the
target groups as those who
directly participated in the
training courses and other
elements of the Programme
could benefit from the
initiatives a lot more than for
instance the general public
which would only feel the
impact if that impact were of a
much larger scale.
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Methodology of
answering >

Regional
needs/challenges

How well are the project
objectives, outputs and
results aligned with the
expectations of the
programme as set in the CP
(intervention logic)?

What changes were
achieved in the programme
area in terms of meeting the
needs and challenges of the
programme area as identified
in CP 2014-2020 (considering
the scope and characteristics
of the programme)?

Identification of the gaps
between what was achieved
and what are the
remaining/emerging needs
of the area at the time of the
evaluation.

[What changes can be
observed in relation to the
gliven specific objective?]
Are there any unintended
impacts?

To what extent has the
programme contributed
to those changes?

Do the impacts vary across
the target groups?

Obstacles concerning
the cross-border
recognition of
vocational
qualifications

This need gained little direct
support. Only a single project
from both PA3 and PA4 was
aimed at contributing to the
removal of obstacles to the
recognition of vocational
qualifications. Owing to the
programme, more
opportunities of scholarships
on the other side of the border
have arisen, therefore the
number of months spent
through scholarships in the
neighbouring country will
increase to at least 250 until the
end of 2023.

Vocational qualifications were
addressed by the programme
mostly by supporting training
courses to less educated
people in the field of
agriculture and social
enterprises.

Changes underline the
importance of vocation
education and the mutual
recognition of various
qualifications especially in
cross-border commuting from
Serbia to Hungary. There is a
threat that instead of short-
term migration within the
programme area the share of
emigration and brain drain
will increase, thus further
aggravating the challenge of
insufficient number of
qualified workforce.

No real unintended impact
was observed.

Almost no real
contribution was
registered in this field
given the very low number
of projects. This topic is
more of a matter of
bilateral agreements, and
has a strong legal and
administrative angle, for
which no contribution was
made by the programme.

Since no relevant change was
detected, the target groups
also remain unaffected.
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4.5 Answers to the general guiding questions

In this subchapter, all of the guiding questions defined at the programme level are answered. All
answers are based on the in-depth evaluation of the CP and are explained in detail in the given
chapters of this document.

How well are the project objectives, outputs and results aligned with the expectations of the
programme as set in the CP (intervention logic)?

With regard to PA1, considering water management, flood protection and water quality have been
improved by the programme as well as water monitoring. Considering environmental protection, the
conservation of key species and their habitats and blocking the spread of invasive alien plants in
particular were addressed.

With regard to PA2, considering the achieved change support for the elaboration of various plans
and documents for transport infrastructure development was an important achievement. On the
other hand, construction of infrastructure, improvements in water transport are still needed in the
future.

With regard to PA3, considering achieved change development of joint offers, thematic routes,
information materials and applications took place, and the programme successfully contributed to
the promotion of jointly developed products. Furthermore, the programme had a great impact on
building mutual trust by supporting products, services, events based on joint heritage.

With regard to PA4, considering achieved change, relevant change was achieved in initiating
networking and the creation of the quadruple helix model in particular. Other changes include
intensified cooperation of universities.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):

> Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (at PA level): //. 3.7.3.7 Analysis of the fulfilment of
regional needs (PAT); Il. 3.2.3.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA2); Il. 3.3.3.1
Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA3); Il. 3.4.3.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional
needs (PA4)

> Indicator value analysis: result indicators (at PA level): //. 3.7.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result
(ndicators (PAT); Il. 3.2.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA2); Il. 3.3.3.2 Indicator
value analysis: result indicators (PA3), Il. 3.4.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA4)

> Main findings for the PAs (at PA level): /. 3.7 Main findings for PAT, I. 3.2 Main findings for PA2;
I. 3.3 Main findings for PA3; I. 3.4 Main findings for PA4

> Answers to the PA related guiding questions (at PA level): I. 4.7 Answers to the PAT related
guiding questions; I. 4.2 Answers to the PAZ2 related guiding questions, I. 4.3 Answers to the PA3
related guiding questions; I. 4.4 Answers to the PA4 related guiding questions

> Overall analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (at Programme level): /I. 4.3.7 Overall
analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs
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What progress did the programme make towards achieving the targets of the specific
objectives in terms of expected results, activities, target groups, types of Beneficiaries and
indicators?

The implementation of the CP's aims was supported by three Calls for Proposals. The 1°* CfP was a
restricted one, since it focused on the strategic projects, whereas the 2" and 3" CfPs were open CfPs
which provided opportunities for the regular (traditional) projects. The fulfilment of the determined
programme goal was supported by 386 applications out of which 118 were developed into projects.
Till the cut-off date of the evaluation (April 12,2022) out of the 118 projects only 69 (constituting a
mere 58.4%) had been closed with an approved final report.

The achievements regarding the expected results are summarized by the PAs (/. 4 Answers to the
guiding questions).

Most of the predefined target groups were well-effected by the CP’s results; however, in the case of
some target groups gaps can be observed (e.g. PA2: NGOs; PA3: young professionals). In general,
the direct effects regarding the target groups at the PA1 and PA2 are more unambiguous than in the
case of the other two PAs. Most of the projects targeted and, on some level, reached the general
public, however, the direct effects on the inhabitants are challenging to measure.

Due to the specificity of the different actions, regarding the beneficiaries, no 'one-size-fits-all’
answers can be provided. The CfPs outlined rather well the range of the potential beneficiaries. The
involvement and participation of the proposed beneficiaries was in most cases successful; however,
in some cases, it fell short of the expectations.

Despite the fact that not all indicators have been fulfilled yet, according to the projects’ original
expectations, in most cases, they have a high chance of reaching the targets by the end of the
programme.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Performance evaluation (at PA level): /. 3.7.2 Performance evaluation (PAT) (Implementation
progress); Il. 3.2.2Performance evaluation (PA2) (Implementation progress); Il. 3.3.2
Performance evaluation (PA3) (Implementation progress); Il. 3.4.2 Performance evaluation
(PA4) (Implementation progress)
> Overall performance (at programme level): /. 2 General features and performance of the
programme

What change was achieved in the programme area in terms of meeting the needs and
challenges of the programme area as identified in CP 2014-2020 (considering the scope and
characteristics of the programme)?

This question is answered more in detail in the chapter evaluating PAs. (/. 4 Answers to the guiding
questions).

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Impact evaluation (at PA level): /l. 3.7.3 Impact evaluation (PAT); Il. 3.2.3 Impact evaluation
(PA2); Il. 3.3.3 Impact evaluation (PA3), Il. 3.4.3 Impact evaluation (PA4)
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> Main findings for the PAs (at PA level): /. 3.7 Main findings for PAT, I. 3.2 Main findings for PA2;
I. 3.3 Main findings for PA3; I. 3.4 Main findings for PA4

> Answers to the PA related guiding questions (at PA level): |. 4.7 Answers to the PAT related
guiding questions; . 4.2 Answers to the PA2 related guiding questions, I. 4.3 Answers to the PA3
related guiding questions; I. 4.4 Answers to the PA4 related guiding questions

> Estimated impacts of the programme (at Programme level): //. 4.3 Programme’s impacts on
cohesion and convergence

Identification of the gaps between what was achieved and what are the remaining/emerging
needs of the area at the time of the evaluation.

This question is answered more in detail in the chapter evaluating the PAs. The remaining
development needs are presented at the end of the evaluation chapters of each PAs regarding all
predefined regional challenges. See the tables for the answers to the PA-related guiding questions:
Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Main findings for the PAs (at PA level): /. 3.7 Main findings for PAT, I. 3.2 Main findings for PA2;
I. 3.3 Main findings for PA3; I. 3.4 Main findings for PA4
> Answers to the PA related guiding questions (at PA level): |. 4.7 Answers to the PAT related
guiding questions; . 4.2 Answers to the PA2 related guiding questions, I. 4.3 Answers to the PA3
related guiding questions; I. 4.4 Answers to the PA4 related guiding questions

How well did the guiding principles lead the projects towards the aims of the programme?

In general, the guiding principles (see more about them in the chapter /. 4.7.3 Importance of the
guiding principles) helped selecting those projects which were in harmony with the objectives of the
programme. They encouraged potential beneficiaries to send their project proposals for the right
CfPs. In this process, making the guiding principles an important basis for the compilation and
description of the CfPs played a pivotal role.

It can be concluded that no wrong principle has been defined, but at the same time, some criticism
can be expressed. In some cases, the principles were not specific and understandable enough to
clearly lead either the applicants, or the quality assessors towards the programme goals. In addition,
the application form and the assessment criteria (questions) are not fully in line with the guiding
principles, as well as some elements of the assessment procedure have also not facilitated the
selection process in this term.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Influx factors of the implementation (at Programme level): /. 4.7 Overall influence factors of
the Programme implementation

How well was the integrated approach to territorial development followed?

First of all, it should be noted that the integrated approach has been interpreted in different ways by
the different stakeholders of the programme. The programme did not contain the tools of CLLD or
ITI, in addition there were no actions/projects forming part of an ITI project financed by other
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Operative Programmes. It can be reasoned by the fact that the Hungary-Serbia border represents
the external frontiers of the EU, where interactions are largely hindered by several legal and
administrative obstacles, which limits the scope of implementation of such tools. At the same time,
two strategic projects were able to contribute to the impact of the programme by enlarging the
timely and thematic horizon of the cross-border projects. ColourCoop has a moderate, while BABECA
project has a greater impact on the integrated approach by the implemented activities which not
only affected water management and flood protection in the region, but also contributed to the
tourism development and nature-revitalisation needs.

Moreover, in the application forms beneficiaries had the opportunity to describe the synergies of
their projects with other developments initiated by themselves. According to the descriptions, the
integrated approach to territorial development can be detected to some extent in case of PA1 and
PA2, but in other cases this approach was mostly missing from the descriptions.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (at PA level): /. 3.1.2.2 Introduction of the
applied mechanisms and tools (PA1); Il. 3.2.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and
tools (PA2), Il. 3.3.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA3)
> Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools in terms of the results (at Programme level):
Il. 4.4.1 Relevance of the applied mechanisms and tools in terms of the results

How well was the territorial balance respected?
This question is answered in the chapter “/. 3 Main findings of the evaluation”.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Analysis of the territorial coverage (at PA level): /. 3.7.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage
(PA1); Il. 3.2.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA2); Il. 3.3.3.4 Analysis of the territorial
coverage (PA3), Il. 3.4.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA4)
> Overall territorial coverage (at Programme level): /. 4.3.3 Overall territorial coverage

To what extent does the programme add benefits to cross-border regional development and
how does it complement and enhance the effect of other related policies or strategies? How
does this mechanism work and what can be improved?

Contribution to headline targets employment, R&D and education of EU2020 is relevant, so is PA1B
Rail-Road-Air Mobility, 3 Culture & Tourism, 5 Environmental risks, 6 Biodiversity, Landscapes and
Air & Soil Quality, 9 People & Skills and 11 Security of EUSDR PAs. Direct positive benefits are hard
to identify. EU level plans and policies enhancing and complementing the effect of the programme
most frequently are EUSDR, the Europe 2020 Strategy, Horizon 2020, Creative Europe and LIFE+. On
national level the programme contributed to the enhancement and completion of the following
strategies and concepts: National Development 2030, National Tourism Development Strategy 2030,
Territorial Development Concept of Hungary, Development Programme of the Autonomous Province
of Vojvodina, Serbia Tourism Development Strategy. The project application contains information on
synergic relations but there are no further implications deriving from what is written there.
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More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes (at PA level): /. 3.7.3.8
Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes; Il. 3.2.3.8 Synergies with
relevant European and national level programmes (PA2); Il. 3.3.3.8 Synergies with relevant
European and national level programmes (PA3); Il. 3.4.3.8 Synergies with relevant European
and national level programmes (PA4)

What is the current and estimated aggregated effect of the programme in the eligible area?

The programme had a very strong estimated aggregated effect in the eligible area in relation to the
number of cross-border institutions, networks and clusters (by direct support from the programme),
the number, geographic scope and value of projects implemented jointly across the border (the role
of the programme was eminent in the border zone of 40-50 km), and number of citizens participating
in cross-border activities and projects (supported directly from the programme). The programme
had a strong positive effect on the average distance between border crossing points (by one new
crossing built, one upgraded crossing and some road constructions to border crossings), on number
and total value of the projects implemented by the cross-border governance entities (by contributing
to the number and total value of HUSRB projects) and also on the number of joint cultural events
based on the performers' nationality (by direct support to such events).

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Estimated impacts of the programme (at Programme level): //. 4.3 Programme’s impacts on
cohesion and convergence
> Aggregated impacts on the borderscape (at Programme level): /. 4.3.7 Aggregated impacts
on the borderscape

Are the programme’s outputs and results sustainable in the long run?
This question is answered in the chapter “/. 3 Main findings of the evaluation”.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Durability of the projects (at PA level): /l. 3.71.3.5 Durability of the projects (PAT), Il. 3.2.3.5
Durability of the projects (PA2); Il. 3.3.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA3); Il. 3.4.3.5 Durability
of the projects (PA4)
> Overall durability of the projects (at Programme level): /. 4.3.4 Overall durability of the projects

How can future programming be streamlined in order to achieve a higher impact and ensure
sustainability of the financial assistance provided?

It would be worth considering to fine-tune the requirements concerning the presentation of the
sustainability aspects by the applicants and beneficiaries in a way, which makes them better explore
and contextualise their solutions. During this, it must be taken into consideration, that durability can
be interpreted differently in case of an investment in infrastructure compared to small-scale people-
to-people actions.

At the same time, the programme should take some role on raising the capacities of the potential
beneficiaries in order to make them better design their project proposals both in strategic and
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operative terms. This should lead to higher quality projects better reacting to the regional needs and
capital, as well as better ensuring sustainability in the long-run.

The aim is not to further narrow the range of potential applicants by increasing the expectations, but
also to better assist some of the beneficiaries which shall result in a higher number of more effective
programmes with a stronger impact on the cross-border region as a whole.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Main findings of the evaluation: /. 3 Main findings of the evaluation
> Recommendations (at Programme level): /. 6 Recommendations

Are the planned capacities of the programme implementing bodies sufficient? What can be
improved?

In general, the capacities of the programme bodies are not at an optimal level, but appropriate
enough for the timely and effective implementation of the programme. At the same time, one
additional staff member would be beneficial at the MA, while greater improvement would be
necessary at the Serbian FLC body, where 4-5 controllers are missing. Further programme authorities
did not report any shortcomings in this term, which is also confirmed by the performance indicators
of the programme.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Qualitative analysis of the TA > Capacity and lead time assessment: /. 4.4.3.3.7 Capacity and
lead time assessment

How efficient is the overall management of the programme? What can be improved?

The efficiency of the programme management can mainly be assessed through the performance of
the Technical Assistance Priority Axes. The staff cost/budget ratio of the TA is 63.12%, which is similar
to those INTERREG A programmes where this aspect has been analysed. At the same time, so called
specific administrative cost ratio is expected to be double as much as it was in the 2007-2013 HUSRB
CP, which, in theory, reflects lower efficiency. The indicator value highly depends on the number of
the projects, which is significantly lower than it was in the previous programming period. On the
other hand, the strategic projects, as well as the regular projects with increased value and complexity
(compared to the 2007-2013 period) have higher assistance needs on behalf of the programme
bodies, which partly explains the rise in the indicator value. Moreover, it should also be considered,
that in the current programming period (unknot like in the previous one) the budget of the TA
includes the costs of the preparation works of the next CP.

One particular field has been identified which could provide room for improvement. The application
of the complex public procurement regulation is problematic on beneficiary level. This is confirmed
by the significant amount of IPA support dedicated to such advisory services. At the same time, it
was noted by the programme bodies that the quality of such external advisory services available in
the programme area is often not adequate, hence why the intervention of the programme bodies is
necessary for the smooth implementation of the projects. In this sense, it would be worth considering
to internalise this advisory service into the programme management structure which would
expectedly result in some increase in the efficiency of the programme.
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More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Internal assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies: //. 4.4.3.3.4 Internal
assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies
> External assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies: //. 4.4.3.3.5 External
assessment of the assistance provided by the programme bodies

To what extent did the programme strengthen the institutional capacity of relevant partners?

The evaluators assessed the capacities of the partners mentioned in chapter '5.7 Involvement of
partners' of the Cooperation Programme. The institutional capacities of the programme
management bodies have been improved during the programming period, even since the 1% Phase
Evaluation approved by the JMC in 2019. The exact extent of the improvement can be hardly
identified, because the national level actors tend to provide the management structure of several
other INTERREG A programmes (e.g. the MA of the current programme is responsible for all the
INTERREG V-A programmes managed by Hungary), and the staff members don't use to be dedicated
to the particular programmes, instead, they are dedicated to certain tasks (e.g. a controller may be
in charge of the FLC of some projects from different programmes).

Regarding the programme stakeholders including national and regional public bodies, educational
institutions, economic and social actors, as well as CSOs, those having a project beneficiary status
benefit from the programme in this term. The impact of the IPA programmes of all time can be
identified better on the Serbian side, where the central (those not concerned with CBC) local and
regional actors tend to have significantly less operational capacities to implement similar (in terms
of value and complexity) development initiatives. Evaluators assessed the internal and external
management and professional staff cost intensity of the projects, which shows a positive picture:
around 70% of the relevant tasks have been delivered by internal staff members.

More information is available in the following chapter(s):
> Qualitative analysis of the TA: //. 4.4.3.3 Qualitative analysis of the TA
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5 The Programme’s impact on cross-border flows

The table below (Table 7) contains information on the different factors analysed in the chapter “//.
4.3.7 Aggregated impacts on the borderscape”. The related change, role of the CP as well as the
estimated impact-vector per each factor are arranged in rows. The change column describes the rate
of change that is analysed in this study considering all kinds of changes regardless their source,
facilitator or level. The next column, however, is focused exclusively on the Cooperation Programme.
Consequently, only the role of the actions and projects of the CBC programme in the respected
change will be assessed, the other processes, external influences are not considered.

The impact-vector will measure the programme’s role in the change, and has two axes:
e Direction of the impact (negative — positive);
e Strength of the impact in the view of the programme (weak — strong).

Possible impact-vectors:
o 4
e 3 strong positive effect;

very strong positive effect;

e 2 moderate positive effect;
e 1 weak positive effect;
e 0 no effect;
e -1 weak negative effect;
e -2 moderate negative effect;
e -3 strong negative effect;
e -4 very strong negative effect.
Table 7: The programme’s impact on the cross-border flows
Factor Change Role of the CP Estimated impact-
vector
The number of newly opened
The change in the average border crossings financed by
distance of border crossing the programme (1 crossing + 3
points upgrade + bicycle connections
to crossings)
Infrastructural Average distance between the

conditions of
cross-border
flows

major regional centres of the

. S Planni 1
border region (travelling time anning
and geographic distance)
Number of cross-border .
Planning 1

transport lines

Volume of cross-border traffic
within the programme region

Minor direct role of CP
activities & general indirect
role

Cross-border
mobility

Number of commuting students
across the border

Indirect role of R&D and
training projects
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Estimated impact-

Factor Change Role of the CP
vector
Number of registered residents
originating from the other side No direct role 0
of the border
Differences in real estate prices
according to the physical No direct role 0
Cross-border distance from the border
business activity . Minimal direct role as few
Registered number of . .
enterprises per 1000 persons social enterprises were !
P P P established
Cross-border Frequency and aims of cross- Mainly cultural and touristic 1
services border service practices services
o ) Number of interstate Positive tendencies without 1
Administrative agreements direct role of the programme
conditions of
cross-border Number of town-twinning Indirect role of people-to-
cooperation agreements within the people actions financed by the 1
programme region programme
Number of cross-border
cooperation initiatives and
P o . No change, no role 0
governance entities and their
members
Average annual turnover, .
Indirect employment role
number of employees of cross-
S through supported 3
border cooperation initiatives S
o\ applications
Cross-border and governance entities
institutions Number and total value of the
jects impl ted by th I
projects implemente y € Contribution to the number
cross-border cooperation . 3
S and total value of the projects
initiatives and governance
entities
Number of cross-border Limited change but directly
institutions, networks and owing to the programme 3
clusters + their projects support
Number, geographic scope and The role of the programme
value of projects implemented was eminent in the border 4
jointly across the border zone of 50 km
Sustainability of th ject Limited ch ’ ted
Cross-border ustainability of the projec imited change, generate 1
. results almost exclusively by the CP
projects
High share of partnerships
Sustainability of project with prequel. Stability of 3

partnerships

professional cooperation
networks.
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Estimated impact-

Factor Change Role of the CP
vector
On the programme level this
tool is not used (IPA
Assessment of integrated consequence). However, more
approach applied in projects complex projects; the two 1
and CfPs for tender strategic projects are indirectly
relevant from the aspect of
integrated approach.
Number of citizens participating Limited change but directly
in cross-border activities and owing to the programme 3
Social projects support
connectivity Number of joint cultural events Limited change but directly
based on the performers’ owing to the programme 3
nationality support
Perceptions on Significant positive change,
. Level of mutual trust moderate effect directly by the 2
distance
programme
Sustained, established
mediascape with an important
cross-border development;
Perceptions of Mediascapes of the however, with moderate 5
otherness neighbouring countries impact. Change mainly owing
to communication tools and
the strategic project Colourful
Cooperation in particular.
Reasons and motivations of . Mamly'through. Founst
information provision and 2

Ownership of
the shared
territory

border crossings

networking activities

Geographic scope of cross-
border mobility

Profound change but limited
role
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6 Recommendations

The table below (Table 8) contains the recommendations drafted regarding the CP with reference to
the detailed analysis where the issues are explained more deeply. The summarising chapters of the
evaluation are not listed in this table; however, these chapters are also fundamental to better
understand the background of the recommendations:

Table 8: Summary of the recommendations

Recommendations

References to the PA-related
analysis

References to the Programme-
related analysis

R1 Programme structure and prioriti

es

R1.1 Select the programme
implementation tools in a more
thorough way

e Introduction of the applied
mechanisms and tools

e Analysis of the territorial
coverage

e Relevance of the applied
mechanisms and tools in terms
of the results

e Overall territorial coverage

R1.2 Enhancing the specificity,
measurability and ambitiousness of
the indicators

e Quantification of the
performance

e General features and
performance of the programme

R2 Programme implementation

R2.1 Enhance the links between the
programme's and the projects’
intervention logic

e Short introduction of the given
PA

e Analysis of the fulfilment of
regional needs

e Overall analysis of the
fulfilment of regional needs
e Qualitative analysis of the TA

R2.2 Broaden the scope of involved
applicants

e Analysis of the partnerships

e Analysis of the territorial
coverage

e Durability of the projects

e Overview of the partnerships

e Overall territorial coverage

e Overall durability of the
projects

R2.3 Strengthen the ownership of the

programme: consider the
involvement of local and regional
stakeholders into the programme
implementation

e Assessment of ownership,
involvement of relevant
partners

R2.4 Further enhance the capacity-
building of applicants

e Analysis of cross-border
relevance
e Durability of the projects

e Evaluation of the
communication of the projects

e Overall cross-border relevance
of the projects

e Overall durability of the
projects

e Horizontal principles

R2.5 Keep and enhance the good
practices of communication

e Applied communication tools

o Difficulties met during the
communication activities from
the Programme’s side

e Evaluation of the
communication of the projects
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Recommendations

References to the PA-related
analysis

References to the Programme-
related analysis

R2.6 Consider setting up a reserve
fund

e Expert analysis of the influence
factors

e External assessment of the
assistance provided by the
programme bodies

R3 Programme management structu

re

R3.1 Compensate missing human
capacities

e Expert analysis of the influence
factors

e Capacity and lead time
assessment

e Summary of the cost efficiency
assessments

R3.2 Setting up the missing ties in
programme management structure

e Capacity and lead time
assessment

e Assessment of procedures of
the project cycle

R4 Programme procedures

R4.1 Consider the further
simplification of the mechanisms

e Assessment of procedures of
the project cycle

e Results of the simplification

e External assessment of the
assistance provided by the
programme bodies

R4.2 Keep using and fine-tune the
INTERREG+ tool

e Limitations of the evaluation
e Results of the simplification

R4.3 Broaden the scope of simplified
cost options

e Results of the simplification

R4.4 Enhance outcome and
activity-based project planning

¢ Quantification of performance
o Efficiency analysis

e General features and
performance of the programme

e Assessment of procedures of
the project cycle

R4.5 Fine-tune the assessment
procedures

e Importance of the guiding
principles

e Assessment of procedures of
the project cycle

R4.6 Follow-up the project events
from a communication point of view

e Aggregated impacts on the
borderscape: Aspect 2: Cross-
border cooperation

e Programme’s communication

R4.7 Follow-up the level of
contribution to EU and macro-
regional targets

e Synergies with relevant
European and national level

programmes
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Recommendations

References to the PA-related
analysis

References to the Programme-
related analysis

R5 Project design and implementation

R5.1 Improve the cross-border
character of the projects

Analysis of cross-border
relevance

e Overall cross-border relevance
of the projects

R5.2 Enhance the durability of project
results

Durability of the projects

e Overall durability of the
projects

R5.3 Encourage the beneficiaries to
design their contribution to
horizontal principles more seriously

e Horizontal principles

R5.4 Enhance the cost-efficiency of
the projects

Efficiency analysis

e Summary of the cost efficiency
assessments

R5.5 Enhance the beneficiaries’
communication capacities

e Programme’s communication

The above-mentioned recommendations are described more in detail below.
R1 Programme structure and priorities

R1.1 Select the programme implementation tools in a more thorough way

Strategic projects were applied for the first time in the history of the Hungarian-Serbian cross-border
programmes. More than 40% of the total programme budget (which is equal to the value of 76
average-size traditional projects) was allocated for the realisation of 5 projects with strategic
relevance bringing together 16 beneficiaries (mostly larger territorial or sectoral actors). These large
infrastructure developments are undoubtedly significant when speaking about integrated initiatives
and the cross-border impact of the CP, but they also have a negative counter-effect: they decreased
the programme’s ability to involve a wide range of local stakeholders into the implementation, which
factor partly determines the quality of cooperation and the internal cohesion of the border region.
In order to prevent this phenomenon in the future, efforts should be taken to enable more smaller
project partners (PP) to actively take part in the programme.

As a conclusion, the next programmes should consider the selection of programme implementation
tools in a more balanced way, together with ensuring a set of priorities (thematic scope), which does
not exclude small stakeholders. (E.g. water management interventions are not open to such
stakeholders, whereas environment protection, ecotourism would be.)

The implementation of a higher number of small projects would be beneficial in terms of the
enhancement of social interconnectivity and mutual trust, since these small projects tend to result in
many local events, actions and initiatives attracting residents under the programme’s title.
Furthermore, the better involvement of citizens and small organisations in the programme
implementation also contributes to the ownership of the programme.

Last, but not least, it must also be noted that the additional administrative burdens of the JS caused
by the higher number of projects should also be taken into consideration.
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R1.2 Enhancing the specificity, measurability and ambitiousness of the indicators

Regarding the output indicators, clear guidance should be provided for the beneficiaries to clarify
the measurement method of the different indicator values with examples. The preparation of the
examples could also shed light on issues related to the indicators. Instead of percentage, the usage
of absolute values would be more preferable, since they are easier to calculate with. More thorough
preparation is necessary to estimate the potential result of the programme. It can include a
preliminary survey among the potential beneficiaries, but a conceivable unit cost could also be
predefined for the different indicators. Moreover, a clearer linkage between the indicators and the
allocation for the relevant professional activities is necessary. Due to the possibility of the selection
of more indicators it is hard to estimate the cost of the result at the moment, but the issue could be
resolved by enhancing the outcome or activity-based budgeting according to R4.4 Enhance outcome
(and activity-based project planning.

In order to avoid the issues concerning the result indicators, the following recommendations can be
formulated: result indicators should be more ambitious; the data source should be based on
confirmed public registers; and all of the indicators should be specific enough to detect the
Programme's effect on the results. The fulfilment of the two last aspects at the same time is quite
challenging. As the first phase evaluation of the programme concluded, this problem is rooted in a
deeper theoretical conflict between the bottom-up and top-down approaches. While at European
level, the cumulated values of the indicators have crucial significance in measuring the progress of
the Single Market (or the fulfilment of smart, sustainable and inclusive growth), the local stakeholders
have different objectives from these EU level objectives (it is mainly true along the external borders).
The conflict can be resolved by selecting indicators reflecting the intensity of cross-border flows and
integration. To get, and even more to facilitate the generation of this kind of data, long-lasting
cooperation of the affected statistical offices would be needed.

R2 Programme implementation

R2.1 Enhance the links between the programme's and the projects' intervention logic

The quality of the cross-border projects designed by the applicants strongly depends on whether
the structure of the programme interventions is clear enough. In the current programming period,
the intervention logic was described in the CP, in addition the calls for proposals gave textual
overviews on the indicative list of eligible activities and target groups, but some crucial pieces of
information (like territorial needs to be addressed or the expected results) as well as the
interconnections between them were not clearly presented. Moreover, the application form does not
necessarily lead the applicants toward structuring the projects in line with the main elements of CP
(i.e. how the project objective reacts to the territorial needs, how project activities serve the expected
results of both the project and the CP.) In parallel, when analysing the application forms and the
INTERREG+ database, evaluators had the impression that applicants reflect on the cornerstones
defined by programme documents in a rather heterogeneous manner, the clear presentation of the
project’s intervention logic and its linkages to the programme intervention logic was missing. This
shortcoming was also confirmed by the quality assessors.

It is proposed to bridge this gap in the next programming period through three interventions.
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First of all, it would be beneficial to fine-tune the structure of the calls for proposals in order to better
present the expected intervention logic, by also adding visual elements (i.e. infographics) to the
textual descriptions. See an example below (Figure 7), which might be applied in case of each PA.

Figure 7: Logic of the proposed infographic
) CESCI Links between the programme's and the projects' intervention logic

Priority area ,n’

PROGRAMME

Specific territorial needs and Territorial capital and needs
challenges addressed by the project » of the programme area
L ]
Project objectives - N

(overall and specific) » Programme specific objective
Territorial ¢

erritoria Activities » Actions - indicative activities
change v

Outcomes ‘{ Programme output indicators
L

Project results * Expected results - result indicator

Secondly, a minor re-structuring of the application form is also recommended, in order to encourage
the applicants to better plan and present their projects’ structure in line with the CP’s intervention
logic.

Last, but not least, it also seems to be important to explain the structure of the intervention logic and
the exact definition of its elements (i.e. what is/should be the difference between an output and a
result) on the Infodays and/or tutorial videos, etc.

R2.2 Broaden the scope of involved applicants

Both the survey, the analysed application forms and the interviewees’ experiences mirrored a high
rate of repeating partnerships. These partners have appropriate connections in the cross-border
regions, as well as they are familiar with the methodology and technique of designing and
implementing CBC projects. On the other hand, newcomers tend to have neither the social capital,
nor the experiences on the IPA framework. As a result, their involvement is more difficult to achieve,
and that was also reflected in the weakening participation in the programme in certain group of
potential applicants (i.e. CSOs, smaller municipalities) and regions (especially Sremska and
Juznobanatska districts from Serbia, districts of Kunszentmiklos, Tiszakécske and Mako from
Hungary).

In order to achieve a better social and territorial coverage, there is a clear need to attract further
stakeholders. To this end targeted communication activities should be carried out on a programme
level. On the one hand, the CP should be popularised among the target groups in general, while, on
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the other hand. capacity-building info events, easy-to-follow guidelines, face-to-face partner search
forums should be organised for the newcomers. Moreover, CfPs for small projects could also mean
a solution to this challenge, especially if simplified administration would ease the administrative
burdens of the small applicants.

R2.3 Strengthen the ownership of the programme: consider the involvement of local and regional
stakeholders into the programme implementation

In general terms, the ownership of the programme has been improved compared to the previous
periods: based on the suggestions made by the NUTS Il municipalities, NGOs and Chambers take
part in the work of the JMC with observer status. Moreover, in line with the 1st Phase Evaluation,
local stakeholders (potential applicants and beneficiaries) were involved in the designing process of
the next CP. However, further steps can be taken to enhance ownership during the whole life-cycle
of the programme implementation.

According to some of the interviewees, local stakeholders' involvement into the programme
implementation would be preferred. This could be carried out by further extending the membership
of the JMC (not forgetting, at the same time, the conflict of interests) or by organizing regular public
consultations before and after the calls for proposals. During these consultations, potential
applicants can share their changing needs or reflect on the application and selection procedure both
in thematic and administrative terms from time to time.

R2.4 Further enhance the capacity-building of applicants

In the evaluators’ point of view, the CP should have a pedagogical mission: through its instruments
and CfPs it offers the opportunity to educate the applicants and encourage them to design higher
quality projects from several points of view. During the impact assessment, it became clear both
according to the databases and the results of the interviews, that key requirements of the programme
were not adequately addressed by the applicants. The cross-border character of the projects,
approaches toward the durability of the project results, horizontal principles, as well as the design of
the communication activities could and should be improved in order to enhance the CP’s impact on
the border region.

The main tools of building the capacities of the applicants in these terms could be the fine-tuned
system of criteria set up by the calls for proposals, as well as the selection procedure. Furthermore,
applicants should be assisted in the successful interpretation of these expectations, since the aim is
not to (further) narrow the scope of potential applicants. Info events, seminars, on-line digital
contents and guides could be the right instruments to achieve this goal.

R2.5 Keep and enhance the good practices of communication

Overall, the programme communication has been operating at a high level of satisfaction, and
indicators are not in danger of being unfulfilled. From among the applied communication tools, the
official website can be considered as the most crucial communication tool for the programme.
Thanks to improvements for the period 2014-2020 Programme’s website has a responsive format
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enabling the visitors to access it “on the go”, via various mobile devices. Keeping it up-to-date is of
utmost importance.

In line with the Communication Strategy the programme tried to focus more on online media.
Facebook turned out to be an efficient tool in reaching a greater audience. Other social media
platforms could be improved parallel to Facebook communication. In line with the growing trend of
visual content, the Programme intently increased, compared to the previous one, the usage of visual
tools, such as photography, video material, infographic and the like. These initiatives should be
continued.

It was an excellent decision to employ a communication manager around the First Phase evaluation.
It is a great loss that there has been no dedicated communication manager in recent times since the
former left the job. Hiring a dedicated communications manager would be of paramount importance
in the future.

Regarding the beneficiaries' communication, see the ‘R5.5 Enhance the beneficiaries’ communication
capacities’ recommendation.

R2.6 Consider setting up a reserve fund

One of the main challenges considering the second half of the programming period was the price
increase, which has been caused by many interlinking external factors (i.e. inflation, lack of building
materials, insufficient workforce). The phenomena negatively affected the projects’ implementation,
especially in those cases where infrastructure development or procurement of equipment had to be
carried out. In many cases the technical content of the particular development had to be narrowed
down in order to fit into the previously planned financial framework. (See the chapter 4.7.7 Expert
analysis of the influences)

According to some of the interviewees, setting up a reserve fund within the future CP would be
advantageous, especially when one considers the still turbulent economic and financial environment.
A reserve fund could mean a budgetary framework set aside from the programme budget by the
management authorities in order to meet any unexpected future challenges which might risk the
smooth implementation, as well as the intended impacts of the programme. It is important to notice,
that in the evaluators’ point of view, this reserve fund should not offer extra financial support to any
projects automatically in case of financial shortages (i.e. caused by underestimated budgets), instead,
only those beneficiaries should be compensated who would not be able to achieve the planned
project results because of external and unexpected reasons, escalated in the period between the
application and the implementation phase, and the missing results would obviously negatively
impact the CP. Procedures for the potential use of the reserve fund should be set up by the
programme bodies in the beginning of the programming period. In case of no need for such
additional funding for the projects’ implementation, the remaining EU contribution could be
contracted for the implementation of smaller projects at the end of the programming period
(considering the n+3 rule).
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R3 Programme management structure

R3.1 Compensate missing human capacities

According to the results of the interviews, the programme faces shortages in terms of human
capacities. At the Serbian FLC, employment of further 4-5 persons would be necessary for their
smooth operation. In turn, it should be also taken into consideration that the workload will be eased
because of the further SCOs to be introduced, which is expected to decrease the demand for
additional human resources. In addition, at the Managing Authority the employment of one more
colleague, to be responsible for monitoring tasks, could lead to a more efficient management.

Last, but not least, the application of the complex public procurement regulation is problematic on
the beneficiary level. This is confirmed by the interviewees, the results of the survey, as well as the
significant amount of IPA support dedicated to such advisory services (1.1 million € altogether). At
the same time, it was noted by the programme bodies that the quality of such external advisory
services available in the programme area is often not adequate. Hereby the intervention of the
programme bodies used to be necessary for the smooth implementation of the projects, however,
they formally do not have the appropriate competencies. In this sense, it would be worth considering
to internalise this advisory service into the programme management structure which would
contribute to the efficient and timely implementation of the projects and the CP.

R3.2 Setting up the missing ties in programme management structure

The evaluation made it clear that, partly because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the direct connection
between the Hungarian and Serbian FLC bodies has ceased to exist. It is the Joint Secretariat who
follows the operation of the controlling system on both sides of the border. At the same time, both
the beneficiaries and the programme bodies reported some asymmetry in the FLC procedure: the
Hungarian authority assists the beneficiaries in the preparation of the financial reports, while the
Serbian one only examines the submitted documentation. As a result, the financial reports of the
Serbian beneficiaries tend to contain more mistakes, the correction of which within a formal
procedure takes time and leads to difficulties and delays in the project implementation. It is
recommended to rebuild the ties between the Hungarian and Serbian parties in order to synchronize
the procedures. The additional capacities at the Serbian FLC, described in the previous point, might
be also necessary to resolve this problem.

In addition, the colleagues of the JS Antenna experience some discrepancies in the expectations
towards them on behalf of the JS and the Serbian National Authority. Hence, the clarification of the
JS Antenna’s role in the programme implementation would also be beneficial.

R4 Programme procedures

R4.1 Consider the further simplification of the mechanisms

Although the well-functioning electronic application and monitoring system remarkably simplified
and shortened, to some extent, all the programme procedures, according to both the programme
bodies and the beneficiaries, there is still room for improvement (See the chapters 4.4.3.3.2
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Assessment of procedures of the project cycle, and 4.4.3.3.3 Results of the simplification). In the survey,
beneficiaries highlighted the wide range of documents to be submitted on-line or in hard copy
during the application, contract modification and reporting phases. In addition, the lengthiness of
the contracting and the reporting procedures were mentioned as those causing liquidity problems
especially for the Serbian beneficiaries.

In terms of the contracting, the possibility to submit the letter of commitment on-line was introduced
temporarily because of the COVID-19 pandemic, which significantly shortened and eased the
procedure. It is recommended to consider keeping this solution in a way that hard copy versions are
still required, but the contracting process can go on when the electronic submission has been made.

Moreover, the length of the controlling procedure could be shortened by decreasing the number of
on-the-spot checks (as it is the practice in other European CBC programmes): at the moment, FLC
staff has to visit every project at least once, although, ad-hoc sample-based checks would be
satisfactory. This measure partly tackled also the human resource shortage at the Serbian FLC body.

Last, but not least, the e-government services tend to expand from time to time on the Hungarian
side, which could also provide some room for further simplification (i.e. checking the existence of the
legal entities in the official register, instead of calling the applicants to submit an extract from the
register).

R4.2 Keep using and fine-tune the INTERREG+ tool

According to the interviews and the questionnaire, all the actors of the programme implementation
are mostly satisfied with the newly developed INTERREG+ tool (See the chapter 4.4.3.3.3 Results of
the simplification), but some remarks were made concerning its fine-tuning:

e Quality assessors criticised the limit on the number of characters at the comment boxes, as
well as that they would like to read the proposal and make scores and comments at the same
page.

e When reporting staff costs, beneficiaries found the requirements concerning the naming of
the uploaded documents too complicated.

e First-level controllers would prefer to have ‘download all’ buttons for the documents of the
Beneficiary Reports, and to be notified via e-mail when beneficiaries upload new documents.

e According to the evaluators, it would be beneficial to specify not only the lot number of the
infrastructure locations, but also the municipality concerned.

e See also further recommendations concerning the programme monitoring at
recommendation ‘R4.4 Enhance outcome (and activity-based project planning’ and ‘R4.6
Follow-up the project events from a communication point of view".

To sum up, it is recommended to fine-tune the operating functions of the INTERREG+ tool, as well
as to develop and test the relevant functions (i.e. the application function) in order to prepare for the
implementation of the next CP.

R4.3 Broaden the scope of simplified cost options

The projects have to be implemented in a transparent way — also in financial terms. At the same time,
it should not mean overcomplicated budgeting. Both beneficiaries’ and the FLC authorities’
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experiences show that the flat-rate option for planning and reporting the staff cost (20% in projects
without infrastructure development, otherwise 10%) decrease the workload on both sides (less
documentation and less controlling tasks). In parallel, the application of this optional SCO has been
extending from one CfP to another (see Figure 209). In the 3™ CfP, almost half of the beneficiaries
selected this simplified option.

According to the interviews, programme management bodies make efforts to broaden the scope of
simplified cost options including obligatory flat-rates for the staff costs, as well as lump sums for
some obligatory communication tools and travel and accommodation costs. The results of the
current evaluation also confirm the reasonability of these efforts. In addition, the simplification of
reporting travel and accommodation costs will be beneficial as well. The assistance provided by the
INTERACT, as well as the solutions applied by many European programmes would be a good base
for further application.

R4.4 Enhance outcome (and activity-based project planning

The structure of the project application form calls the applicants to list the planned project outcomes
and activities. Outcomes can be defined as the results of certain groups of activities, which should
be logically coherent and necessary for developing the outcome. Outcomes must be tangible and
measurable that shall be proved by project-level indicators. Project management is a pre-defined
group of activities, which cannot be linked to any single outcome, instead, it is a cross-cutting task
of the beneficiaries.

On the one hand, evaluators propose to have the project-level (not outcome-related) communication
tasks as a mandatory, pre-defined activity group, either within the project management or a separate
one.

In addition, based on the experiences of other INTERREG programmes, it would be also beneficial to
include further aspects to this outcome-based planning. The estimation of the necessary financial
allocation to the outcomes would support the work of the quality assessors (evaluating the necessity
and reasonability of the costs). In addition, programme evaluators could also use this additional
information, when assessing the fulfilment of the territorial needs or the cost-efficiency of the
projects. It won't mean a huge additional burden for the applicants, if the INTERREG+ budget form
made it possible to select the relevant outcome from a drop-down list in case of each cost item.
Obviously, this requires the further development of the application function of the tool. Furthermore,
it might be also advantageous to invite the applicants to reflect on how an outcome contributes to
one or more programme-level output indicators. This would also serve the better presentation of the
linkages between the programme and projects’ intervention logic (see recommendation 'R2.1
Enhance the links between the programme's and the projects' intervention logic).

R4.5 Fine-tune the assessment procedures

The quality assessment applied during the programming period was judged to be improvable both
by the quality assessors and some programme management bodies. Assessors underlined the
asymmetry between the structure of the application form and the assessing questionnaire: in many
cases the application form did not give answer to the given question. In addition, it was also
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mentioned that the Application Form (AF) does not properly serve the understanding of the projects’
intervention logic. These challenges could be handled by fine-tuning the application form as well as
the criteria of quality assessment in some cases.

Taking into consideration the significant divergence between the scores given by the different
assessors to the same project, it would also be reasonable to better inform the assessors formerly,
as well as to hold discussions among the assessors during the assessment procedure with the
involvement of JS. In this manner the strategy and the main focuses of the project assessment can
be presented and clarified.

In line with this, the increased involvement of the JS into the assessment procedure (in a supporting
role) can be also reasoned by the fact that they are in close cooperation with the beneficiaries
(especially if we consider the repeating partnerships), and familiar with the different aspects of the
project implementation in practice, which could be capitalised during the assessment procedure.

R4.6 Follow-up the project events from a communication point of view

When analysing the impact of the programme, it became clear that the programme supported many
thematic and PR/communication events (especially in the frames of PA3) organised by the
beneficiaries which targeted those living in the border region. In spite of the fact that it is part of the
reporting procedure to create and submit attendance sheets of the project events, there is no
programme level monitoring practice concerning the number of events and participants, as well as
whether they were able to attract participants from both sides of the border.

Taking into consideration the contribution of these events both to the popularisation and impact of
the programme on the cross-border region (see the examination of social connectivity in chapter
4.3.7.2 Aspect 2: Cross-border cooperation), it seems to be beneficial to gather data via the Interreg+
by adding extra questions/boxes to the reporting form. Again, this requires IT interventions.

R4.7 Follow-up the level of contribution to EU and macro-regional targets

Each programme funded by EU support has to contribute to the all-time EU targets, as well as to the
achievement of the macro-regional objectives. In our case, these are the European Union Strategy
for the Danube Region (EUSDR: the entire programming area) and the European Union Strategy for
the Adriatic-lonian Region (EUSAIR: the Serbian part of the programming region). Taking into
consideration the current practice of monitoring by the CP, the contribution to the macro-regional
strategies is awarded with 1 score during the quality assessment.

In order to better detect the real impacts in these fields, the evaluators propose to follow and assess
the achievements on project level on a regular basis in order to intervene if there are remarkable
shortages observed.
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R5 Project design and implementation

R5.1 Improve the cross-border character of the projects

INTERREG IPA CBC programmes are dedicated to weaken the separating effects of the borders and
to contribute to the development of a more integrated cross-border region —in compliance with the
EU’s Cohesion Policy and its three main pillars (economic, social and territorial cohesion). This
integrating factor should be more seriously taken into consideration. The exemplary cross-border
projects are those contributing to stronger cohesion and more intensive cross-border cooperation.
According to the main conclusions of the analysis, the cross-border character of the programme is
stronger than it was in the previous programming period, but there is still more room for further
improvement.

In the evaluators point of view, programme bodies should make further efforts to raise the quality of
the project proposals in this term. To this end, there would be a need for fine-tuning the calls for
proposals and the selection criteria, as well as for additional assistance provided by the Joint
Secretariat in the form of seminars, tutorials, handbooks which explain the requirements and
promotes best practices from the border region and all over Europe. (See also recommendation 'R2.4
Further enhance the capacity-building of applicants’)

R5.2 Enhance the durability of project results

In order to ensure stronger programme impacts on the border region, the projects should have
longer perspectives both in terms of results and partnerships. Although the assessment draws a
rather positive picture on the length of the partnerships, the interlinkages and synergies between
the different projects initiated even by the same partnerships can hardly be detected. In conclusion,
the programme should encourage the partners to start long-standing, strategic cooperation and use
the CfPs as tools for achieving their long-term strategic goals.

To this end, it would be worth considering to fine-tune the requirements concerning the presentation
of the sustainability aspects by the applicants and beneficiaries in a way, which makes them better
explore and contextualise their solutions in the application phase. Moreover, the programme should
undertake some role in raising the capacities of the potential beneficiaries, in order to make them
better design their project proposals both in strategic and operative terms. For instance, the
assessment criteria should include factors by which these longer perspectives can be awarded, e.g.
the prehistory of the partnership (its length, previous joint projects, events, activities implemented
together); future joint plans (regarding the concrete project results and further development of the
project; cooperation in other projects, initiatives); tools, activities ensuring the sustainability, further
development of the projects and synergies with other initiatives. When fine-tuning the set of criteria,
it must be taken into consideration that durability can be interpreted differently in case of an
investment in infrastructure compared to small-scale, people-to-people actions.

R5.3 Encourage the beneficiaries to design their contribution to horizontal principles more seriously

Although there is a positive tendency in terms of filling these requirements with content, most of the
projects regarded the inclusion of horizontal issues as only a box that had to be ticked. Consequently,
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the measures very often just have no real impact. According to some of the interviewees, it is a
positive idea to include the currently proposed horizontal principles in the application materials and
in some cases, where they organically fit with the nature of the project (i.e. in PA3 or PA4), it is
definitely a good requirement.

Obviously, cross-border programmes are not the genuine fields where gender equality or anti-
discrimination can easily be implemented. However, these aspects are not insignificant. The
applicants should be encouraged to think through these aspects more deeply, e.g. by describing in
details, how they intend to overcome the obstacles when disabled people are participating in an
event, etc.

The JS should publish a guidance material on horizontal principles elaborated together with an NGO
or an expert of the given issues. In addition, dedicated info days might still prove useful.

R5.4 Enhance the cost-efficiency of the projects

Both quality assessors and evaluators experienced that the justification of mostly the costs related
to outsourced activities are not always appropriate for assessing their reasonability and
proportionality based on the budget plans. This affects the cost-efficiency of the projects, as well as
the programme itself.

Even if the main aim is to continue the simplification of the procedures and further decrease the
administrative burdens of the beneficiaries, as well as the programme bodies, it is still recommended
to encourage applicants to better justify the questionable cost types. This could mean the
optimisation of financial planning and reporting in a way, that minor extra tasks are included in case
of the allocations to the externalised core activities, while broadening the simplified cost options
would mean a significant alleviation on the other side.

R5.5 Enhance the beneficiaries’ communication capacities

While the programme is quite well known by the applicants and potential beneficiaries, the general
public and national media have no deep knowledge about the achievements or even the existence
of the CP — regardless of the efforts made by the JS. At the same time, those are the beneficiaries
who actually carry out the majority of measurable communication activities.

The assessment shows that applicants rather see communication activities as forced requirements,
in addition they tend to not have the appropriate capacities to design and take efficient
communication measures.

In order to improve this, it is recommended to organise communication practice-oriented trainings
with the involvement of communication experts.
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Il. In-depth evaluation

1 Background of the evaluation

1.1 Interpretation of the evaluation task

Although the original evaluation plan of the programme shows some differences in the timing of
the evaluation documents, it was necessary to revise the original plan due to the delays in the
implementation of the programmes caused by the COVID-19 pandemic. The three aspects
(effectiveness, impact and efficiency) were planned to be assessed together, in a combined way.

Table 9: Timetable of the planned and revised evaluation plan (HUSRB)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
st nd
Original 15t Phase of effectiveness, 1 'Phase of : .Phase of
L . impact impact
Plan efficiency evaluation . .
evaluation evaluation
. 15t Phase of a 2" Phase of a
Revised . f
Plan combined combined
evaluation evaluation

The evaluation procedure had been designed based on the evaluation plan of the programme and
further previous evaluations as models.

Based on the accepted Inception Report, the focus of the evaluation had to be performed in relation
among others to

e Impact evaluation of Priority Axes 1-5

e result indicator values in the first half of 2019 and 2021 respectively

e target groups, indicative activities and types of Beneficiaries

e guiding principles

e contribution to the EU 2020 Strategy

e Communication Strategy

e socio-economic analysis of the programme area by the beginning of 2020.

The scope of the assessment included three main criteria to be addressed.: effectiveness, efficiency
and impact. While effectiveness and efficiency are rather formal criteria of evaluation, impact is much
more a matter of content. In the frames of the evaluation the three criteria as follows:

o Effectiveness refers to the degree to which set objectives and targets are achieved at the
date of evaluation. It refers to the progress made against the planned implementation.

e Efficiency refers to the successful use of financial/administrative resources in relation to
outputs and results. Successful here means ‘optimal’ and 'resource-efficient'.

72



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

¢ Impact evaluation assesses how the support from the European Regional Development Fund
(ERDF) and IPA have contributed to the objectives for each Priority axis (abbreviation: PA).
Impact is also referring to the influence that the programme exercises on the internal
cohesion of the programming area and the level of cross-border cooperation.

External experts were involved in various ways:

e CESCI Balkans was involved, which has an office in Novi Sad, Vojvodina to better channel
scientific and professional knowledge and information from the Serbian programme area
including, among other, useful information on the influence factors (both implementation
and impact) and the regional needs.

e Two experts in relation to Aggregated impacts on the borderscape chapter were involved:
Boglarka Kincses and Irén Gabrity Molnar. They helped providing information and analysis on
migration, cross-border labour and student mobility and commuting.

e Interviews were carried out with relevant stakeholders, beneficiaries and project partners
interested in HUSRB, who have done extraordinary job and gained important experience and
lessons learnt.

e Beneficiaries’ survey was created and assessed covering various chapters and guiding
questions of the evaluation.

The tasks as deliverables were defined as follows grouped into the aforementioned phases:

1. Preparation included:
a. Drafting of the inception report
b. Having the first overall meeting with the partners including the MA and NA
2. Pooling information phase included:
a. Gathering and processing data and information from monitoring system
b. Face-to-face or online interviews
c. On-line survey
d. Analysis of territorial statistics
3. Producing materials phase included:
a. Carrying out evaluations and analyses
4. Fine-tuning phase included:
Fine-tuning meetings
Redaction
Second overall meeting
Delivery
Presentation at the JMC meeting

S0 00 oW

Closing overall meeting.

1.2 Structure of the analysis

The document is made up by two main sections: /. Main results of the evaluation and II. In-depth
evaluation. The first section’s main purpose is to set the context of the document, offer an overview
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of the Programme's implementation, present the main findings and answers to the guiding
questions. Then the second section of the evaluation details the analysis.

Figure 8: Structure of the document

I. MAIN RESULTS Il. IN-DEPTH
OF THE EVALUATION EVALUATION
The context Background Ger:ral fealure:;:ld Evaluation per

of the evaluation of the evaluation pe :::;:;f':e e Priority axes

Overview of the Overall influence

™ ofthe evloation ask ] B oA Tt
implementation

Evaluation at

programme level

| Programme
authorities and bodies

\nwp-\émental 1

The main findings

of the evaluation | Structure of the — Evaluationof PA2 | — P’°9’a".‘"‘e. s List of acronyms
analysis communication
Answers to the
general guiding Programme’s impacts
questions — Applied methods — Evaluationof PA3 |— on cohesion and — List of figures
convergence

The Programme's

impact on the Limitations of the Efficiency at

cross-border flows “— Evaluationof PA4 | — List of tables

The main chapter of the document, //. In-depth evaluation, is divided into two parts. The first offers
an evaluation per Priority Axes, which is followed by an evaluation at the programme level.

evaluation

programme level

Figure 9: Structure of the evaluation chapter

1. IN-DEPTH EVALUATION
(main chapters)

Evaluation Evaluation
per Priority axes at programme level

r T T 1 r T T 1
(Overall influence factors‘ ‘

Short introduction of the Impact Efficiency

Performance evaluation Efficiency

of the Programme on cohesion and

Programme’s ‘

Programme’s impacts ‘

PA’s intervention logic evaluation analysis implementation communication convergence at programme level
: 1 Short introduction of
a I
Quantification of the Analysis of the fulfilment | | | indicator value analysis E(’J""teh': I“n':l'u'::;‘ - Applied L nfxﬁ,’;ﬁﬁ":ﬁ(ﬁzf L1 | the TA priority axis
performance of regional needs result indicators communication tools regional needs (PAS)
) Influence factors based on . Quantitative analysis
Introduction of the . . — Visiting tendencies N
. si the online surve:
applied mechanisms and /\narl‘y;:r;:':illf L1 i\na\ysus;fvt:reat:rrltarial Y of the on-line L] Overview olrme [ of the TA
tools pa P 9 communication tools P

Importance of the guiding| [ I Qualitative analysis

Analysis of th ted principles Overall ofthe TA

Durability of the projectsi 22 O! the Impactec Difficulties met during e

target groups territorial coverage

the communication | |
activities from the I
Programme’s side

Analysis of cross-border | | | Synergies with relevant Overall ility of the
relevance ! European projects
and national level
programmes Evaluation of the

of the projects
Influence factors Overall cross-border | |

regarding the impacts relevance of the projects

Horizontal
principles

The structure of the evaluation per Priority axes is the same for each PA: first the given PA is
described, then its performance evaluation is carried out, which is followed by its impact evaluation
and the efficiency analysis.
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The evaluation at the programme level begins with the analysis of the influence factors based on an
expert analysis and the online survey of the beneficiaries then highlights the way the guiding
principles influence the implementation. This chapter contains the programme’s communication
analysis which is extended also to discussing it on the project level. Then the programme’s impacts
on cohesion and convergence is discussed from various angles. This section also contains a
subchapter dedicated to the aggregated impacts on the borderscape which follows CESCl's cross-
border territorial impact assessment method to give an estimation about the success of the
programme in the sense of the fundamental objectives of the cross-border programmes, such as the
reduction of the borders’ barrier effect, and the valorisation the border regions territorial capital. The
evaluation chapter finished with an efficiency analysis that contains also the assessment of the
technical assistance Priority axis (PA5).

The Annex chapter contains those factual lists that are supporting the evaluation process

1.3 Applied methods

Interviews compiled by CESCI based on the guiding questions of the evaluation agreed jointly by
the bodies and CESCI were inducted with several relevant stakeholders including programme bodies,
beneficiaries covering owners of strategic projects, sectorial experts from the thematical fields of
every PA defined in the programme. Several in-depth interviews were done mostly via online
platforms such as Zoom. Some other interviews were done more similarly to a written list of questions
to which the partners could react in a written form of answers. The types of interviewees were as
follows:

e Programme bodies: Joint Secretariat, Joint Secretariat Antenna, Managing Authority, member
of the National Authority from Serbia, member of the Programming Committee; member of
the Joint Monitoring Committee, member of the First Level Control from Serbia and from
Hungary;

e water directorates: Lower Danube Valley Water Directorate, Lower Tisza District Water
Directorate;

e economic and business organisations: Hungarian-Serbian Chamber of Commerce and
Industry;

e cross-border development organisations: Danube—-Cris-Mures—Tisa Euroregion (DKMT
Euroregion);

e sectorial experts, researchers: experts on cross-border migration, student and labour mobility;

e organisations responsible for tourism development and destination management: from
Mora-Tourist and Szeged Tourinform;

e cultural institutions, cultural organisers: Turr Istvan Museum, EXIT Foundation (Exit Festival).

Along with former applications of the beneficiaries, the INTERREG+ database was used. It contained
detailed information on all the projects regardless their status. The data from it was extracted and an
important source in order to gain relevant information on multiple aspects: during the performance
evaluation; implementation progress (quantitative data of the performance; projects’
communication), the impact evaluation (fulfilling the regional needs; indicator value analysis: result

75



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

indicators; factors, that strengthen the cross-border region’s cohesion: Territorial coverage; Target
groups; Cross-border relevance; Partnerships; Durability of the projects) and Impacts on cohesion
and convergence (Overall analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs; Overall territorial coverage;
Overview of the partnerships; Overall durability of the projects; Aggregated impacts on the target
groups; Contribution to EU2020 targets and EUSDR priorities (negative — neutral — positive / indirect
— direct); Results on the field of the horizontal principles (promotion equality between men and
women and to promote non-discrimination);; and at the all stages of the efficiency analysis.

The original quality assessment of the applications was also used during the evaluation. In certain
cases, it was worth taking into consideration what the assessors say about the qualities of the given
projects in order to deepen the understanding of project development.

The online survey was created in order to channel the opinion of the applicants and beneficiaries of
the programme, and gain valuable direct information on their opinion, experience and ideas to help
making improvements to the new Programme. the programme. A total number of 82 filled
questionnaires were received of which 68 was decided to be useful, while the rest had to be
disregarded (mainly due to duplications and data protection issues). The highest number of
participants (37) filled the questionnaire in relation to PA3, followed by PA4 (15), PA2 (10) and PA1
(6). Taking into account the distribution of project partners, similar number of Lead Partners (11) and
Partners (10) filled in the questionnaire from Hungary. In the case of Serbia, many Partners (28)
participated, two times more than of Serbian Lead Partners (19). Overall representation of the Serbian
side was significant, 47 persons answered the questions from Serbia in total.

GIS-based territorial analysis was carried out using CESCI's own methodology of cohesion analysis,
which takes into account the factors that strengthen or weaken cohesion in a given cross-border
area. This method was applied in order to support especially the chapters regarding regional needs
and territorial coverage. Various maps were drawn to help understanding and evaluating the impacts
achieved within the given PA through giving visualised analysis of fulfilling the regional needs and
factors, that strengthen the cross-border region’s cohesion. The evaluation process included the data
collection, database building and processing phases which helped writing the cohesion analysis and
creating all the related maps to give a more comprehensive picture on the effectiveness, efficiency
and impact of the programme.

At last, but not least, content analysis of policies and related planning documents took place.
Many different concepts, strategies, action plans and policy priorities were taken into account in the
light of the CP. In the frames of the analysis of contribution of a certain project to the Priority Areas
of the EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) as well as to the headline targets of the EU2020
Strategy, two features of the projects descriptions in particular were analysed: 1. the effects of the
projects (negative, neutral, or positive); 2. direct/indirect features of the projects. the synergies
between the projects and the related European and national level programmes will be shown. The
goal was also to analyse which plans supported the realisation of the related regional needs and
challenges and goals of the PA, and how they took place, which subtopics were addressed.
Furthermore, the influence effects of the different programmes including INTERREG, national,
operational, and other programmes on the impacts of the PAs were also analysed. This method
helped answering the question: To what extent does the programme add benefits to cross-border
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regional development and how does it complement and enhance the effect of other related policies
or strategies?

1.4 Limitations of the evaluation

Due to the nature and scope of the analysis, as well as the availability of the relevant data, the current
evaluation has some limitations that need to be taken into account when interpreting its results.

Firstly, the cut-off date of the evaluation was set to be 12 April 2022 which has a series of
consequences. One of the most serious one being that out of the 118 projects only 69 (constituting
a mere 58.4%) has been closed with an approved final report. Even though an additional 16 has been
thematically closed at that point, but it was still lacking an approved final report which influenced
the amount of data available. Naturally, the 33 still running projects’ exact results was problematic
to be taken into consideration, thus the conclusions might not necessarily mirror the final status.
This problems with the project closures overstretching the cut-off date affect individual PAs
differently and are, by definition, closely related to which CfP the project belongs to.

Figure 10: The status of the projects at the cut-off date

a CESCI Status of the projects on 12.04.2022
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Source: IPlus database

Secondly, the switch from IMIS to Interreg+ platform took place during the realisation of the
programme which was a development welcomed by all the actors. Despite of this the change was
not entirely problem free as the data migration posed some unforeseen challenges (this issue is
further detailed in the chapter on 'Results of the simplification’) and also the quality of the data
depends largely on the beneficiaries’ thoroughness (for instance marking the final reports). This
caused a need to verify and correct some of the INTERREG+ data based on the JS's offline database.

77



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Furthermore, the inadequate data sources pose in some cases a severe limitation. The lack of relevant
statistical data in certain cases made the calculation of complex indexes impossible. This is especially
true for the sections on “"Borderscape” where in-depth analysis of the different factors such as cross-
border flows, cross-border cooperation and people would require the existence of such a broad-
scale dataset that reaches far out of the scope of the present analysis. The comparable data collection
of the number of cross-border joint ventures, number of their employees and value of their annual
turnover; the number of cross-border service contracts between institutions; or the mental maps of
the border citizens — to only name a few — would be the coordinated task of national statistical offices
and/or academic research groups, nonetheless these data would have made the evaluation more
rounded.

Finally, there is one methodological shortcoming that need to also be taken into consideration. In
order to make the analysis as through as possible, qualitative data collection methods were also
used, such as an online survey among the applicants and in-depth, semi-structured interviews with
local experts. Even though, these methods ensure that various viewpoints and experiences could be
collected, they are not inherently flawless. Since the respondents participated in the survey on a
voluntary basis, there might be a self-selection and response bias present in the sample. Also, the
respondents were aware that the questionnaire does not influence their current and future projects
in any way, which might have caused them to take less care in properly answering the questions, but
even with the best intentions, mistaken input could happen.

The other more specific difficulties that are affecting the programme implementation are discussed
at the relevant sections of the evaluation.
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2 General features and performance of the programme

Concerning the territorial scope of the INTERREG — IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia Programme (hereinafter
also referred to as CP, Cooperation Programme or Programme) the same area was delineated as in
the frames of the previous Cooperation Programme (2007-2013) between the two countries.
Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia is the fourth generation of the cross-border cooperation
programmes in the Hungary-Serbia border region.

The following two NUTS level Ill regions (‘'varmegye’) are covered by the Cooperation Programme in
Hungary:

e Csongrad-Csanad county;
e Bacs-Kiskun county.

Figure 11: Map of the programme area
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The seven territorial units (‘okrug’) which are equivalent regions to the Hungarian ones and are
covered by the Programme in the non-Member State Serbia are as follows:

e West Backa District (Zapadnobacki upravni okrug)

e North Backa District (Severnobacki upravni okrug)

¢ North Banat District (Severnobanatski upravni okrug)
e South Backa District (Juznobacki upravni okrug)

e Central Banat District (Srednjobanatski upravni okrug)
e South Banat District (Juznobanatski upravni okrug)

e Srem District (Sremski upravni okrug)

The Programme covers 34 335 km? (larger than that of Belgium) and affects 2.76 million inhabitants
(similarly to the population size of Latvia).
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The Programme was approved by the European Commission (EC) by its decision C(2015) 9488 on
December 15, 2015. It relies on the Regulation (EC) No 231/2014 of the European Parliament and of
the Council and the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU) No 447/2014 (IPA Il Implementing
Regulation).

The total EU contribution to the Interreg-IPA CBC Hungary-Serbia programme (ERDF/IPA-Instrument
for Pre-Accession Assistance) is 65 124 000 EUR. Taking into consideration the national counterpart
(including also the own contribution of project partners), the total budget of Programme is
76 616 474 EUR.

Figure 12: Overview of the Programme’”
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The core of the CP is the programme goal which aims to achieve the harmonized development of
the region with intensified economic cooperation through sustainable use of natural and cultural
resources. In order to fulfil this expectation, the total allocated money was over 76 million EUR out
of which over 65 million EUR was ensured by the EU (IPA contribution). This programme budget was
divided among four Priority axes which gathered the applications by thematical focus. The process
of the applications was determined by three CfPs which were closed in 2016, 2017 and 2018. The 1*
CfP was a restricted one, since it focused on the strategic projects, whereas the 2"4 and 3™ CfPs were
open CfPs which provided opportunities for the regular (traditional) projects.

Since there was a perceived difference between how the Programme originally allocated the funds
to the different PAs and the need and project ideas of the potential beneficiaries, the Programme
Bodies exercised flexibility and within the framework of the current rules and regulations
redistributed the funds. This reallocation took place in three stages: one substantial and two non-
substantial steps. The second version of the CP compared to the original one reduced the funds for
PA1 (-3,65 million EUR) and PA4 (-1,34 million EUR) and increased it for PA2 (+992 100 EUR) and PA3
(+4,02 million EUR). This bigger change was followed by two non-substantial one meaning that the
managing authority was able to transfer during the programming period an amount of up to 8% of
the allocation of a priority and no more than 4% of the programme budget to another priority of the
same programme. These changes complied with all regulatory requirements and were approved by
the Joint Monitoring Committee in advance. The second non-substantial reallocation has been
approved through the Decision No. 126/2021 on May 7, 2021. According to this final state of the

7 Source: http://www.interreg-ipa-husrb.com/en/file/1323/
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budget allocation compared to the first version of the CP PA1 was reduced by 16.22%, PA2 was
increased by 6.84%, PA3 was also increased by 31.51% and PA4 was reduced by 15.08%. The
evaluation considers these figures.

Figure 13: Reallocations between priorities during the programme period
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As it was mentioned before, the applied mechanism of the programme launched restricted CfP to
ensure appropriate amount sources for the implementation of higher scale projects with strategic
relevance. The aim of this mechanism was to achieve stronger cross-border cooperation and
cohesion by higher resource allocation. This higher allocation is observable in the minimum amount
of IPA allocations per project, since it was 4 million EUR under PA1 and 2 million EUR under PA2 and
PA3. The restriction of the CfP was due to the fact that the scope of eligible applicants was more
determined, since only the most competent actors with adequate human and financial capacities
could take part in the projects. Additionally, the 1** CfP became the restricted one, because in this
case the strategic projects had plenty time for implementation.

The specific objectives (SO) of the different PAs covered a wide range of activity types from nature
protection until the operation of SMEs. The PA1 dealt with the improvement of cross-border water
management and risk prevention systems. Within the PA, the main topics were the prevention of
droughts and floods and to improve the quality of water bodies and nature protected areas in the
region. The PA2 targeted to decreasing the bottlenecks of cross-border traffic, which fostered the
enhancement of the border-crossing capacities and the usage of sustainable transport modes. The
PA3 focused on the better cooperation in tourism and cultural heritage preservation, allowing to
create a commonly coordinated cross-border tourism destinations with joint brand and
communication tools. In addition, it has provided framework for cultural, sport, leisure people-to-
people and institutional cooperation initiatives. Finally, the PA4 was concerned with the
enhancement of SME’s economic competitiveness through innovation-driven development. This PA
promoted the establishments of cross-border scholarships and the growth of SMEs' capabilities and
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employment potentials by the usage of new technologies and processes, as well as through social
entrepreneurship.

The following table (Table 10) indicates the planned available IPA funds by CfPs. As the columns
show, during the restricted 1°* CfP there were no allocations to PA4, due to this fact there were no
strategic project under this PA. The largest value (24.8 million EUR) was assigned to the 1°* CfP, which
contained 44% of the total IPA fund, since those (strategic) projects that were implemented under
this CfP had the greatest volumes with the biggest cross-border effects. Regarding the two open
CfPs, 38% of the IPA fund (21.5 million EUR) was linked to the 2" CfP, whereas the 3™ CfP could
provide 10.38 million EUR (18%) at the end of the programme.

Table 10: Planned available IPA funds by CfPs

st A nd rd
Name of the PA 1% restricted 2" open CfP 3'“ open CfP

CfP (1601) (1602) (1901)
pa1 | Improving cross-border water 13 500 000 5 000 000 1,000 000
management and risk prevention systems
PAD Decreasing .the bottlenecks of cross- 7 900 000 6 000 000 5 000 000
border traffic
PA3 Encouraging cooperation in tourism and 3 400 000 5 500 000 4000 000

cultural heritage preservation

Enhancing SMEs’ economic
PA4 | competitiveness through innovation- - 5 000 000 3 380 000
driven development

The fulfilment of the determined programme goal was supported by 386 applications out of which
118 became projects, which means nearly 70% of the applications was not realised, at least within
the framework of the current IPA programme. The following chart (Figure 74) shows the distributions
of these applications and projects by CfPs. The highest number of applications (259 units) and
projects (67 units) was assigned to the 2™ CfP (the first open CfP for proposals of the programme
period), and the most considerable difference was registered here too, since the percentage of
unchosen application was 74%. This value under the 3™ CfP was 62% with 121 applications and
46 projects. With regard to the first, restricted CfP, 6 applications were submitted and only one could
be financed because of quality reasons.
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Figure 14: Number of applications and projects per CfPs
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Focusing on the number of applications and projects by PAs, it is noticeable that most of the
applications and projects belonged to the PA3 (applications: 219 units; projects: 70 units out of which
1 is strategic one) and PA4 (123 units; 27 units), whereas the PA1 (27 units; 11 units including 2
strategic projects) and PA2 (17 units; 10 units including 2 strategic) incorporated less than
30 applications and 15 projects. Owing to this result, the ratio of unchosen applications was the
highest in the case of PA3 (68%) and PA4 (78%). The great difference in the number of applications
per PA can be reasoned by the varying thematic and financial features of the Priority Axes. Taking
into consideration both capacity and competency aspects, the PA3 (tourism, culture, sport) and PA4
(SME, social entrepreneurship) have been open for a wider range of potential applicants, while PA1
and PA2 called for the cooperation of public authorities and some professional actors being active
in the fields of water management, environment protection and transport.
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Figure 15: Number of projects per PAs
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Taking into account only the number of projects, the highest share of the projects belonged to PA3
(59%) and PA4 (23%), meanwhile the ratios related to PA1 (9%) and PA2 (8%) were below 10%. It
must be noticed here, that within the open CfPs PA3 and PA4 offered support for smaller-scale, rather
soft initiatives, while the other to PAs gave the framework of investments in infrastructure. As a result,
PA3 and PA4 are characterised by numerous, projects with lower values (below 300 000 EUR), albeit
within PA1 and PA2 the resources are concentrated into a significantly smaller number of projects.

Figure 16: Average size of regular projects per PAs
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Comparing the PAs according to the number of projects, the share of strategic projects did not
exceed 20%, the share of 2" CfP-related projects was always at least 30% and the share of 3™ CfP's
projects fluctuated between 18% and 50%, in line with the remaining budgetary and the missing
performance framework (achievement of the indicators’ target value). The highest ratio of strategic
projects was under PA2 (20%), the 2" CfP's projects were the most dominant under PA1 (64%),
whereas the 3™ CfP-related project achieved the highest proportion in the PA2 (50%). All in all, the
PA3 and PA4-related 2"* and 3" CfPs implemented the most projects during this programme period.

Figure 17: Number of projects per PAs
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Regarding the evaluation of the financial allocation, the evaluators calculated with the new values
of the 4™ version of the CP (which represents the current condition), but previously there was also a
2" modification which caused significant reorganisations of the allocations. The 2"* modification was
necessary since some specific indicators had not been chosen or the fulfilment of the target values
was not satisfactory, but during the modification the interests of applications about the different PAs
was also considered. As the already on-going projects of PA1 ensured the achievements of the given
indicators, and the quality of the received applications under PA4 was low, the modification of the
allocated money of PA1 and PA4 decreased. On the other hand, the value of the allocation was
increased in the case of PA2 and PA3. Since there were two indicators under PA2 (O/I 2.1 and 2.6)
where the achievement of the targets was not guaranteed by the already existing projects,
furthermore PA3 had the highest interest by the applicants and the publicity and awareness of the
programme needed to be improved, therefore the increasement of the allocation under these PAs is
justified. In the end of 2021, the 4™ version appeared which reallocated 1 052 313.03 EUR to PA3
from the other three PAs in order to enable the contracting of the selected projects from the reserve
list. Comparing the amount of allocations between the CP and CfPs, in the case of PA1 and PA4 the
value of the contribution under CfPs was larger than in the CP by 1.4 million — 1.7 million EUR, while
in the case of PA2 the difference was only 57 185 EUR. On the other hand, owing to the modifications,
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the allocated money to the PA3 in the CP significantly exceeded (by 5 105 977 EUR) the aggregated
value of the CfPs. Moreover, it is worth mentioning that the budget under PA1, PA2 and PA3
surpassed 15 million EUR, the allocation of the PA4 was below 7 000 000 EUR.

Taking into consideration the status of project implementation at the cut-off date (April 12, 2022),
72% of the projects (85 units) were closed and there were only 33 projects (28%) which had been still
running. The projects of the 15 and 2" CfPs were closed successfully, and only the 3™ CfP’s projects
were under implementation since the end date of these projects is mostly 2022. However, among
the closed projects there were projects which did not have final report and their administrative works
were in progress. On programme level, more than half of the projects (58.5%; 69 projects) had
approved final report, while 13.6% (16 projects) was closed with remaining administrative works. With
this aspect, the proportion of projects with approved final reports was 80% (4 units) under the 1%
CfP, 97% (65 units) under the 2" CfP and zero under the 3" CfP. It shows that the closed projects
without approved final report was not higher than 30% per CfPs (15 CfP 20%; 2" CfP 3%; 3™ CfP
28.3%) and just the 3@ CfP had non-closed projects (33 units) which gave 71.7% of the last call-
related projects.

On PA level, all projects were accomplished under PAT since these had strategic relevance with early
start date. The highest proportion of closed projects was under PA4 (20 projects) which gave 74% of
the total PA4-realted projects, but under PA3 the ratio of the closed projects achieved 70% too
(49 projects). By contrast, under PA2, the share of the closed projects gave only the half of the total
projects (5 units). As it was mentioned above, there were closed projects with no approved final
report. Taking into account the total projects, the highest ratio of these projects (without approved
final report) was registered under PA1 (27%; 3 projects), while this value was lower than 20% in the
case of PA3 (14%,; 10 projects), PA4 (11%; 3 projects) and PA2 (0%). It represents that the proportion
of closed projects with final report gave at least half of the total projects per PA (PA1: 73% and
8 units; PA2: 50% and 5 units; PA3: 56% and 39 units; PA4: 63% and 17 units).
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Figure 18: The financial progress of the programme per PAs regarding the EU Contribution
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In terms of the financial progress of the CfPs, the contracted EU Contribution can be classified into
three categories. The first one is the certificated or validated money, where not just the projects’
content but the administrative works are also closed. Regarding the non-validated money, the
content of the project has been closed, but the administrative tasks has been continuously
proceeding after the cut-off date (April 12, 2022). Finally, the rest of the EU Contribution gives the
remaining category. The ratio of validated allocation was the highest in the case of the first two CfPs
(PA1 93%; PA2 92%), where the exact sum was 22 627 422.29 EUR under the 1% CfP and
22 171 122.08 EUR under the 2" CfP. By contrast, this ratio under the 3@ CfP was only 22%
(2 590 015.28 EUR). Owing to these proportions, the ratio of not validated sum was especially high
in the case of the 3™ CfP (78%; 9 156 406.73 EUR), while under the 1t CfP it was only 4%
(871 946.29 EUR) and 1% under the 2" CfP (323 925.34 EUR). This notable ratio of not validated sum
under the last CfP is understandable since the scheduling did not provide enough time yet to validate
all of these projects. All in all, the allocations were well absorbed since the ratios of remaining sums
did not exceed 6%: it was 4% (701 939.44 EUR) under the 1% CfP, 6% (1 536 094.65 EUR) under the
2" CfP and zero under the 3 CfP.

On PA level, the ratio of validated allocations was more than 80% in the case of PA1 (89%;
16 437 945.54 EUR) and PA2 (83%; 13 430 722.33 EUR), but under the other two PAs the ratios were
also above 60% (PA3: 71% and 12 987 173.96 EUR; PA4: 64% and 4 532 717.82 EUR). Regarding the
non-validated sums, this type of money was below 30% in every PA, but under PA1 (7%;
1307 928.03 EUR) and PA2 (15%; 2 394 115.88 EUR) it did not exceed 15%, while under PA3 (25%;
4 554 914.31 EUR) and PA4 (29%; 2 095 320.13 EUR) the ratio was above 20%. Focusing on the
remaining sums, the ratio of these values did not surpass 10%, since under PA2 it was 2%
(276 188.72 EUR), under PA1 and PA3 was 4% (709 328.06 EUR and 777 191.81 EUR), while in the
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case of the PA4 it was 7% (475 325.49 EUR). In conclusion, the ratio of validated allocations is
decreasing towards the PAs with higher number.

With a special attention to the strategic projects, it can be observed, that during the 1st CfP, in 2016,
it was envisaged to allocate a 24.8 million EUR, 42.31% of the total financial framework available
within CP allocation to the strategic projects. Out of the 6 proposals, five priority projects were
selected for a total value of 24.2 million EUR, the implementation of which was closed between the
end of 2019 and the middle of 2021. The total budget of the 5 projects verified by the programme
authorities was 22.6 million EUR, which meant some decrease in the allocations. This decrease can
be reasoned by the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic and some slight changes in the
infrastructure works (see the detailed explanation in the PA-specific chapters'®). In spite of the
modifications and limitations, it can be said that all 5 projects reached its original goals according to
the plans. It is worth mentioning that one of the strategic projects (WASIDCA) has not submitted
final report yet, therefore the validated budget under PA1 will increase, however this change is not
enough to eliminate the distinction between the validated and planned allocations.

All'in all, it is expected (projects of the 3" CfP is still on-going) that 41.29% of the available financial
framework will be covered by the strategic projects by the end of the programming period.

Table 11: Financial allocation of the strategic projects

Number Envisaged allocation to Planned allocation to Validated allocation
of strategic projects | contracted strategic projects | contracted strategic projects
Priority axis St
h IPA support o IPA support o) %x o) *x
projects (EUR) % (EUR) % IPA support (EUR) %
PA1 2 13 500 000.00 60% 13328 123.97 74.87% 12 020 14835 67.53%
PA2 2 7 900 000.00 54% 7695 673.83 48.58% 7 471 509.04 47.16%
PA3 1 3400 000.00 27% 3177 510.20 17.65% 3135764.90 17.42%
::’;’eﬂ'amme 5 24800000.00  4231%  24201308.00  41.29% = 2262742229  38.61%

* based on the 1% version of the CP

** hased on the 4™ version of the CP

Regarding the duration of the projects, in the evaluated programme period the average timeframe
was less than 2 years (nearly 22 months). Concerning the CfPs, the more the CfP was earlier, the more
the average timeframe of corresponding projects was longer. Due to this the average duration of 1%
CfP was nearly 3 and a half years (42 months), the same value of the 2" CfP was a little above the
total average (23 months), whereas the 3™ CfP-related projects’ average value was approximately
one and a half year (19 months). These results are understandable, since the 1% CfP's strategic

18 See the chapters: /. 3.1.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA1); Il. 3.2.2.2 Introduction
of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA2); Il. 3.3.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools
(PA3).
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projects required the longest implementation period, meanwhile the duration of the 3 CfP's project
needed to be rapid because of the upcoming closure of the programme.

With PA perspective, the PA1 and PA2-related projects average timeframe exceeded the total
average, since the scheduling of projects under PA2 was 2 and a half years (30 months) and under
PAT was a little bit more than 2 years (27 months). As these PAs includes notable hard infrastructural
works, this scheduling is justified. On the other hand, the PA3 and PA4 realized mostly soft projects
or small constructions, that is why the average timeframes of these PAs were lower than 22 months
(PA3: 20 months; PA4: 21 months).

The tables below (Table 12, Table 13)summarise the used output and result indicators. All together
17 output indicators were determined in the CP, but during the modifications one PA1-related
indicator (‘Area benefiting from modern hail protection measures’) was deleted and eventually 16
output indicators were used by the programme. 6 output indicators were assigned to PA2, whereas
4 belonged to PA4 and the remaining 6 were divided equally between PA1 and PA3 (3-3 indicators).
The number of result indicators was much less, only 5, out of which the PA3 had 2 units. Currently
not all indicators have been fulfilled yet, but in most cases — according to the projects’ expectations
— it will not be a problem at the end of the programme. However, the most common problem about
the indicators was the modest target values, which have been modified, but in many cases, it did not
result in ambitious goals.

Regarding the interviews and the programme documents, there are some objections about the
current indicators. In terms of the result indicators, the target values were extremely modest, and
the measurement of the programme’s influence was not easy to identify in every case (for example
the RI/4.1 Innovative SMEs). Another detected problem was the source of information, since the
required data were from two countries and it was not sure that the data providers measure exactly
the same things. Moreover, it was also a concern that the measurement units of RI/3.2 CBC intensity
of public and non-profit organisations (rating) and RI/4.1 Innovative SMEs (proportion) were hard to
calculate with and they were obtained by surveys which was a plus difficulty. The most questionable
result indicator was the RI/1.1 Water quality, since the programme was unable to attain the values of
this indicator, that is why a slightly redefined units was introduced. In terms of the output indicators,
the definition of the indicators was appropriate, but sometimes the understanding of indicators
caused problems for the beneficiaries. For example, Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools and
Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups resulted misunderstandings and the beneficiaries did not
provide adequate numbers and did not understand the indicator in the same way. Some indicators
were left behind because of its complexity, and the beneficiaries did not dare to select them (for
example OI/4.3 Months spent on scholarships). Furthermore, the overlapping indicators might be
useful to avoid such as the OI/1.7 Population benefiting from flood protection measures or the Ol/1.3
Supported area of habitats. Finally, the unambitious target values were another common issue since
several target values needed to be updated in the middle of the programme.

89



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

In this document, the fulfilment of the S.M.A.R.T criteria will also be evaluated. Based on the European
Commission'’s ‘Better regulation’ toolbox." the following aspects will be analysed:

Specific: Indicators should be precise and concrete enough not to be open to varying
interpretations by different people.

Measurable: Indicators should define a desired future state in measurable terms, to allow
verification of their achievement. Such objectives are either quantified or based on a
combination of description and scoring scales.

Achievable: Indicators should be set at a level which is ambitious and at the same time
realistically achievable and properly justified.

Relevant: Indicators should be directly linked to the problem and its root causes.
Time-Bound: Indicators should be related to a fixed date or precise time period to allow an
evaluation of their achievement.

In the following tables (Table 12, Table 13), the fulfilment of the given criteria will be analysed and
marked with the following colours:

A - Green: the given indicator is in line with the criteria;
B - Yellow: the given indicator is only partially in line with the criteria;
C - Red: the given indicator fails regarding the criteria.

19

‘Better regulation’ toolbox (2017): https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/better-regulation-
toolbox.pdf; ‘Better regulation’ toolbox (2021): https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-
process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-requlation-why-and-how/better-requlation-quidelines-

and-toolbox en

20
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Table 12: Overview of the output indicators

Potential value

Indicator Indicator name Measurement Target Current value based on proiects'
code unit value (AIR 2021) e
expectation

Ol/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection persons 1000 000 949 123 1511 787
measures

o1z | Lengthofnew orimproved water metres 180 000 172912 180 608
management system

ol1.3 | Surfaceareaof habitats supported inorder |\ oo 150 000 17 672.32 182 126.35
to attain a better conservation status

ol/2.1 Numper of !mproved or newly built border bo.rder crossing 5 5 8
crossing points points

Ol/2.2 Total length of newly built roads kilometres 4 453 5

01/2.3 Total length of reconstructed or upgraded Kilometres 12 14.46 14
roads

Ol/2.4 Total length of newly built bicycle paths kilometres 25 26.86 27

01/2.5 Total length of the railway line directly kilometres 5343 58 58
affected by development plans

01/2.6 Number of improved public transport services 3 0 3
services

0l/3.1 Number of visits to supported sites of visits/year 100 000 189 772 109 811
cultural and natural heritage and attractions
Number of joint cultural, recreational and

0l/3.2 other types of community events and events 900 773 1121
actions organised

o33 | Average monthly user entries to online user entries 84 000 381 560.53 87 250

communication tools developed
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Potential value

Indicator Indicator name Measurement Target Current value based on proiects'
code unit value (AIR 2021) proJ X
expectation
Ol/4.1 Number gf e.nte'rprlses cooperating with enterprises 210 232 294
research institutions
Number of organisations actively
0l/4.2 participating in the work of the "knowledge | organisations 210 258 249
platforms”
Number of months spent in the institutions
0l1/4.3 and companies on the other side of the months 250 1.75 389
border through scholarships
Ol/4.4 Rate of persons from vulnerable groups % 50.00 65.7 o relevant data

involved in supported actions
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Table 13: Overview of the result indicators

border region

Indicator Indicator name Measurement unit Target value | Annual value
code (2023) (2021)
Water quality (good ecological status) | Weighted average ecological status
RI/11 of cross-border surface water bodies (average, no unit) of cross-border 57 2 0420
’ (rivers and water flows) in the eligible surface water bodies (rivers) in the ' ’
area eligible area
% of persons crossing the border at
smaller border-crossing points (with
. ) h i f Roszke-H S
Share of border-crossing traffic at ;gti)x:aptfrr;;in o:agonoarr?gs
RI/2.1 smaller border-crossing points within rway crossing ¢ 40 39.22
. . Kelebia-Subotica railway border-
all border-crossing traffic . . I
crossing point) within the total
number of persons crossing the
border (in both directions)
RI/3.1 Number of overnight stays overnight stays 1964 000 1996 789
Level of cross-border cooperation
intensity of the public and non-profit
RI/3.2 organisations dealing with cultural, rating 3.73 3.58
leisure sport and nature protection
issues
RI/4.1 Rate of innovative SMEs in the cross- % 33 47.99

20 Reformulated measurement unit as “Weighted average quality of key chemical components (average number of components) of cross-border surface water

bodies (rivers) in the eligible area”
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After the overall introduction of Programme’s general performance, the detailed analysis of the
Programme was carried out in the following chapters, since the actual chapter could not provide
profound insight and more information about the PAs and actions. Basically, the following evaluation
happened on PA level to indicate the PA specific attributions and outcomes, but in some cases the
aspect of the analysis was made on programme level, depending on what the evaluated issue
required.
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3 Evaluation per Priority axis

In this chapter, each Priority axis (abbreviation: PA) is going to be evaluated along the same process.

3.1 Evaluation of PA1 (Improving cross-border water management and
risk prevention systems)

Detailed performance, impact and efficiency evaluation of the PA1.

3.1.1 Short introduction of PA1

In this short subchapter the intervention logic of the PA is presented in order to show at the very
beginning of the evaluation what was the aim of the programme with the given PA. The Figure 19
shows the intervention logic of PA1, whose purpose is to summarise the main features of the PA
before understanding the main results and recommendations of the evaluation.

Cross-border natural and environmental resources, especially water bodies, were identified as the
regional capital of PA1, which covers the improvement of cross-border water management and risk
prevention systems. The programme allocated an amount of 17 800 708 EUR, 27.33% of the total
budget to this PA. As a response the PA is connected to the specific objective of decreasing
environmental risks and preventing negative effects on quality of water bodies and nature protected
areas. In the frames of PA1 and SO/1.1 the programme tries to contribute to five regional challenges,
namely:

e missing joint water monitoring system,

e missing early warning systems for environmental risks,

e reconstruction of canals connected to the Danube is necessary,

e climate change endangers agricultural safety,

e negative impacts on the nature conservation areas should be reduced.

To tackle the challenges the programme formulated five distinct actions, of which the first four were
aggregated within the Calls for Proposals (CfP) into Action 1.1 Water management and protection
against extreme weather conditions, and the last one was turned into Action 1.2 Nature protection
and conservation of water habitats. Action 1.1 was touched by all three CfPs, with a total budget of
18.1 M EUR, while Action 1.2 allocated money for projects only in the frames of the 2" and 3™ CfPs.
The financial significance of the first action was higher taking into account the size of the budget for
Action 1.2 with 1.4 M EUR.

From Action 1.1 the expected results were numerous: precise and regular information about the
expected quality and causes of water pollution; improved water management system; improved
flood prevention; capacities for prevention and management of environmental risks; counter-hail
system; and increased use of renewable energy. From Action 1.2 improved ecological status of nature
conservation areas was expected as a direct result. It has to be noted that the originally adopted
Programme's objectives regarding the hail-protection system were modified because, in 2016,
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Hungary decided to develop its soil generator system for hail protection for the whole country, and
Serbia had its hail-protection rocket system.

Figure 19: Intervention logic of the PA1
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Three output indicators were named; population benefiting from flood protection measures as well
as length of new or improved water management system are connected to Action 1.1, and surface
area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation status is related to Action 1.2. A
single result indicator was identified to grasp the results of the programme: weighted average quality
of key chemical components of cross-border surface water bodies. Apart from direct results, four
additional indirect results should be achieved by the identified programme actions such as
harmonized, sustainable water management; favourable conditions for economic activities; more
stable and calculable conditions for agricultural enterprises; better status of the nature protected
areas.

According to the Figure 19, the programme actions reacted to all regional needs expressed. Action
1.1 Water management and protection against extreme weather conditions had a bigger importance
and more cross-cutting connections among the needs and the supported action and related
activities, while Action 1.2 Nature protection and conservation of water-based habitats has simpler
connections with the needs and the expected results.

3.1.2 Performance evaluation (PA1) (Implementation progress)

3.1.2.1 Quantification of the performance (PA1)

Under Priority axis 1 (abbreviation: PA1), three calls for proposals were published during the
programming period, the first of which, as a restricted CfP was dedicated to projects with strategic
importance targeting the action 1.1 ‘Water management and protection against extreme weather
conditions’. The indicative maximum IPA allocation of the envisaged strategic projects were 60% of
the total budget of PA, amounted 13,5 million EUR. The other two open calls for proposals planned
to provide 6 million EUR IPA funding for traditional projects under the two actions of the PA. More
than two-third, 77% of this planned amount were allocated to action 1.1. The following table (Table
14) contains the details of each CfP.

Table 14: Overview of the CfPs under PA1

Planned IPA Available IPA
CfP Open or allocation to the S
identificatio P . Open period Targeted actions projects under 9 .
restricted . per project
n (ID) the respective

action (EUR) b

1.1 Water management and

March 29, 2016 - protection against extreme 13 500 000

HUSRB/1601 | restricted Minimum of

August 26, 2016 weather conditions 4000 000
1.1 Wat.er manégement and 500 000 —
protection against extreme 4 000 000

October 3, 2016 | \yeather conditions 1500 000

HUSRB/1602 | open —January 31,

2017 1.2 Naturg protection and 100 000 —

conservation of water based 1000 000
. 500 000

habitats
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Planned IPA Available IPA
CfP Oben or allocation to the rant amount
identificatio P . Open period Targeted actions projects under 9 .
restricted o per project
n (ID) the respective (EUR)
action (EUR)
1.1 Wat.er manggement and 300 000 —
protection against extreme 600 000 600 000
June 1, 2019 - weather conditions
HUSRB/1903 | open September 30,
2019 1.2 Nature protection and 100 000 —
conservation of water based 400 000
. 400 000
habitats

Taking into account the quantification of the performance of PA1, the data show that regardless of
the applications’ status and CfPs, the total number of applications under PA1 is 27. Nearly half of
the applications (11 units, 40.7%) were contracted and the same number of applications were
rejected because of formal or quality issues. As the figure (Figure 20) illustrates, the distinction
between the CfPs is significant since more than 77% of the applications (21 units) belongs to the 2™
CfP, whereas in the case of the other two CfPs it does not exceed 4 units. In relation to the status of
application, owing to the low project number, the proportion of contracted applications under 1
CfP is 100%. Regarding the 2" CfP, the percentage of contracted applications is only 33.3% (7 units)
which is the lowest value among the CfPs and more than half of the applications (11 units) are
rejected (mostly because of quality issues). The 3 CfP indicates a more balanced picture, as half of
the applications is contracted and there are no rejected applications with quality issues. The originally
contracted IPA amount under PA1 is 18 455 201.52 EUR, which means that the projects
overcontracted by 654 493.52 EUR compared to the 4™ version of the CP.
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Figure 20: Number of PAT applications per CfPs
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Figure 21: Distribution of PAT-realted applications per CfPs
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According to the duration of the projects — by monthly breakdown — the average duration of the
projects under PAT1 is nearly 27 months due to the two strategic projects and the low number of
projects. Since the strategic projects are under the 1% CfP, this category has the longest average
scheduling, more than 3 and a half years (42 months). This great time period is reasonable, as the
strategic projects contain massive time-consuming infrastructural works (BABECA took 36 months,
WASIDCA took 48 months). The other two CfPs contain only regular projects and that is why the
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average timeframes are well below 3 years in line with the requirements of the calls for proposals.
The average scheduling of projects under 2™ CfP is slightly more than 25 months, meanwhile the
projects of the last CfP take only 18 months. The conclusion of the results is that the implementation
of the projects of the 2"* CfP were completed by 2020, and the strategic projects were also ended by
the spring 2021. In comparison with these durations, the start dates of the 3™ CfPs’ projects were
only in 2020 but the implementations were really rapid since until the beginning of 2022 both
projects were also completed. Nevertheless, within the contracted projects, there were some projects
which still had administrative works after the cut-off date (April 12, 2022). Out of the 11 contracted
PA1 projects 3 projects (27% of the PA1 contracted projects) did not have approved final report at
that time, out of which one project belonged to the 15t CfP and 2 projects belonged to the 3™ CfP.

Figure 22: Scheduling of the projects
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Considering the financial allocation to the projects, those with strategic relevance amount more
than 6.9 million EUR, whereas the regular projects’ total costs — excluding ECOWAM?' with its
1758 447 EUR — are beneath 1 million EUR. The average total allocation to strategic projects is
7 840 073 EUR, while the average size of the regular projects is 670 206 EUR. In terms of the source
of the financial allocation of the PA1 related projects, the dominance of EU Contribution (IPA) is
evident, since in the case of every project the proportion of this type of financial source was 85%.
The IPA support is completed by national co-financing on the Hungarian side, the ratio of which is
10-15% according to the legal status of the partners. The remaining 0-5% in Hungary and 15% in
Serbia must be provided by the beneficiaries as own contribution. On project level, the average ratio
of national contribution was 9% in the 15t CfP, whereas in case of the 2" and 3™ CfP-s the own (public)
contribution of the beneficiaries was more dominant (8% and 10%. It is also worth mentioning, the

21 ID: HUSRB/1602/11/0010; Name: Ecofriendly water management against extreme weather conditions in

the cross-border area
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highest share of national contribution belongs to BABECA (9.1% with 793 406 EUR), by contrast the
own public contribution was the most dominant in BirdPROTECT* project (10.9%; 39 017 EUR).

Figure 23: Financial allocation of the PAT-related projects
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The following analytical aspect is the financial progress of the EU Contribution. With regard to the
Cooperation Programme (after the fourth version which represents the current condition),
17 800 708 EUR money was allocated to the PA1, which was 1 699 292 EUR less than the aggregated
amount in the CfPs (19 500 000 EUR). The distribution of the CfPs’ money allocation was
disproportionate due to the great and expensive strategic projects under the 1°* CfP which
concentrated 69% (13 500 000 EUR) of the total value. The smallest amount was allocated to the last
CfP (1 000 000 EUR; 5%), while the second CfP could utilize the 26% (5 000 000 EUR) of the total
value. Based on the Interreg+ system, the contracted EU Contribution was more than the value in
the CP by 654 494 EUR, since the selected projects absorbed overall 18 455 202 EUR.

22 |D: HUSRB/1903/12/0049; Name: Protect Wild Birds = Protect Habitats = Protect Humans
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Figure 24: The financial progress of the EU Contribution regarding PA1
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The classification of the contracted EU Contribution can be classified into three categories. The first
one is the certificated or validated money, where not just the project’s content but the administrative
works are also closed. Regarding the non-validated money, the content of the project has been
closed, but the administrative tasks has been continuously proceeding after the cut-off date (April
12, 2022). Finally, the rest of the EU Contribution gives the remaining category.

Under the PA1 the IPA funding progressed well, since 89% of the contacted EU Contribution
(16 437 946 EUR) has been certified, 7 % (1 307 928 EUR) has not been validated and the remaining
amount is only 709 328 EUR (4%). Regarding the financial progress of the CfPs, the proportion of the
certified allocation under the 1% (90%) and the 2" CfPs (94%) is equal or higher than 90%, while in
the case of the last CfP is 28%. In terms of the not validated allocations, this ratio is the highest under
the 3" CfP (72%), while in the case of the other two CfPs it is 7% (1°' CfP) and 0% (2"* CfP). Taking
into account the previously described projects’ closures, these ratios seem understandable, as the
2" CfP’s projects ended first, just before the completion of the strategic projects. In spite of this, the
two projects related to the 3™ CfP still have been running until 2022 with less time to certify the
allocated costs. Concerning the absorption of the EU Contribution, the 1° (436 029 EUR; 3%) and the
2" (273 299 EUR; 6%) CfPs represent the highest remaining amounts whereas currently there is no
remaining money under the 3™ CfP since these projects technically and administratively have not
been closed yet.

On project level the proportion of certificated EU Contribution is relatively high (above 85%), but
there are some exceptions. There are only three projects with non-validated allocations, out of which
the BirdPROTECT with 93% (284 247 EUR) and the SafeForest?®> with 50% (151 735 EUR) should be

23 ID: HUSRB/1903/11/0070; Name: Improving Floodplain Forest Management along the Danube in the
HU-SRB CBC area
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mentioned. Regarding the remaining allocation, the PANNONSTEPPES?* is the most notable project
with 22% (54 539 EUR), but the ratio of SweM-PAL?> (13%; 48 878 EUR) also exceeds 10%.

In relation to the output indicators, three indicators have been assigned to PA1, which have to be
reported with yearly frequency. Based on the JMC decision 113/2020, it is also important to highlight
the modification of the indicator target values, since during the 3™ modification the target values
have been raised significantly. For example, the initial goal of Ol/1.7 Population benefiting from flood
protection measures was just to achieve 100 000 persons until 2023, but it has modified to 1 million
persons. Similar processes happened in the case of the other two indicators, since the target value
of Ol/1.2 New or improved water management system has been raised from 6 000 metres to
180 000 metres, and the value of OI/1.3 Supported area of habitats has been raised from 500 hectares
to 150 000 hectares.

Table 15: Indicators of PAT1 — Target values

q - Measurement Frequency 39 mod. target
ID Indicator (name of indicator) unit e value (2023)
Ol/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection persons yearly 1000 000
measures
ol/12 Length of new or improved water management — yearly 180 000
system
ol/13 Surf;ace area of habitats §upported in order to hectares yearly 150 000
attain a better conservation status

The fulfilment of these indicators was ensured by different number of projects, which can be
observed in the following table (Table 16). Altogether 11 projects belonged to the PA1, but one of
them (the SafeForest project) chose two output indicators. The OI/1.3 Supported area of habitats was
targeted by 5 projects which is the highest number among the three indicators, since Ol/1.2 New or
improved water management system had 4, while the OI/1.7 Population benefiting from flood
protection measures had 3 relevant projects. However, both of the strategic projects targeted only
the OI/1.2 New or improved water management system indicator which means that the 1** CfP’s
projects did not promote any other indicators. On the other hand, during the last CfP there were no
projects related to Ol/1.2 New or improved water management system.

2 ID: HUSRB/1602/12/0065; Name: Conservation of key animal species of Pannonian Steppes in a border
region between Hungary and Serbia

2 ID: HUSRB/1602/12/0014; Name: Sustainable wetland management of the transboundary Palic-Ludas
catchment area
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Table 16: Indicators of PAT— Number of relevant projects per CfPs

Number of

ID 1601 1602 1903 relevant

projects
Ol/1.1 Population benefiting
from flood protection 2 1 3
measures
0l/1.2 Length of new or
improved water management 2 2 4
system
Ol/1.3 Surface area of
habitats supported in order to 3 5 5
attain a better conservation
status

The next figure (Figure 25) introduces the yearly progress of the output indicators of PA1. According
to the data, it is clear that the first results appeared in 2018 (regarding to Ol/1.3 Supported area of
habitats) and in 2020 all of the three indicators could show some kind of achievements. In the case
of these indicators, the latest numbers (2021) do not show any increase compared to the year of
2020. In 2021 none of the indicators achieved the target values, but there were significant differences
between the degree of distances from the target values. Although the fulfilment of the first two
indicator is above 90% (Ol/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection measures: 94.9%; Ol/1.2
New or improved water management system: 96.1%), the latest reported value of OI/1.3 Supported
area of habitats was 17 672.32 hectares, which is only 11.8% of the target value. It means that the
missing values in 2021 were 50 877 persons under Ol/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection
measures, 7 088 metres under OIl/1.2 New or improved water management system and
132 328 hectares under Ol/1.3 Supported area of habitats. However, the potential values based on
projects’ expectations show that all indicators’ fulfilment will be guaranteed, moreover the target
values will be overpassed by 511 787 persons under OI/1.1 Population benefiting from flood
protection measures, by 608 metres under Ol/1.2 New or improved water management system and by
32 126.35 hectares under Ol/1.3 Supported area of habitats.
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Vz CESC

0I1/1.1 (Population benefiting from
flood protection measures)

01/1.2 (Length of new or improved
water management system)

0I1/1.3 (Surface area of habitats
supported in order to attain a better

conservation status)

Figure 25: Achieving the indicators’ target (PAT)
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As the following table (Table 17) indicates, the output indicators of PA1 are mostly adequate with
partially deficiencies. The most commonly observed problem is the modest original target values,
which later have been modified. The specificity of Ol/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection
measures and Ol/1.3 Supported area of habitats was also criticized since the level of the benefits and
surface area is not well-described. Owing to the incidental overlapping, the measurability of Ol/7.1
Population benefiting from flood protection measures is objectionable as well, because it is hard to
estimate the net indicator values. This is the same problem in the case of OIl/1.3 Supported area of

habitats.
Table 17: Indicators of PAT — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria
ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The indicator is Despite of the
not specific issue mentioned The original
enough. The level | at the ‘Specific’ 9 The year in
. target value was .
of the benefits is | aspect, the which the target
Ol/1.1 . . not enough
. not well- indicator is a . . . . values should be
Population . . ambitious, but it The indicator is .
i described. Based | quite good o . achieved and
benefiting . has been in line with the .
on the projects, measurable, . . . the regularity of
from flood . increased tenfold. | intervention
. indirect, soft however, the . . the
protection . As a result of this | logic of the PA.
measures count possible - measurement
measures . . modification, the
same as direct, overlapping has M are also well-
infrastructural to be checked to . defined.
. . .. | the criterion.
flood protection estimate the "net
investments. indicator values.
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ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The original
target value was
0Ol/1.2 not enough
Length of ambitious, but it
new or The indicator is The indicator is has been .
improved ) e ) increased thirty As above. As above.
quite specific. quite measurable. | .
water times. As a result
management of this
system modification, the
indicator meets
the criterion.
The original
Ol/1.3 target value was
Surface area | The indicator is not enough
of habitats not specific The possible ambitious, but it
supported in | enough. The level | overlapping has has been
order to of the affected to be checked to | increased three As above. As above.
attain a surface area is estimate the "net” | hundred times. As
better not well- indicator values. a result of this
conservation | described. modification, the
status indicator meets
the criterion.

3.1.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA1)

Restricted CfP

In the examined programming period, the programme launched strategic priority projects, in order
to enhance cross-border cooperation and cohesion. In administrative terms, strategic projects mean
development initiatives with much higher resource allocation compared to the traditional projects,
in addition the scope of eligible applicants was restricted to the professionally most competent and
actors with appropriate human and financial capacities. In case of PA1 potential beneficiaries were
water management organisations, the relevant local, regional and/or national governments and
authorities, as well as their bodies and organisations. The minimum amount of IPA allocation was
defined as 4 000 000 EUR.

The strategic approach was assessed in terms of its contribution to stronger cohesion and wider
citizens’ involvement in cross-border activities. For the qualitative analysis, the evaluators used the
results of the interviews, and the project descriptions and reports available in the Interreg+.

BABECA

In the project named “The complex water management development of the area of the Baja-Bezdan
Canal” (planned total budget: 8 699 537.91 EUR, validated total budget: 8 186 562.21 EUR) a complex
development of the regional water management system of the area of the Baja-Bezdan (Ferenc)
Canal were carried out. The Canal covers the area of the South Great Plain Region in Hungary, in
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addition Backa and Banat Regions in Serbia. Both water management and technical facilities are with
international relevance, the main functions of the Canal are water supply and inland water outlet
(also used for sport and recreation). Sections and technical premises of the Canal form parts of the
flood prevention system. The water supply capacity has decreased significantly due to non-
maintenance, the increased quantity of biomass and mud causing water quality problems. The target
area of the strategic project comprised the Baja-Bezdan Canal (both HU and Serbian (SRB) sections
of the Canal), the Vrbas-Bezdan Canal on the Serbian side and Bezdan Lock and Sebeéfok Lock
located on it. The Vrbas-Bezdan Canal is in Backa, stretching from Bezdan, all the way to Vrbas.
Bezdan Lock had been out of use because of its condition of construction and hydro-mechanical
machinery. Despite, it was still a significant facility within the Canal Danube-Tisa-Danube Hydro-
system, which made its functionality essential. Sebe$fok Lock is located where the Baja-Bezdan Canal
flows into the Bezdan-Vrbas Canal. The Lock was an industrial facility enabling navigation and the
only way of transporting goods in the region. The project aimed at decreasing flood and potential
flood hazard of the targeted territory, and at restoring the water runoff capacity of the Canal. Main
activities of the project were: dredging of canal sections and building of driftwood removal platforms
and boat ramps in Hungary; reconstruction and rehabilitation of Bezdan Lock and Sebeéfok Lock:
procurement of special equipment for maintenance in HU and in SRB. Interventions in the project
have improved cross-border water management and risk prevention system, as well as intended to
provide solid basis for further developments (e.g. tourism, agriculture).

The 36-month long project ended on September 28, 2020 as it was determined in the original subsidy
contract. According to the project reports, the implementation of the activities went smoothly,
following the plans described in the application form. 94.1% of the planned budget were spent and
validated by the programme bodies. The decrease in the total costs of the development concerned
all budget lines in a similar extent, therefore no major difficulties can be detected. The partnership
seems to operate properly, the communication between the three partners have been continuous.

The BABECA project shows strong cross-border characteristic: a larger subregion of the Danube
catchment area with small and medium sized urban municipalities from both sides of the border,
was involved in joint cross-border infrastructure and service developments, which were realised in a
balanced way. Thanks to the applied integrated approach, the implemented activities not only
affected water management and flood protection in the region by contributing to the reconstruction
of canals connected to the Danube is necessary, but also contributed to the tourism development,
nature-revitalisation and water transport needs. As a result, the strong cross-border (integrating)
character of the project cannot be questioned.

WASIDCA

In the project "Water supply and water-infrastructure development in the boundary catchment areas”
(planned total budget: 6 980 607.96 EUR, validated total budget: 5 954 788.79 EUR) partners aimed
to improve the water supplies in the region of Domaszéki main canal. Delivering of the water from
the pressure pipe have been accomplished between 19+331 - 20+580 km sections of Domaszéki
main canal, and the works involved sediment dredging along 1,249-meter length of the canal and
reduction of the canal bottom by 50 cm. A new regulation structure was built in 20+445 km cross-
section of Domaszéki main canal, while between the 20+580 — 23+996 km cross-sections of the
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Domaszéki main canal dual-purpose channel was reconstructed. Within this section, a new pumping
station was set-up (lvanszéki pump station 20+580 km). A joint water monitoring system has been
also developed, to prevent droughts and water shortages that is able to measure the hydrological
conditions in the cross-border area. Reconstruction and construction of Kanjiza's local waste
management plant has been also carried out. As a result, the population have an access to higher
quality drinking water. Another important element of the project was the improvement of the
technical and personal resources for flood prevention on both sides of the border through joint
actions and procurement of tube barrier for flood protection. The project aimed to improve technical
and personal resources for flood prevention on both sides of the border through joint actions and
procurement of tube barrier for flood protection. Tube barrier for emergency flood protection is a
quick, lightweight and highly effective alternative and it is easily transferable between countries if
needed. As a result, the need of measures to tackle climate change effects (particularly droughts)
that endangers agricultural safety has been addressed.

The originally 36-month long project ended on May 31, 2021 after two contract modifications with
six-month prolongation in each case. The prolongations were mainly reasoned by a failed, then
repeated PraG procurement procedure, as well as a delay in the infrastructure planning and
construction. 85.30% of the planned budget were spent and validated by the programme bodies,
which means that the non-spent EU contribution amounts more than 850 thousand EUR. The
decrease in the total budget mainly concerned the travel and accommodation expenses (less than
1% of the planned amount was spent), the external services (43.21%) and the staff cost (70.91%), but
the costs of infrastructure was also slightly affected. Despite of the prolongation and the budget
reduction, the project achieved its goals.

Regarding the project impact on the cross-border cohesion, despite the implemented water
management investments were different on the two sides of the border, and the budget of the
partners was also quite unbalanced, the implemented investments were both sides important
regarding the water quality improvement. The aim was common, but the different needs of the
partners led to different investments. Even though the developments did not physically cross the
border, their impacts have absolutely cross-border significance due to the shared groundwater
system. Last but not least, the purchased flood protection barrier can be used by all project partners
in the future.

3.1.3 Impact evaluation (PA1)

3.1.3.1  Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA1)

The following analysis is built upon the figure described in the short introduction of the PA's
intervention logic. For the detailed impact model see the introductory chapter (/. 3.7.7 Short
introduction of PAT). Each regional need and challenge will be analysed in the sense that how the
identified actions of the programme could contribute to their tackling and management. In order to
assess these and the general changes in the cohesion of the programme area, a territorial analysis
and a project assessment takes place to identify the main contributions and changes which help
reaching the expected results of the PA. The assessment uses statistical data, maps and figures,
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textual analysis as well as desk research to analyse the fulfilment of regional needs emerging in the
border region.

Out of all challenges described in the intervention logic, missing joint water monitoring system
was one of the most frequently impacted one. Some projects directly impacted the challenge of
missing water monitoring system by creating local-regional systems. WASIDCA project contributed
to the set-up of a monitoring system to prevent droughts and water shortages that will be able to
measure the hydrological conditions in the area around the Domaszék Canal. Installation of the
hydrological monitoring devices have taken place in the case of the aforementioned canal on both
sides. In the case of ECOWAM a joint monitoring and analysis system including a database was
introduced to preserve the water quality and biodiversity in the region. The project SWeM-PalL
contributed to a sustainable water resources management policy for the transboundary Pali¢-Ludas
catchment area by supporting the evolution of a hydro-ecologically sound monitoring system.
Considering changes, in recent years the water quality of the main rivers tends to deteriorate. This is
especially true along the river Tisa/Tisza on both sides. The river sections of the Danube in Serbia
have worse quality than of the Hungarian ones. Regarding the chemical status of rivers except for
the Mures/Maros and the aforementioned Hungarian sections of the Danube the main surface water
bodies have a failing good status. The sections of low confidence include lower Serbian sections of
the Tisza from the Serbian-Croatian border towards its confluence with the Danube and the
Timis/Tamis. The river Tisa/Tisza and its tributaries thus still suffer from external effects which are
posing threat to water quality. There are unintended impacts of various forms of pollution and
contamination including solid household waste, plastic, metal, glass as well as liquid chemicals. lllegal
landfills, abandoned factories, warehouses are still potential sources, and their surrounding water
bodies therefore should be monitored.

In relation to the challenge of missing early warning systems for environmental risks, measures
addressing flood risk has been enjoying the biggest support. Interventions in the BABECA project
improved the cross-border water management and risk prevention system. An integrated flood
forecast system has been introduced in relation to Baja and Novi Becej. Project SafeForest have tried
to give answers to flood risk, especially considering flood prone forests, which is one of the biggest
challenges of the whole area given that due to climate change, the frequency and magnitude of
floods is expected to increase in the future. As a result, planning of business operations in the flood
prone areas (reforestation, logging, game management) and activities of public interest (nature-
based tourism, such as hunting and fishing) could became easier thanks to the forecast and warning
system developed. The web platform is intended for the end users for timely planning of activities
within the forests affected. URBAN-PREX?® project is more connected to heavy rainfalls. It took into
account that with climate change the frequency and intensity of precipitation and pluvial flood
occurrences have increased in urban areas. The project developed monitoring, forecasting and online
public early warning system for extreme precipitation and pluvial floods in urban areas of Novi Sad
and Szeged. Early warning is supported by real-time precipitation forecasting model for the whole
programme area. Measured and forecasted data provide an early warning to the citizens and public

% |D: HUSRB/1602/11/0097; Name: Monitoring, forecasting and development of online public early
warning system for extreme precipitations and pluvial floods in urban areas in the Hungarian-Serbian
cross-border region
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authorities in order to protect them and prepare their effective response to these extreme weather
and water situations. In recent years changes include the increase of environmental risks concerned.
Among the various risks the ones connected to the uneven distribution of rainfall intensified. This
means more frequent storms, hails and flash floods. Agricultural lands as well as urbanised built-up
areas are getting more and more vulnerable to this change. Unintended impacts include the
increasing interconnection of environmental risks, agriculture and climate change in particular. These
synergistically amplify each other's effects.

With regard to the need for reconstruction of canals connected to the Danube, the Baja-Bezdan
Canal has been reconstructed on long section, furthermore two locks have been rebuilt as well. The
programme (BABECA project) served to reach one of the basic conditions for the conveyance of
excess water: the adequate drainage capacity of the canal. In the related HUSRB project, the most
critical sections were dredged from the point of view of the flow in the riverbed. The canal
development of the Serbian partner was significant from the point of view of flood and inland water
protection. Driftwood removal was another relevant activity that reflected the regional needs. Not
directly linked to the Danube, but necessary developments impacted Domaszéki Canal as well as
Kurca Canal with the support of the programme. The further dredging of other sections of the Baja—
Bezdan Canal will have to be resolved at a later date. In recent years one of the most notable changes
was the shift from water surplus (floods) to water scarcity. An unintended impact is that the canals
drain the falling precipitation, thus while the canals serve flood protection or inland water protection
(drainage) or agricultural purposes (irrigation). Canals do not necessarily support water retention
which has gained high importance in times of severe drought events and heatwaves across the Great
Plain.

Weather extremities intensified by climate change, can more and more frequently lead to the
development of hydrological hazards for agriculture as well. The need to mitigate and adapt to
climate change that endangers agricultural safety is addressed by two projects. WATERatRISK?’
was dealing with drought and inland excess water inundation, which have the largest areal coverage
and also the greatest regular impact on the agroeconomic potential of the region. With the help of
the project harmonised monitoring solutions and water management operational plans have been
developed, and a joint Drought and Excess Water Management Centre has been set up, responsible
for the implementation of new monitoring techniques to water management and agriculture.

Regardless these achievements, taking into consideration the recent changes related to this
challenge, drought is currently the major water related challenge for the region and it will be one of
the greatest threats to the economy, since the production of vegetables and fruits ensures the cost-
of-living for many local inhabitants. The water shortage cannot be handled only by the rainfall, as
the water demand is higher than the amount of precipitation. The water retention system of the
region needs to be developed to utilize the water sources of the Danube and the Tisa Rivers. In favour
of this approach, it is important to continue the construction of water retention work to guarantee
the accessibility of the rivers’ water resource in the territory of the arid Danube-Tisa Interfluve too.
This intervention is in line with the result of the survey, since the respondents emphasised that there

27 ID: HUSRB/1602/11/0057; Name: Improvement of drought and excess water monitoring for supporting
water management and mitigation of risks related to extreme weather conditions
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need to raise the awareness of climate change and there should be a concrete plan how to mitigate
the effects of water shortage. Although, it was also mentioned that the agricultural angle is dominant
in the climate change projects and there should be devoted bigger attention to other relevant climate
change topics.

As a result of intensifying climate change impacts, precipitation became less frequent but more
intense with heavy rainfalls at once. The dredging of sediment along the Domaszéki Canal helped
the better functioning of water drainage of agricultural lands around it to tackle this problem.

With climate change both the frequency and severity of floods have increased. The Tisa and its
tributaries are heavily affected by floods. The flood prone areas of Csongrad-Csanad and Northern
Backa and Banat along the Tisa and adjacent waterflows have been partly relieved from devastating,
severe flood events thanks to few projects supported by the Programme. The Baja—Bezdan Canal is
now a reconstructed inland water outlet and an important flood prevention system. However, the
previous flood protection activities have caused several beneficial and effective impacts, but there
are still many deficiencies especially in the Serbian side of the Tisa. It worth mentioning, the majority
of the canals does not cross the border, but in the case of the exceptions the free flow of the canals’
water is also not permitted during the periods of inland inundation. These rules have been secured
by transboundary watercourse conventions of the two countries.

Unintended impacts considering climate change actions include the need for restructuring the mainly
large-scale agriculture, the whole water management system of the catchment areas of the Danube
and its tributaries (especially the one of the Tisa/Tisza). Consequently, all the challenges are
interlinked, and comprehensive territorially integrated solutions are more relevant nowadays than
before. For example, it is not enough to deal with the floods; there is a need for nature-based
complex solutions which can successfully deal with both extreme water levels and frequent droughts
in the same year.
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Figure 26: Riverine flood risk
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Long-term solutions in ECOWAM project owing to the studies of nature parks against the impacts
on ground and surface water has been provided.

Flood prevention and protection in the frames of the project called PREVENT!FLOOD SUSTAINABLY?®
has also been addressed directly by supporting the building of technical infrastructure, or by levelling
the crown of the embankment and strengthening it.

The border zone has some nature protection areas of transboundary or even Europe-wide
importance including water habitats, floodplain meadows and forest, saline lakes and grasslands,
sand dunes and loess ridges. There are many similarities and complementarities in the status of the
protection and management of these natural values and often cross-border areas.

% ID: HUSRB/1602/11/0225; Name: Increasing the efficiency of municipal flood protection through smart
metering
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Figure 27: Natural protected areas
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The need to reduce the negative impacts on the nature conservation areas is also addressed by
relevant projects. With the maintenance and reconstruction of certain sections and locks, dredging,
removal of biomass, mud and driftwood the water quality has been improved along the Baja—Bezdan
Canal, which is rich in water habitats with reeds, raccoons, aquatic vegetation, reptiles, amphibians
and fish. The improve of the water balance of Jegricka river also supported the natural habitat.
ECOWAM project provided a database and information which can be used for environmental
protection purposes.

PANNONSTEPPES project contributed to the conservation of two key species, Hungarian Meadow
Viper (Vipera ursini rakosiensis) and Great Bustard (Otis tarda), of Pannonian Steppes and, via them,
conservation of their habitats, which will give substantial contribution to achieving better
conservation status to the remnant natural habitats of Pannonian Steppes on both sides of the
border.

The spread of invasive alien plant species is tackled by the project called PROTECT®. The nature
protection areas have been partly protected by implementing joint actions in monitoring and
mapping invasive species and suppressing ambrosia to reduce the spread and provide better
conservation status. Selevenjske pustare, Suboticka Pescara, the Ludas Lake and Pali¢ on the territory
of Subotica, areas near Kanjiza and Kiskunsag National Park near Kecskemét was impacted positively
by the activities.

2 ID: HUSRB/1602/12/0132; Name: Nature Protection from Invasive Plant Species
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Climate change negatively impacted nature conservation areas included in the form of spread of
different pathogenic agents, among which Avian influenza virus and West Nile virus have major
impact on wild birds. Project BirdPROTECT tackled one of the most challenging problems in natural
reserves by effective monitoring of the presence of pathogenic and zoonotic viruses in protected
water habitats of Vojvodina and Bacs-Kiskun. Outcomes include cross-border monitoring of wild
birds and analysis resulting in a Risk assessment and feasibility study providing future risk
management directions, as well as a geographic information system (GIS) database to serve as bases
for nature conservation policy initiatives and further scientific development. The importance of these
actions is verified by the survey in which the beneficiaries stressed the need for more financing for
environmental protection and nature protection. Recent changes that impacted the regional needs
include the intensifying spread of alien species, the emergence of massive bushfires and forestfires,
the climate-change related shrinking of water habitats (e.g. in the form of dried lakes, dry riverside
areas, decreasing groundwater levels). These all endanger the original flora and fauna and their
habitats are getting more challenging to protect and sustain the biodiversity of the programme area.
These are unintended impacts along with the protection of only certain small areas despite of larger
areas of ecological corridors and network, however the limited financial possibilities of CBC
programmes should also be realised.

To sum up, today's most important challenges under PA1 are related to water management. The
challenges are about mitigating the harmful effects of periods of water shortage and drought, and
ensuring adequate water supply in established dry regions. As a result of the gradual change in
climatic conditions, the development of extreme precipitation conditions and the increase in hot
days, drying processes can also be observed in the border area. In addition, the formation of inland
water must also be expected, since the other extreme of extreme precipitation conditions causes
exactly this: long periods without precipitation are interrupted by sudden, high-intensity and large
amounts of precipitation, when a significant proportion of the annual precipitation falls in a short
period of time, which can cause flooding. Due to the persistence of periods without precipitation,
the priority within PA1 may have already shifted from water surplus to water shortage protection,
drought prevention and water replacement.

Based on the project summaries as well as the objectives of the projects, out of the identified
challenges under PA1 climate change along with the nature conversation related challenge are
those which are addressed by the largest number of HUSRB projects of any PAs. To both challenges
a total number of 13 projects *reacted. In relation to climate change the share of projects under PA4
have an absolute majority with 8 projects. This is mainly because of R&D activities and support for
climate-friendly economic activities, agricultural developments under PA4. In the case of nature
conservation challenge the 5 projects from PA3 mean that improvement of ecotourism serves nature
conservation and protection needs as well. In case only the PA1 projects are counted missing water
monitoring system, missing early warning systems for environmental risks and negative impacts on

30 The consideration of only the number of projects has some distorting effect because of the big difference
between the size of the strategic and traditional projects. The allocated EU contribution to the particular
challenges would draw a more realistic picture, but evaluators were not able to handle those cases where
a given project reflect to more challenges. The distribution of the budget of these projects between the
certain needs were not possible based on the available information.
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the nature conservation areas have the highest number of projects (6 projects each) which reach to
the identified needs under PA1. Reconstruction of canals is supported by only four projects, however
due to the elaboration of strategic projects in this field the significance of these few projects is high,
owing also to the higher financial support per strategic project.

Figure 28: Number of HUSRB projects of any PA reacted to the identified regional needs under PAT
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Taking into account the number of cases projects originally supported under PA1 react to the
identified regional needs of any kind (from any PAs), challenges of the corresponding PA1 lead
the chart, namely missing water monitoring system and risk warning systems, and negative impacts
of climate change (6 projects per each). That also means that 54.5-54.5% of all projects under PAT1
react to the before mentioned challenges. Reconstruction of canals and the climate change related
challenge are tackled by 36.64% of the PA1 projects. The large majority of the cases are supported
by the related PA's projects. There is only one exception; the challenge originally belonging to PA2,
namely unutilised potentials in water transport, is addressed by a project under PA1. Apart from the
challenges of PA1 and the aforementioned challenge, projects of PA1 do not react other challenges
(of e.g., PA3 or PA4).
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Figure 29: Number of cases projects originally supported under PAT react to the identified regional needs of any
PA
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3.1.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA1)

In this subchapter, based on the result indicators, the comparison of the expected and achieved
results will be presented. During the evaluation, the evaluators relied on the documentations of the
Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs) and the Cooperation Programme (CP) which were
complemented with the observations and suggestions of the interviewees. According to the CP, the
reporting frequency of the result indicators’ values was planned to take place in every second year:
the first report — which gave annual value about the fulfilment of the indicator — was the AIR 2019,
and it was followed by the report of 2021. The third and last report will be concerned the year of the
target value (2023).

In the frames of PA1, the total number of result indicators is only one (out of 5) which concerns the
water quality of cross-border surface water bodies. The indicator (result indicator 1.1) is in line with
the specific objective of the PAT since both of them concentrate on decrease of environmental risk
and prevention of quality of water bodies. Owing to the target goals, the measurement unit of the
result indicator 1.1 uses weighted average value related to the ecological status of cross-border
surface water bodies. The relevance of this indicator is not questionable; however, the availability and
measurability have caused significant concerns during the reporting period. The source of the data
would have been ensured by the General Directorate of Water Management in Hungary and the
Agency for Environmental Protection in Serbia, but these organisations could not provide annual
information about the required indicator’s value.

The main information about the result indicator 1.1 is summarised in the following table (Table 18):
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Table 18: Result indicator under PAT

Specific Selected Measurement Baseline | Baseline Target | 2019 2021
ID Obiective result unit value ear value | Annual | Annual
) indicator y (2023) | value value
SO/1.1: Water
Dec.reasmg quality Weighted
environmental (good
. . average
risks (e.g. drought, | ecological ecological status
flood, hail) and status) of (averag e, no unit
RI/1.1 | preventing cross-border g 291 2012 2.7 N/a 2.0431
. of cross-border
negative effects surface water
. . . surface water
on quality of bodies (rivers . . .
. bodies (rivers) in
water bodies and | and water the eligible area
nature protected flows) in the 9
areas eligible area

According to the interviews, the interviewees reflected on the eligibility of the result indicator 1.1.
The main drawback was the unavailability of the necessary data in 2020 (related to 2019). In the year
of the result indicators’ planning, the actual values were ensured, but the planners left out of
consideration that this indicator will be available just in every sixth year. This problem became clear
justin the first reporting year, and the management authority had to replace it with another indicator,
but the newer (alternative) one required minor further research too. Due to this unexpected obstacle,
the AIR 2019 did not contain any information about the level of the indicator value, but it mentioned
that the trend of the wanted change was still negative. The appointed baseline year is 2012 with 2.91
average value, which should be reduced to 2.7 until 2023. According to the 2021 report, the
registered value was 2.04 which means that the required expectations have already been realized.
However, because of the lack of verifiable data, the original result indicator was slightly redefined,
and the fulfilment of the initial measurement unit is not guaranteed.

The problem highlighted above was caused because the planners intended to adjust the indicator to
the PA very well, which resulted in a way too specific indicator. This difficulty is observed in the case
of other result indicators as well, but it has not caused similar issues such as in relation to PA1.
Regarding the interviews, the selection of the result indicators should be made more carefully in
consideration of the availability of data. As the given answers show, in order to resolve this problem,
the indicators need to be created from public registers or from the own monitoring system.
Considering the SMART criteria (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time bound), the result
indicator 1.1 is too specific, the measurability and achievability are questionable (because of the
unfavourable accessibility of the data), however there is no problem with the relevance and the time-
bound of this indicator.

31 reformulated measurement unit as “Weighted average quality of key chemical components (average

number of components) of cross-border surface water bodies (rivers) in the eligible area”

117



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Table 19: Result indicator of PAT — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable | Achievable Relevant Time bound

RI/1.1 Water quality
(good ecological status)
of cross-border surface
water bodies (rivers and
water flows) in the
eligible area

too specific questionable | questionable | no problem no problem

3.1.3.3  Analysis of the partnerships (PA1)

The table below (Table 20) contains information on the potential involvement (mentioning) of
different types of beneficiaries per CfP actions and per targeted activities under CfP actions. It shows
which partners were targeted and how many times to be beneficiaries in the three different CfPs of
the programme. Water management institutions, hydro-meteorological organisations and
agricultural organisations, public utility companies dealing with water supply and sanitation, public
institutions, national, regional and local government, nature protection organisations as well as civil
society organisations were the main beneficiaries identified by the Cooperation Programme in the
frames of its CfPs regarding PA1.

Based on the number of activities a beneficiary type was involved in any CfP (i.e. the filled cells with
any information on the potential participation of beneficiaries in CfPs) water management
institutions and the national, regional and local governments stand out by potential involvement in
3 activities each. The number of occasions a potential beneficiary was addressed by any CfP (i.e.
number of times 1%, 2" or 3™ CfP is written in the cells) is high in the case of the three distinct
governments (8 occasions each). In line with the different thematic features of the actions, there were
no similarities between the two CfP Actions as different partners were named in them. The highest
number (5) of potential beneficiaries were listed in relation to the targeted activity of
“Implementation of interventions to minimize damages caused by hail in the entire border region”.
However, this activity had less importance, due to the situation of the national hail-protection
systems.

Table 20: Potential beneficiary types by CfPs
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CfP actions Targeted activities based on CP

Hydro-
meteorological

and agricultural
Public institutions

Water
management
institutions
Public utility and
waste water
companies
National
government
Regional
government
Local government
Nature protection
organisations

organisations

Civil soc.

Development of water management
system in order to improve the
quality of water bodies and to
minimize the risks of drought, floods,
inland inundation. Investments
should focus preferably on areas
affected mostly by droughts.

2nd 2nd 2nd 2nd
3rd 3rd 3rd 3rd

Reconstruction activities in relation
to the relevant rivers and their 1st st 1t st
connected canals and lakes ensuring 2nd 2nd | 2nd | pnd
more stable water management of BIc 3d | 3d B
the direct and adjacent areas.

Implementation of interventions to st st st et st
minimize damages caused by hail in 2m 2m 2mdl || e || 6
the entire border region. 3rd 3rd 3d | 3rd BIC

Cooperation in nature protection
preferably in relation to water based

1.2 Nature protection
and conservation of
water based habitats

habitats, e.g. in species protection
programmes, including the operation
of rescue centres, ex situ breeding

2nd
3rd

and release programmes, managing
protected areas.

2nd
3rd

It is worth comparing the potential (planned) beneficiaries of CfPs to the real (actually involved)
beneficiaries of the realised projects. The matching of the before and after picture of the beneficiaries,
similarities can be detected with regard to water management organisations. On the other hand, the
involvement and participation of governments, but partly also the involvement of NGOs and nature
protection organisations was less pronounced as it had been planned. Furthermore, it has to be
underlined that the universities were not named explicitly in the CfPs regarding potential
beneficiaries, but were mentioned in the text the following way: "water management authorities in
partnership with public institutions and organisations”. It has to be emphasised that the real inclusion
of different stakeholders heavily depends on the Guidelines for Applicants since the type of
beneficiaries had been defined. The definition of potential beneficiaries was narrow in the case of
PA1 compared to PA3 especially.

Considering the types of beneficiaries, all the 38 project partners were public ones. Taking into
account the size of the partnerships, on average a partnership is made up by 2.5 beneficiaries,
therefore project of PA1 contains the projects with the largest number of Bs compared to the rest of
the PAs. Based on the number of projects and LB status Lower-Tisza-District Water Directorate
(ATIVIZIG) has an exceptional role in the partnerships. ATIVIZIG has connection with 5 different
partners. Other important partners in the network with outstanding role include University of Szeged
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(SZTE) (5 project partners) and University of Novi Sad Faculty of Sciences (UNSPMF) (4 partners).
Public Water Management Company ,Vode Vojvodine” Novi Sad (VODE VOJVODINE) had a rather
different role as it is involved in three projects but had no LB status. ATIVIZIG and SZTE are involved
in the largest number of projects (in three both cases). In general water management
authorities/bodies are the centrepieces of the partnership network.

Figure 30: Sociograph of the partnerships — PA1
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The partner budget was 21 712 002 EUR, 571 368 EUR per beneficiary. This average is significantly
higher than the average of all PAs per beneficiary. Among the LBs (based on the total budget in total
costs), the largest amount of money — more than 5 million EUR - by far was allocated to Lower
Danube Valley Water Directorate (ADUVIZIG) and ATIVIZIG (altogether 10 355 095.48 EUR). The two
water directorates were followed by Municipality of Baja (626 510.48 EUR) and by the two faculties
(UNSPMF and Faculty of Civil Engineering Subotica) of University of Novi Sad (332 406.88 EUR).
Taking into consideration not just the LBs, the Hungarian directorate of water affairs (ATIVIZIG and
ADUVIZIG) participated in projects responsible for 49.1% (10 669 301.44 EUR) of the total cost of
PAT.

In the frames of the online survey the respondents also had the opportunity to evaluate their
partnerships. Altogether 6 responses were received under PA1 that concerns 3 projects since more
than one beneficiary filled the questionnaire form the same project. It might cause overlapping in
the data; thus, the survey should be regarded as an insight to the main trends, but it is not adequate
to introduce the exact situation. According to the given answers, all respondents (6 persons)
underlined the fact that the motivation of their partnerships are based on previous cooperation and
on similar mission and goals. Moreover, two of them referred to the close geographic proximity and
there was just one respondent who mentioned the shared language as the basis of the partnership.
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The questionnaire also provides answers for the length of the partnerships by each partner of the
given respondent (For the question as follows: how long is your cooperation with each of your
partners?). Most of the project partners said that they (9 out of 24 answers) have 5-10 years long
cooperation with the concerned respondents, however another 8 project partners listed are
newcomers without any common partnership. With the rest of the partners of the responding
beneficiaries 1-5 years long cooperation background was maintained (3 partners of them with 3-5
years, 2 of them with 1-3 years), but there are two partners whose cooperation is more than 10 years
long with the respondents.

The future prospect of the partnership is favourable since half of the respondents (3 beneficiaries)
confirmed that they would like to continue the already existing partnerships with most of the
partners, and another 2 have the intention to pursue the work with some of the partners. There is no
beneficiary who want to cut off the cooperation with all partners, although one of the respondents
still does not know the future of its partnership.

3.1.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA1)

In the beginning of this subchapter the territorial coverage of EU contributions and beneficiaries
were analysed by the following two figures. Both of them indicate the values by countries: the first
one in relative values, the second one in absolute value. According to the EU contribution, besides
the introduction of the result of all CfPs, the open and strategic CfPs were also represented
separately, in order to handle the distorting effects of the latter ones. The number of PA1-related
beneficiaries is more than 10% out of the total, 323 beneficiaries.

Figure 31: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA1] — Relative values
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Figure 32: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA1] — Absolute values
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Regarding the total EU contribution to the PA, the territorial balance between the two countries is
in favour of Hungary, however the number of beneficiaries is significantly higher on the Serbian side.
It is reasoned by the fact that LB of the two strategic projects is Hungarian, who spent more than half
of the total EU contribution. The reason behind this is the expensive infrastructural works which could
be implemented only in the frame of strategic projects. In terms of the open CfPs, it is important
that altogether smaller amount was dedicated to them as to the strategic one, since the number of
PA1-related projects was strongly limited and the predominance of strategic projects was decisive.
As the majority of the beneficiaries are Serbian, therefore the number of LBs and Bs are higher on
the Serbian side, while the rate of EU contribution dedicated to Hungarian LBs remarkably exceeds
those of the Serbians. In case of the Bs, the distribution is in harmony with those of the partners’
number.

The territorial pattern of the LBs is highly concentrated due to the few numbers of beneficiaries
compared to other PAs, which can be reasoned partly by the relatively narrow range of eligible
applicants (mainly public authorities and universities dealing with water management and
environment protection). Furthermore, it has to be noted that in the case of this given PA less
emphasis should be given to the results of the pattern of LBs in territorial coverage since the picture
heavily depends on the geographical location of competent beneficiaries, which tend to be major
cities and regional centres. Regarding the whole evaluated area, the LBs can be found in two main
zones: the first is the direct border area and the second one is Novi Sad and its vicinity. In terms of
Vojvodina, aside from one LB in Subotica, Juznobacka is the home to all the Serbian LBs (Novi Sad 4
units, Petrovaradin 1 unit) which is the highest number in the whole Programme area, while on the
Hungarian side similar disproportion cannot be observed. The two counties (Csongrad-Csanad 3
units, Bacs-Kiskun 2 units) possess similar number of beneficiaries who are concentrated to Szeged
and Baja.
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Figure 33: Territorial pattern of LBs (PAT)
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The emphasis of the related evaluation regarding PA1 and PA2 is on the EU distribution and the
project locations, which show the most important features of the territorial coverage. The spatial
distribution of EU contribution based on the location (settlement) of the branch office is the most
uneven in the case of PA1 along with PA2. The sources are highly concentrated to few settlements
with city rank. The majority of them are middle-sized or large cities within the settlement network.
Except for Mokrin (30 339 EUR, 0.2% of total contribution in the frames of PA1) all financial support
went to urban settlements, in descending order: Novi Sad (5 545 205 EUR), Baja (5 336 425), Szeged
(5 071 471), Kanjiza (1 615 000), Novi Becej (265 159), Kecskemét (203 154), Petrovaradin (200 140),
Subotica (84 766), Pali¢ (63 808), and Izsak (39 735). The highest density of contribution can be
detected in relation to the group incorporating Szeged, Subotica, Kanjiza and Pali¢. Three cities stand
out, which are responsible for 86.4% of the total contribution for PA1: Novi Sad (30%), Baja (28.9%)
and Szeged (27.5%).

123



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Figure 34: Territorial coverage of EU contribution (PAT1)
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Based on the project locations®? (where detectable infrastructural developments were carried out)
in the frames of PA1 Batmonostor, Domaszék, Nagybaracska stand out by three distinct locations,
followed by Baja, Davod, Szentes from Hungary, and Bezdan and Sirig from Serbia by two locations
per settlement. The spatial distribution of project locations is one of the most even, on the Hungarian
side in particular, where large areas are covered by realised elements. The uneven distribution is
underlined by that fact that out of the 59 project locations 52 are situated on the Hungarian side. A
territorial concentration of projects along the bordering sections of the Danube can be shown. High
number of infrastructure elements are located in the District of Baja, while Severnobacka, Sremska
and Juznobanatska have no realized infrastructure on their territories.

32 More than a single location per project per settlement is possible, as each location was regarded as a
separate location even if it located within the territory of the same settlement. Thus, for instance, if there
are three locations in a settlement it does not necessarily mean the infrastructure elements were realized
from three different CBC projects.
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Figure 35: Territorial pattern of localised infrastructural investments
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3.1.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA1)

In this subchapter, the durability of the project results and outcomes is evaluated along two main
aspects: their institutional and financial sustainability. The evaluators assessed the history and
potential future of the projects, the pattern of project’s life cycle, their embeddedness into the
regional and local structures, in addition the financial conditions for maintaining the projects’ results.

The assessment is based on the results of the interviews and the questionnaire, in addition the
application forms and the quality assessment of the projects.

The evaluation of projects’ history had been done through analysing the relevant part of all
application forms. At the ‘description of synergies with other policies, programmes and projects’ part
of the form, applicants had the possibility to introduce all sorts of previous projects (cross-border,
national, transnational, etc.) and partnerships which are connected to their actual development plans.
This possibility had been exploited by the applicants in a varying manner, some of them only
provided a generic answer, while others explained the matching points in a detailed way. Another
barrier of the assessment was that in case of the first (restricted) CfP, this question had not formed
part of the application form. Despite of this limitation, evaluators made an attempt to group the
selected projects according to the followings:

0. projects without any antecedent;

1. projects without content-related antecedent but with already existing partnership (who had

implemented joint project in another thematic field);
2. projects with content-related antecedent with newcomers in the partnership;
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3. projects with content-related antecedent and already existing partnership.

As the following chart (Figure 36) shows, two-third of the projects (6 projects altogether) in the field
of water management are without any direct antecedent (at least according to the application forms),
only 3 out of the 9 have any content wise connections to previous developments. It has to be added
to the statistics that within the framework of PA1, the project proposals of such beneficiaries have
been selected for funding, as the regional water management bodies or universities who are
undoubtedly professionally competent and had been implementing previous developments in the
field. This assumes that the selected projects are well-founded and reasonable which obviously
contributes to the durability of project results.

Figure 36: History of the projects (PAT)
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The related results of quality assessment and the questionnaire also nuance the previous statements.
In case of the regular projects (selected at the open CfPs), the two quality assessors evaluated
whether the partnership or cooperation between the beneficiaries had existed before on a 3-point
scale (0-2). The averages of the points given by the two assessors shows that only two projects had
been generated by new partnerships, and more than half of the 9 projects got at least 1.5 points
which mirrors that most of the project partners have a common history.
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Figure 37: Durability of the partnerships (PAT)
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The textual evaluation by the assessors also confirms the relatively high quality of the project
partnership. According to the contextual analysis of their description carried out applying the word
cloud method, the most frequently used terms were ‘balanced’, ‘adequate’ and ‘necessary’.

The results of the questionnaire are in line with the quality assessment too. According to the
responses concerning 6 projects under PA1, 3 partnerships are based on previous informal
cooperation, while 3 other ones, out of which one is institutionalised had been implemented IPA
projects together formerly. Only one project collaboration has been newly initiated for the
implementation of a certain project in the programming period. This institutional embeddedness
means some kind of guarantee for the durability of the commonly achieved results.
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Figure 38: Word cloud method visualisation of the partnership aspect (PAT)

a CESCI Description of the partnerships  PA1
necessdrynew

balanced
e equ ate

Source: Quality assessment forms

Based on the application forms, the evaluators also assessed the pattern of the projects’ life cycle,
which means a classification of projects based on the stages of implementation that they lie on. The
analysis tends to reflect on the integrated approach, whether the beneficiaries initiate ad-hoc,
separate projects or plan and implement long-term, synergic developments step-by-step. This
difference in the local actors’ mindset basically determines the durability of the projects and
programme'’s results.

On the basis of the project summary written by the beneficiaries in the application phase, projects
were categorized into the following 5 groups:
1. early policy phase,
preparation phase,
pilot or first phase of a complex development,
second or further phase of a complex development,
last mile.

vk~ W

Taking into consideration that the classification is based on the project summaries which shows some
quality differences, there might be some distortions in the results, but some trends are still
noticeable.
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Figure 39: Life-cycle of the projects (PA1)
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The results shows that none of the projects targeted clearly policy measures, and only 1 project
seems to be in the preparatory phase with multidisciplinary field measurements laying the basis for
hydro-ecologically sound monitoring system. The small number of projects in the lower stages is
reasoned by the fact, that according to the requirements and criteria defined by the Cooperation
Programme and the CfPs, and sectoral features of the PA, relatively bigger projects with infrastructure
developments have been selected for funding. This approach resulted in more complex projects,
which contain for example some technical planning or policy measures, but together with the
physical infrastructure developments. In case of such complex initiatives, the projects were
categorized to the highest possible level on the five-point scale.

5 out of the 11 projects have been evaluated as the first steps of bigger developments with a
possibility to continue the joint cross-border work in the future. In addition, both of the strategic
projects (BABECA and WASIDCA), together with 2 regular projects were able to implement or close
a development package, where there seems to be no need for further developments (therefore
evaluated as a last mile projects), but the maintenance and efficient use of the newly built
infrastructure.

According to the questionnaire, 5 out of 6 beneficiaries plan to continue to pursue the goals of their
project in a different framework after the programme finishes (e.g. in the 2021-2027 programming
period). 3 respondents would apply for funding within the framework of other EU programmes such
as Interreg Transnational Programmes or the Horizon Europe, while only 2 of the 6 beneficiaries
would continue their developments within the framework of the IPA programme. One of them
indicated exactly that they would continue their actual project in the next programming period.
Regarding the partnerships, 4 of the 6 beneficiaries would continue the cooperation with some
partners, while the other 2 respondents are not sure about the future in this term.
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The institutional sustainability of the projects, except for the two strategic ones, has been analysed
based on the project application forms’, where a description on the sustainability and capitalization
of project results had been provided by the beneficiaries. In order to identify and analyse the most
frequent solutions planned to be applied by the beneficiaries, a contextual analysis was carried out
with the word cloud method. The analysis is hardened by the fact that in many cases, only a brief
answer had been provided focusing mainly on financial issues. 2 applicants out of the 9 had not dealt
with institutional issues at all. However, in the other cases, some trends were still noticeable, as
represented also in the word cloud below, according to which there are two distinct solutions applied
in this field:

1. sustainability based on the previous or newly established cooperation of the project partners:
in the majority of these cases the varying length of the already existing good cooperation
between the partners have been put into the focus in terms of institutional sustainability, at
the same time the newly established partnerships are also designed to lay the basis for the
long-term institutional relations. Some applicants also highlighted the importance of the
future continuous communication between the project partners.

2. sustainability based on a certain document: applicants of 2 projects undertook the signature
of cooperation agreements to provide the framework of the long-term maintenance of the
project results. Furthermore, in one case the municipality applicants had reached an
agreement with the relevant water management authorities on both sides of the border
before the submission of the proposal, in order to ensure the professional embeddedness of
the developments. Another partnership expressed their hope for regulations on the long-
term thus providing a legal guarantee for the durability of the results.

Where the institutional aspect of the sustainability was missing, the applicants underlined the
professional experience and appropriate capacities of the single project partners, who were planned
to be in charge of the capitalization and maintenance of the project outcomes through their everyday
operation, thus providing the operational durability.
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Figure 40: Word cloud method visualisation of the institutional sustainability aspect (PAT)
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In terms of financial sustainability, the project application forms, as well as the results of the quality
assessment and the questionnaire have been provided input for the analysis.

The analysis of the solutions for financial sustainability proposed by the applicants of regular projects
gives a rather homogenous image. As it can be seen on the word cloud below (Figure 47), the
following features can be identified: 1. financial maintenance ensured individually, by each
beneficiary; 2. low level of future maintenance costs.

The most often cited solution is to render the task of financial sustainability within the responsibilities
of some (in case of 3 projects) or each beneficiary (5 projects) and their financial plans. These plans
include mainly own public resources (4 projects) and in one case the involvement of further national
and EU resources is planned. This latter solution may assume some financial risks in the maintenance,
since the availability of these funds cannot be guaranteed by the beneficiaries. At those projects,
where the financial maintenance of any infrastructure or equipment had been undertaken by one or
some of the partners, the beneficiaries expressed their exact intention for the joint professional
operation of the particular output. The low level of operation and maintenance costs had been
highlighted in case of two projects. Last, but not least, it is worth noticing that 2 applicants (of 2
projects) focused on only the mandatory 5-year maintenance period, and only two other applicants
mentioned their long-term plans after this 5-year period.
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Figure 41: Word cloud method visualisation of the financial sustainability aspect (PA1)
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The 6 respondents of the questionnaire also highlighted the role of own organizational resources
both in terms of financial and human capacities. Only one respondent mentioned the possible
involvement of national resources.

Figure 42: Financial sustainability of the projects (PAT)
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Regarding the relevant part of the quality assessment, the assessors evaluated the projects on a 3-
point scale (0-2) in terms of whether the proposed activities would lead to financial sustainability. As
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the Figure 42 illustrates beneficiaries of 2 projects were able to offer an answer which fully convince
both assessors, while the majority of the projects (6 altogether) are in the 1-1.5 point range.
Furthermore, one project had been poorly described its financial plans for the maintenance.

Majority of the projects selected within PA1 contain hard infrastructure development elements, the
sustainability of which can be provided based on well-based solutions and methods as the above
analyses shows. In parallel, it is easy to monitor the maintenance of the project outputs such as the
operation of the constructed buildings, equipment or platforms, the delivery of further water-based
measurements or the maintenance of databases and monitoring systems. The Joint Secretariat of the
programme has the competency to decide based on a well-defined system of criteria on whether
they monitor the maintenance of results of a particular project by requiring project follow-up reports
during the 5-year period or not. In case of this PA only 4 of the 11 projects were excluded from the
official follow-up period.

3.1.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target groups (PA1)

The main programme documents defined the target groups for the PA1 as the inhabitants of the
cross-border region, the enterprises, the natural environment and the nature protected areas. Given
the fact that this PA is devoted to improving cross-border water management and risk prevention
systems, the definition of the target groups seems logical and suitable.

Although not all the projects filled out the necessary description of the intended target group in the
INTERREG+ system, those who did usually structured their answers in a two-tier manner. Firstly, the
projects defined their indirect target groups which were mostly the people living in the relevant
cross-border area as usually the overarching goal of the projects was the improvement of the
environment potential and ensuring its sustainability. Secondly, the direct target group was defined
in a way more tailored to the activities of the project, as these could be institutions, schools, or
different groups of people such as tourists, farmers or agriculturalists. The word cloud analysis also
showed that certain settlements such as Baja or Becej were mentioned several times.
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Figure 43: Word cloud visualisation of the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG+
system
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defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is also in line with the intention
of the PA.

In order to assess how well were the target groups predefined, the online survey referenced above
also contained several questions on this topic. Firstly, the efficiency of the different means of
communication was assessed in reaching the target audience of the project. According to the
respondents of the online survey, none of the used methods were irrelevant, very inefficient or
inefficient. The worse ratings were attributed to the promotional material and the media coverage,
these being voted the most times as only almost enough. On the other hand, the communication
event was deemed by the most respondents as being a very efficient tool in reaching the target
audience.

134



29 Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Figure 44: The efficiency of the different means of communication in reaching the target audience of the project
according to the respondents of PAT
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According to the respondents of the online survey, the CfPs defined the target groups to some or to
large extent in a successful way and also the projects were considered to reach their target groups
in a rather favourable length; more than half of the respondent rated it the highest and the other to
the second highest category.

Figure 45: The perception on the successfulness of the target groups' definition (PAT1)

‘@' CESCI The perception on the successfulness of the target groups' definition PA1
7 -
6 -
2
c
5
g 51
o
o
o
S 4
% W To what extent were the target groups well-defined
3 by the calls
o 3 7
- W To what extent did your project reach the target
S groups
g 2
£
z
1 4
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
to no extent to little extent to some extent to large extent no answer

Source: Online survey

135



2"d Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

The regional needs and challenges that the Programme strived to solve were not relevant to the
defined target groups in the same level. In order to assess how relevant these were to the target
groups (which is also indicative on how well were the target groups selected) a benchmark analysis
was carried out where 1 means it was not really relevant, 2 means it was relevant to some degree
and 3 means that the given regional need and challenge was highly relevant to the given target
group (the white squares indicate groups that were not explicitly assigned to the given challenge by
the Programme).

Table 21: The short explanation of the benchmark categories

yellow (1) the given challenge was not really relevant to the given target group

light green (2) | the given challenge was relevant to some degree to the given target group

_ the given challenge was highly relevant to the given target group

white the given target group was not explicitly assigned to the given challenge

Table 22: Benchmark of the level to which the different challenges were relevant to the defined target groups in

PAT
Defined target groups
Regional needs / challenges The inhabitants of Agricultural The natural The nature
the cross-border producers and .
. . environment protected areas
region enterprises
Missing joint wat itori not a predefined not a
issing joint water monitorin .
>sIng Jo ater monrtoring 2 b predefined
system group
group
Missi | i t not a predefined not a
issing early warnin m .
ssing early warning systems b 2 predefined
for environmental risks group
group
Reconstruction of canals not a predefined not a
connected to the Danube is 2 b 2 predefined
necessary group group
) not a
Climate change endangers .
. 2 predefined
agricultural safety
group
ive i ) not a
Negative !mpacts on the nature not a predefined .
conservation areas should be 2 predefined
reduced group group

3.1.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PA1)

The main purpose of the analysis is to identify the level at which the programme can be considered
cross-border. We analyse in this subchapter the projects’ level of cooperation and materialisation in
a cross-border sense.
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An important aspect of relevance targets the cross-border character of the programme. This
character can be justified by the impacts having on a) cross-border territorial, economic and social
cohesion and b) the intensity of cross-border cooperation. Obviously, these two factors can hardly
be assessed: notwithstanding the definition problems of cohesion itself, it is not self-evident by which
criteria can a programme be justified as more cross-border than another. However, cross-border
projects can be classified by a 4x3 cell matrix along by two vectors: the level of cooperation and
materialisation.

The different levels of cooperation can be characterised by the maturity of the relationship: is there
any real cross-border component in the project; whether it is about ad-hoc events (e.g. exchange of
experiences); the creation of the conditions for regular and long-standing cooperation (set-up of
permanent partnership, development of joint action plans, drafting joint educational curricula,
establishment of long-standing cooperation between institutions); or the partners intend to create
integrated cross-border services, products or joint institutions? It has to be stipulated that even the
highly developed cross-border institutions started with the first steps of exchanges. Still, the long-
term objective of the cross-border programmes should be to support the development of
partnerships being able to create cross-border institutions and services.

Along the vertical axis, the projects can be characterised by their materialisation. At the ,zero level”,
genuinely soft projects are found without constructing permanent infrastructure. Then, there are
projects, which contain infrastructure development, but without direct cross-border impact. At third
level, there are mirror-typed projects, when the partners implement activities or carry out
construction works in parallel —accompanied with some simple cross-border content and the impacts
can justify the support only in long-term perspective. While the most advanced, real, integrated
cross-border projects are those where the implementation of the project-part on one side is
impossible or ineffective without the realisation of the project-part on the other side (strongly
integrated, long-term developments).

The projects, which contain the construction of joint cross-border infrastructure and create the
relevant services or even the institutions as well, can be considered as the ,most cross-border” ones.
The cross-border character of the programme can be justified by the high number of this type of
projects.
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Figure 46: Level of cooperation and materialisation (PAT)
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Source: IPlus database

Taking into consideration the level of cooperation of the projects related to PA1, it can be
concluded that regular, long-lasting cooperation has been created among various project partners
with the help of the projects as well. This Category 2 represents 64% of all projects, 7 in total. The
number (and share) of projects regarded either as ad-hoc cooperation or institutionalised are
identical; each category consists of 2 projects with a share of 18% out of all projects.

Considering the materialisation of projects in PA1 it can be stated that all projects can be
distinguished between two categories: projects with soft elements (6 projects), and projects with
mirror infrastructure (5 projects). The other two categories or levels are missing in this case. The share
of Category 1 is slightly lower than of all projects, while also due to the missing other levels Category
3 has an outstandingly high share (45%), which is more than the sum of the categories of 2, 3 and 4
regarding all projects together (33%), and way higher than the share of the same category on
programme level (16%). The result can be understood the way that many projects were about to
construct environmental infrastructure, often monitoring systems or reconstruct canals and other
blue infrastructure associated with water management.

With regard to PA1 the largest number of projects can be found in mirror infrastructure considering
materialisation and long-lasting cooperation (4 projects, 36%). The other notably share here is the
category of soft projects with long-lasting cooperation (3 projects, 27%). Together they make up
almost the two-third of all related projects. The cross-border relevance of the related projects can be
seen as rather good in comparison to PA3 especially. Both of the strategic projects reached relatively
high relevance as WASIDCA and BABECA projects represent regular, long-standing cooperation and
infrastructure was created in both countries.
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3.1.3.8 Synerqgies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA1)

In order to show synergies with relevant European and national level programmes i.e. what
programmes and how much were supported by the contribution of the HUSRB*?, two methods were
applied:

1. First, the application forms (especially the information written about the synergies with other
policies, programmes and projects) were analysed in order to know what applicants wrote
about the potential synergies. This method was used in order to show synergies in connection
with EU level as well as national level plans.

2. Second, an analysis was carried out to find out how (much) the goals of the EU Strategy for
the Danube Region and the EU 2020 Strategy were supported by the project implemented.
This method used an expert analysis by CESCI based on the project descriptions to show
synergies with the related EUSDR PAs and EU2020 headline targets.

Based on what is written in the application forms by the applicants, the EU level plans and policies
enhancing and complementing the effect of the PA the most frequently are EUSDR (6 projects
mentioned it), LIFE+ (3 projects) and the Europe 2020 Strategy (3 projects). Water Framework
Directive (2 projects) with its relatively notable share can also be mentioned here. The related policies
and strategies and the projects of PA1 contributed the most to the needs concentrated on water
management (water monitoring, reconstruction of canals, warning systems), and on environmental
protection (climate change, impacts on nature conservation areas).

On national level projects of PA1 contributed to the enhancement and completion of the National
Water Strategy, National Forest Strategy and the National Climate Change Strategy (2 projects each
case) regarding Hungary. The Development Programme of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina
for the Period 2014-2020 (3 projects mentioned it), the National Sustainable Development Strategy
and the Forestry Development Strategy can be highlighted in relation to Serbia (2 projects each). The
PA impacted the regional needs described in the documents and policies in the case of water
monitoring and climate change. Forests have a special focus, however no clear challenge deal with
the topic in the intervention logic of PA1, or in the Programme.

In the frames of the expert analysis, the contribution of the HUSRB projects to the following Priority
Areas of the EU Strategy for the Danube Region (EUSDR) were analysed:

e PA 1A Waterways Mobility;

e PA 1B Rail-Road-Air Mobility;

e PA 2 Sustainable Energy;

e PA 3 Culture & Tourism;

e PA 4 Water Quality;

e PA 5 Environmental Risks;

e PA 6 Biodiversity, Landscapes and Air & Soil Quality;
e PA7 Knowledge Society;

33 About the opposite direction, namely about the influence effects of the various other CBC, European,
national and regional programmes regarding the regional needs of the border area, can be read in the
next chapter on the influence factors.
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e PA 8 Competitiveness of Enterprises;

e PA 9 People & Skills;

e PA 10 Institutional Capacity & Cooperation;
e PA 11 Security.

Each HUSRB projects were evaluated based on the following two aspects:

1. direction of the given project’s effect (negative, neutral, or positive); and
2. character of the given project’s effect (direct/indirect) on the EUSDR's PAs.

Using this methodology, based on their effects on the EUSDR PAs, all HUSRB projects were classified
into the following four effect-categories: indirect negative, neutral, indirect positive and direct
positive. The results of the projects within the PA1 are shown in the following figure (Figure 47).

Figure 47: Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas (PAT1)

 CESCI Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas PA1
EUSDR PA 1A ol% 91% 9% 0%
EUSDR PA 1B O!Vo 100% 0%
EUSDR PA 2 0!56 100% 0%
EUSDR PA 3 o!yo 73% 27% 0%

EUSDR PA 4 Dl% 27% 36% e

EUSDRPA 5 0!% 9% 18% e

EUSDR PA6 0!% 45% s
EUSDR PA 7 0!36 3% 27% 0%
EUSDR PA 8 o!% 64% 36% 0%
EUSDR PA 9 0!%, 82% 18% 0%

EUSDR PA 10 ol% 18% 73% %
EUSDR PA 11 o!yo 100% 0%

I T T \ \ T \ T \ T 1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
indirect negative neutral indirect positive M direct positive

Source: IPlus database - Own analysis based on the following parts of the project description: Synergies with other policies, programmes and projects; Problem, challenge to be addressed; Background

Considering PA1 of the HUSRB, PA 5 Environmental Risks is the EUSDR PA which is the most in line
with the projects, and vice versa. Almost three-quarters of the projects (73%, 8 projects) have direct
positive synergies with the projects concerned. Only 9% of the projects has no positive impact on PA
5. Along with PA 5 it is PA 6 Biodiversity, Landscapes and Air & Soil Quality which has a very strong
connection to this HUSRB PA; 55% (6 projects) of the projects have direct, while 45% (5 projects)
have indirect impact on the PA meaning that all projects are in line with this EUSDR PA. PA 4 Water
Quality has the third highest rate of projects with direct positive impact on the EUSDR priorities. Both
projects having direct and indirect effects have equal shares of 36%. Even though the direct positive
effect of projects is only 9% in relation to PA 10 Institutional Capacity & Cooperation, high share of
projects (73%, 8 projects) contributes to this EUSDR PA. Therefore, the role of projects implemented
here is important in indirectly supporting inter-institutional cooperation, institutionalised
connections as well as joint capacity building.
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The Commission proposed the following EU headline targets as part of the Europe 2020 A strategy
for smart, sustainable and inclusive growth**:

Raise the employment rate of the population aged 20-64 from the current 69% to at least
75%.

Achieve the target of investing 3% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in R&D in particular by
improving the conditions for R&D investment by the private sector, and develop a new
indicator to track innovation.

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 20% compared to 1990 levels or by 30% if
the conditions are right,

Increase the share of renewable energy in our final energy consumption to 20%,

Achieve a 20% increase in energy efficiency.

Reduce the share of early school leavers to 10% from the current 15% and increase the share
of the population aged 30-34 having completed tertiary education from 31% to at least 40%.
Reduce the number of Europeans living below national poverty lines by 25%, lifting 20 million
people out of poverty.

In the frames of the analysis of contribution of a certain project to the EU2020 targets, two features
of the projects descriptions in particular were analysed: 1. the effects of the projects (negative,
neutral, or positive); 2. direct/indirect features of the projects. In total, four types of projects were
delineated: indirect negative, neutral, positive, and direct positive.

With regard to PA1, projects formulated in this area helped the most to meet the achievement of
investing 3% of GDP in R&D. 36% of the supported projects under this PA have an indirect positive
impact on reaching the EU goal. A number of 6 projects support the respective target indirectly.
Significantly lower connection can be detected in relation to the employment and to the educational
headline target (9% of all related projects, a project per each target).

34

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:2020:FIN:en:PDF
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Figure 48: Contribution to EU2020 headline targets (PAT)

a CESCI Contribution to EU2020 headline targets PA1
EU2020 Employment 0% 91% 9% 0%
EU2020 R&D 0% 64% 36% 0%
EU2020 GHG emissions 0% 100% 0%
EU2020 Renewable energy 0% 100% 0%
EU2020 Energy efficiency 0% 100% 0%
EU2020 Education 0% 9% 9% 0%
EU2020 Poverty and social exclusion 0% 100% 0%
! T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
indirect negative neutral indirect positive M direct positive

Source: IPlus database - Own analysis based on the following parts of the project description: Synergies with other policies, programmes and projects; Problem, challenge to be addressed; Background

3.1.3.9 Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA1)

After the introduction of the achieved results, in this subchapter, the different internal and external
factors and the effects of the various other CBC, European, national and regional programmes
regarding the regional needs of the border area will be evaluated.

In line with these, the fluence factors regarding the impacts of the programme were analysed with
the help of two different methods:

e First, the main factors were taken into account which can be considered global, overall and
more soft influence factors. Here an influence matrix is provided which summarises these
factors in a textual way, giving a short description of the factors themselves and naming their
type.

e Apart from this summarizing table, the different (mainstream, other Interreg) programmes
were also analysed from the point of their help in fulfilling the regional needs. There a scoring
method was used by measuring the value of the support for the realisation of goals and
actions expressed under the given PAs. Consequently, the level of effects on the impacts of
the PA by the respective programmes is summarised below per each PA.

The following table (Table 23)summarizes the most important external and internal influence
factors.
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Table 23: The most important external and internal influence factors on the impacts of the PAT

Short name of
the influence
factor

Short description of the influence factor

Type
(external,
internal
factor)

Climate change

Climate change represents a serious challenge for both Hungary and
Serbia. This might involve the processes of continuing temperature
increases, more frequently prolonged droughts, wildfires, heavy storms,
floods and disproportionate rain distribution. The increased number of
extreme weather events and variations in precipitation has become
more widespread and frequent. Moreover, it might also generate
serious impact on nature, including animals and plants. Subsequently, it
is highly important to slow down the process in order to make
appropriate adaptation and mitigation preparations towards it.

external

Nature
protection

Transboundary United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) Biosphere Reserve ‘Mura-Drava-Danube’ was
established in 2021 as the world'’s first 5-country biosphere reserve. The
Reserve stretches across Austria, Slovenia, Croatia, Hungary and Serbia.
The establishment of the Biosphere Reserve was preceded by more
than ten years of preparatory work. The ministers of environment of the
five countries committed themselves in a joint declaration under the
European Union Presidency in March 2011. The preservation of cross-
border ecological environment requires a complex nature management.
The cross-border Biosphere Reserve combines more than 13 protected
areas of the Mura-Drava-Danube region and it sustainably handles the
ecosystem of the rivers and encourages the economic development of
the region. In addition to the protection of nature, the cooperation also
aims to grasp the attention of tourists towards nature.

external

Nature
protection

Hungarian-Serbian border water cooperation covers six decades (since
1955). The framework for joint work is determined by the bilateral
convention between Hungary and the Republic of Serbia in the field of
sustainable water management, border waters and cooperation on river
basins of common interest that entered into force on April 24, 2020 and
it replaces the agreement from 1955. It underlines the issue of floods,
inland waterways, inland water and ice-breaking controls in areas which
are impacted by the border.

external

Financial
resource

Apart from the Interreg IPA CBC programme, there are no other options
to establish similar cross-border projects in this thematic field. The
Danube Transnational Programme might be alternative solutions, but
these cannot provide similar investments like the current CBC
programme.

external

Permissions

Projects depend on the final permissions for works on water
management systems. Delays occurred due to late permissions.

external

It is worth underlying that apart from the projects carried out with the support of the Programme
itself, other “external” programmes also contributed to the goals, actions and expected results
intended to reach by the CP. Therefore, in the upcoming part other Interreg, national, regional and

143




2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

other programmes are analysed, which had an influence on the impacts realised in the field of the
given PAs.

Two aspects were taken into account in assessing the impacts of these programmes on the PAs:
thematic connection and intensity of support. The first explains how well thematically the given
programme is in line with the actions of the PA, while the latter assesses the strength or intensity of
support from the point of territorial and financials contribution. The lowest values were given when
thematically weak connection between the programmes were detected (e.g. only a single action was
affected by the programme), and the intensity of the support by those programmes were weak (e.g.
only a little part of the programme area was supported, the actions remained way too local in terms
of impacts, only limited sources were allocated). High values were given when the opposite was true;
i.e. there was a strong thematic connection (e.g. numerous similarities in the actions could be found),
and the intensity of support was high (e.g. actions were having regional or even transboundary
impacts, the relevant common actions enjoyed great support). The tables explain the scoring system
of the value of the impacts of the related programmes. The second table gives a short explanation
on the results of the scoring, where the higher the value is, the greater the impact is reached, and
vice versa.

Table 24: Factors to define the value of impact on the PA

Weak intensity of Medium intensity of High intensity of
support (1) support (2) support (3)
Little thematic connection (1) - 2 3
Medium level thematic connection (2) 2 4 6
Strong thematic connection (3) 3 6 _

Table 25: Short explanation of the overall value considering the impact on the PA

: Hardly any impact

2 Little impact

3 Medium level impact

4 Medium level impact

6 Great impact

! Extra great impact

Based on the methodology expressed above, the following table (Table 26) shows

1. the impact of the given programme on the related Priority axis (PA) by giving an exact value
for measuring the impact level;

2. the textual explanation of thematical synergies and similar actions of the analysed
programme with the related PA actions;

3. the explanation or comment section, where the reasons of the overall value given to the
programme is further explained highlighting the factors which increased or decreased the
overall value.
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The next table shows (Table 26) the programmes which differently influenced the impacts of the PA.
With regard to PA1, programmes with the highest overall value which supported the impact of the
given PA are the Interreg programme of Romania-Hungary (RO-HU) and the KEHOP.

Table 26: Influence effects of the different programmes on the impacts of the PAT

Impact
on PA1

Programmes

Interreg
programmes

Hungarian
operative
programmes

Synergies with actions

Explanation/Comment

water quality monitoring,
information and data
exchange,

rehabilitation of natural
waters,

flood-protection,
retention of surface water
resources,

agricultural and energy
generation use of water
Joint development of the
emergency response and
disaster management
capacity

High share of support went for
water management actions. Two
priority axes addressed the related
challenges of PA1: 'PAT Joint
protection and efficient use of
common values’ and '‘PA5 Improve
risk-prevention and disaster
management'. The latter less
directly supports the intervention
logic of PA1.

Improving the management
system for emergency
Interventions

Considering the floods that both
Serbia and BIH experienced in 2014,
a lot of work is being done on the
development of joint management
of water, floods and risks.
Significant progress has been made
in this field and there are a large
number of projects that touch on
this topic within TP2.

development integrated
cross-border monitoring and
management systems for
flood risks

monitoring system which
determines the chemical and
ecological status of water
the impact of agricultural
activities on water quality
protection and preservation
of aquatic habitats/wetlands

In the area of Biodiversity
Protection through the
improvement and protection of
wetlands, the greatest impact was
made through this programme.
Significant cooperation was also
achieved on joint flood risk
management, as well as on the
improvement of water quality,
taking into account the release of
numerous pollutants used in
agriculture.

PA2 is compatible with the above
activities.

flood protection, water
management infrastructure
waste water treatment, waste
water purification

PA1 benefited most from flood
protection investments of KEHOP.
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Serbian
national
programmes

Impact . q q q
Programmes onF;’ A1 Synergies with actions Explanation/Comment

e reconstruction and The protection of water quality was

rehabilitation of wetlands achieved more at the local level,
thanks to the improvement of local
wastewater treatment.
reservation and presentation .
Sf ro’\c/ec’lted natufal areas ! Within the framework of the TOP,
ad: tin to the effects of there were several relevant CfPs on
cIimZte gchange (stormwater the topic, their regional utilization
. S as low, and the majority of the
TOP 4 drainage solution, internal was Tow Jorty ©
water management) projects had a strong local impact.
Green Citv Developments The regional impact of protected
Ener eticymoderniZation of areas is relatively large, not only at
getc moc the local level.
public institutions
Transition to ecological, L
<ustainable farmin 9 A significant number of CfPs were
Water protection 9 made. The main profile of the VP is
VP 3 P not the protection of protected

Annual
program of the
Provincial
Secretariat for
Agriculture,
Water
Management
and Forestry

Investments related to climate
change and for the
prevention of weather risks

areas, the issue of adapting to
climate change is more prominent.

Nature protection services

Small-value projects, implemented
with local impact.

construction, rehabilitation,
reconstruction and
preparation of technical
documentation of water
facilities in public ownership
and preparation of design
and technical documentation
of faecal sewage facilities
arrangement of the canal
network in the function of
agricultural land drainage

Actions are mostly localized.
Actions that are a continuation of
previous projects are often financed
for several years in a row, and
which, due to insufficient financial
resources, were not completed in
one year. During one year, one CfP
for two measures is published.

Several KEHOP projects supported the realisation of water management related projects, especially
the strategic projects titled WASIDCA and BABECA of the water directorates were impacted. The
synergetic relations are strong between the programme and the Hungarian national and operational

programmes, and there is a systematic project development in relation to water management and

water quality (e.g. reconstruction of canals and locks, creating water monitoring and environmental
risk prevention system). Inland, very one-focused KEHOP projects can supplement the more
comprehensive and thematically colourful cross-border (strategic) projects targeting larger (cross-

border) water systems.
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In the followings the survey will be analysed from the point which programmes contributed and how
to the impacts of the CP. The question that will be analysed: which source do you consider to be
more efficient in terms of your objectives? With regard to answers saying that the cross-border
program is the most effective the share for PA1 is the lowest, only 16.7%. Every second respondents
expressed that the CBC programme is more efficient than other programmes. No answers were
received that would say other sources are more effective.

Figure 49: Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

ﬁ CESCI Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?
PA1 17% 50% 33%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
5 = the cross-border program is the most effective 4 = the cross-border program is more efficient
3 = the efficiency of the two types is similar 2 = other sources are more effective

Source: Online survey

3.1.4 Efficiency analysis (PA1)

This chapter aims to give an overview on the cost efficiency of reaching the objectives and target
values of the selected indicators by analysing the projects’ budget and the specific features of budget
allocations. Within the framework of PA1, evaluators have conducted the examination by actions®
defined by the CfPs and by project type in order to avoid the distortion effect of the strategic projects.

The average size of the projects was assessed from a financial point of view. There are significant
differences between the average size of the strategic projects and the regular projects under action
1.1. and 1.2. which are reasoned by the specific features of the project types and actions determined
by the CfPs. In the previous 2007-2013 programming period, the average project size on programme
level was 281 535.88 EUR which is significantly lower than those of the projects under PA1.
Considering also the low number of projects (9 regular ones under the two actions and two strategic
ones) compared to the 204 projects in the previous period, the difference seems to be reasonable.

35 Actions under PA1:
1.1 Water management and protection against extreme weather conditions

1.2 Nature protection and conservation of water based habitats
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Figure 50: Average size of projects by actions under PAT

Average size of projects by actions under PA1

Vz CESC

8000000 - 7 583 585.09
7000000 -
6000 000 -
5000 000 -
4000000 -
3000000 -
2000000 -

1000 000 4 894 544.66

309 401.22

Strategic projects
Action 1.1

Regular projects
Action 1.1

Regular projects
Action 1.2

Source: IPlus database

The cost efficiency of the achievement of the targeted and achieved indicator values have been
assessed based on the aggregated amount of the allocated EU funding. The table below (Table 27)
aims to indicate what have already been and can be achieved by the end of the programming period
from the programme support in terms of the project output indicators. Regarding the methodology
of the analysis, since the projects selected during the third CfP are still in progress, the evaluators
aggregated both the achieved and targeted value of the output indicators and the total budget (the
validated amounts of the closed projects and the planned ones for the on-going) of the related
projects. Then we calculated the cost of achievement of one measurement unit of the certain
indicators.

In line with these, in case of OI/1.1 Population benefiting from flood protection measures the achieved
ratio means that 1.77 EUR ERDF funding needed for providing improved flood protection measures
for one person, which is expected to be decreased to 1.11 € by the end of the programming period.

Table 27: Achieved and target indicator values by output indicators under PAT

Aggregated
ggreg Specific .
amount of . Specific target
Aggregated achieved
. EU s Aggregated value of
. Indicator Measurement S achieved value of s e
Indicator ID . contribution target s e indicator
name unit of the value (AIR value indicator (EUR/indicator
2021) (EUR/indicator .
concerned . unit)
. unit)
project
Ol/1.1 .
/ . Population
Population -
benefitin benefiting
9 from flood persons 1677 762.16 949 123.00 | 1511 787.00 1.77 1.11
from flood .
. protection
protection
measures
measures
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Aggregated
ggreg Specific o g
amount of . Specific target
Aggregated achieved
. EU . Aggregated value of
. Indicator Measurement o achieved value of .
Indicator ID . contribution target . . indicator
hame L ofthe = Value (AR value indicator (EUR/indicator
2021) (EUR/indicator .
concerned unit) unit)
project
Ol/1.2
Length of
Length of 9
new or
new or improved
improved \'Na‘t’er" metres 15016 147.28 | 172912.00 | 180 608.00 86.84 83.14
water
management
management
system
system
Ol/1.3
Surface area
Surface area .
. of habitats
of habitats .
. supported in
supported in order to
order to attain a hectares 1352 967.50 17 672.32 182 126.35 76.56 743
attain a
better
better .
. conservation
conservation
status
status

Under PA1 there is only one project which targeted two output indicators, the OI/1.7 Population
benefiting from flood protection measures and Ol/1.3 Supported area of habitats. In the application
phase, applicants briefly described their approach towards the achievement of the indicated values.
According to this explanation, the project directly targets Ol/1.3 Supported area of habitats, while the
contribution to Ol/1.7 Population benefiting from flood protection measures is a quasi-indirect effect
of the developments. In line with this, evaluators were not able to divide the budget between the
two indicators, instead we calculated with the total ERDF fund allocated to the project in both cases.
This obviously leads to some distortion in the results, but we cannot see the possibility to set-up a
sounder methodology for handling this issue.

The calculated specific values of the indicators can be hardly evaluated in absolute term, instead it is
worth comparing them to the results of the same or similar calculations from the previous
programming periods of other CBC programmes. Since this approach had not been applied in the
2007-2013 or any previous period in the Hungary-Serbia Interreg Framework, we made an attempt
to use the results of other programmes during the comparison.

However, in case of the Slovakia — Hungary and Hungary — Croatia Interreg V-A Programmes, the
same methodology was applied for the first phase evaluation of the programmes, only one output
indicator, the ‘Surface area of habitats supported in order to attain a better conservation status’ have
been targeted by at least two programmes. The calculated values are 4 107.4 and 12 665.8
EUR/hectares in the order of listing above, which are extremely higher than 76.56 and 7.43
EUR/hectares of the HUSRB programme. These significant differences are rooting in the fact the first
phase evaluations were elaborated in the middle of the programming period, when only some parts
of the total programme budgets were allocated. Instead of the mid-term values, offering only a
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snapshot on the achievements, the results of the second phase evaluations should be compared with
actual, quasi-final values, but these have not been available yet.

The next aspect of the cost efficiency assessment is the analysis of the share of budget allocations to
the particular budget headings. Considering the different status of the projects, in case of the
administratively closed ones the validated budgets were taken into account, while for the on-going
projects evaluators used the planned amounts for the calculation.

Figure 51: Ratio of budget headings by actions under PAT

 CESCI Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA1
100% A
5.1%
90% -+
0
80% 1 ety 24.5% 7. Infrastructure and works
70% 4 6- Equipment expenditure
0

60% - 734% 5. External expertise and services costs
50% - 24.6% 38.3% m 4. Travel and accommodation costs
40% A 3. Office and administrative expenditure
30% - 22.1% — 2. Staff costs

20% W 1. Preparation costs
6

19.4%
10% | 26.3%
) 16.2%
0%
Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 1.1 Action 1.1 Action 1.2

Source: IPlus database

The chart (Figure 57) shows that the ratio of the expenditures dedicated to the procurement of
equipment is similar in all categories, but there is a significant divergence in terms of the share of
staff and infrastructure development costs. Taking into account the sectoral specificities of the PA
and the nature of the strategic approach, the high share of the expenditure dedicated to construction
works in the two strategic project is self-evident. In the projects under action 1.1 investments to
smaller water management infrastructure together with soft scientific and policy activities were in
the focus. In addition, under action 1.2 a greater emphasis was put on the soft elements, which
reasons the staff-cost intensity of these projects.

Taking into consideration only the projects containing infrastructure developments, the ratio of soft
and hard activities is illustrated by the following chart. (Figure 52) According to the applied
methodology budget headings of ‘Equipment expenditure’, ‘Infrastructure and works’, as well as out
of the 'Preparation costs’ the budget line ‘Purchase of land’ were taken into consideration as costs
of hard activities. All the remaining budget lines forms part of the cost ratio of soft activities.
Regarding the figures, it can be stated that under PA1, that applicants implementing construction
works allocated more than two-third of their budgets to infrastructure-related activities. Comparing
this value to the all projects (not just with infrastructure development) under PA1, the share of hard
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activities is also above 50%, since there are only 3 regular projects without infrastructural work.
However, two of them possess equipment expenditures.

Figure 52: Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA1

 CESCI Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA1

100% ~
90%

80% A

51.9%

70% A
60% A
o | 92.8%
40%
30% A

20% +

10% 4

SRR 7%

Strategic projects Regular projects

W Soft activities Hard activities
Source: IPlus database

Going back to the share of budget headings, in terms of cost-efficiency it is also crucial to analyse
the tendency of budget allocation to external expertise and services. Within all actions of the PA,
these allocations are higher than those to internal staff cost, the ratio is the highest in case of action
1.2 by exceeding one-third of the total budget. Taking into consideration the external service needs
of the project activities, such as communication, event organization and translation/interpretation,
which are partly and unavoidably generated by the cross-border approach itself, it is worth examining
the details of outsourced activities.
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Figure 53: Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PAT

& CESCI Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA1
100% ~
- 9.0% 15.6% 5.7 Other services
(o)
80% o 15.7% 12.7% W 5.6 Costs related to publicity,
SR promotion and communication
70% -
8.3% = 5.5 Costs of supervisor of engineering
i | 72.9%
36.4% . 61% . .
o 5.4 Services related to project
W% 1 management, procurement procedures
40% A m 5.3 Conferences, seminars, project
36.1% meetings
30% - 16.1%
5.2 Studies, statistics, databases and
9
p— 6.5% 18.9% 9.9% 5.1 Technical plans
10.7% : . 62%
0%
Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 1.1 Action 1.1 Action 1.2

Source: IPlus database

The main point of the examination is whether the project activities can be performed internally by
the applicants or by sub-contractors in a more cost-efficient way. High share of external expertise
and service cost items questions the competency and the availability of the adequate capacities of
the applicants, at the same time the risk of losing the necessary expertise after the project closure
lead to the unsustainability of the results.

As for the strategic projects, the costs of supervisor of engineering forms the highest share of the
procured external services, which sounds logical in terms of the great infrastructure developments.
Regarding action 1.1 the same is valid for the technical plans, these documentations are necessary
for the reconstruction works.

In case of the regular projects under action 1.1., the extremely high ratio of sub-contracted studies,
statistics, databases and researches obviously raises the concerns mentioned above. According to
the detailed budget of the applicants, these cost items include smaller surveys and researches (in the
value of 3 000-4 000 EUR), at the same time 3 projects out of the 5 contains the procurement of
modelling services and forecast study and system valuing 30 000-90 000 EUR. The reasoning of their
necessity cannot be evaluated as clear according to the available information.

Focusing on the distribution of professional staff cost between internal and external staff members,
the chart below (Figure 54) confirms that in case of the regular projects of action 1.1., almost half of
the core activities were outsourced to external contractors before (budget line 1.4 of the ‘Preparation
costs’) or during the project implementation (budget line ‘5.2 Studies, statistics, databases and
researches’). In case of the other two project categories, more than two-third of the relevant expenses
was allocated to internal staff cost.
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Figure 54: Distribution of internal and external professional staff cost by actions under PA1
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Turning back to the examination of the share of external expertise and services, in the case of the
projects under action 1.2, the procurements of other services have been worth analysing. On the one
hand, translation and interpretation services are included in this cost category, which is self-evident
in a CBC context. On the other hand, the majority of the procurements directly targets the core
professional activities of the projects. Some of them are clearly related to deconstruction (e.g. fence
deconstruction in PANNONSTEPPES project) or land preparation and management activities, which
obviously out of the applicants competency, similarly to the (re)construction works in other projects.
In the contrary, the outsourcing of such core activities as analysing and mapping invasive species or
sampling (e.g. of soil) seems to be questionable since the beneficiaries should possess those
competences which make them eligible to perform the aforementioned activities. In addition, in one
case some maintenance expenses of an already existing building were financed from the project, the
reasonability of which was not clear.

The share of communication and publicity expenses seems to be proportionate considering the
mandatory measures determined by the programme.
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Figure 55: Ratio of internal and external project management costs by action under PA1
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Regarding the services related to project management and procurement procedure the ratios are
ordinary, but evaluators also analysed this aspect from another point of view which is the share of
budget allocation to internal and external management activities. As the figure shows (Figure 55),
the highest share of external management is around one-third of the total value for the strategic
projects, while in the case of the regular ones the value is close to 20%. Both of them can be evaluated
as proportionate. The share of internal and external project management costs compared to the total
budget are under 20% in each three categories (1.5% for strategic projects, 9.23% for regular projects
under action 1.1, and 17.9% for regular projects under action 1.2).
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3.2 Evaluation of PA 2 (Decreasing the bottlenecks of cross-border
traffic)

Detailed performance, impact and efficiency evaluation of the PA2.

3.2.1 Short introduction of the PA2’s intervention logic

In this short subchapter the intervention logic of the PA is presented in order to show at the very
beginning of the evaluation what was the aim of the programme with the given PA. The following
figure (Figure 56) shows the intervention logic of PA2, whose purpose is to summarise the main
features of the PA worth being aware of before understanding the main results and
recommendations of the evaluation.

Favourable geographical location for transport services including passenger, freight and touristic
purposes was identified as the regional capital of PA2, which covers the decreasing of bottlenecks of
cross-border traffic. The programme allocated an amount of 15 892 815 EUR, nearly 24.32% of the
total budget to this PA. As a response the PA is connected to the specific objective named increasing
the capacities of border crossings and the connected transport lines through promoting
development of road transport and use of sustainable transport modes. In the frames of PA2 and
SO/2.1 the programme tries to contribute to five regional challenges, namely:

o few available border crossing points, low capacities of existing ones resulting in long waiting
times,

e roads, railway and public transport infrastructure in poor condition,

e absence of good cross-border (public) transport connections,

¢ need for the development of bicycle routes accompanied by rider-friendly infrastructure and
services,

e unutilised potentials in water transport.

To tackle the challenges the programme formulated four distinct actions. It is worth emphasizing
that the identified actions based on the Cooperation Programme are cannot be broken down to
separate actions exclusively. The actions can be integral part of the CfP actions, based on the actual
CfPs and projects. Thus, such actions can be included in both actions formulated within this PA:
Action 2.1 Border crossing points, roads and bicycle roads, and Action 2.2 Improving public transport
services and railway lines (e.g. railway line developments can appear at both CfP actions). Both actions
were touched by all three CfPs; Action 2.1 received a total budget of 9.55 M EUR, while Action 2.2
got an allocation of a smaller amount, 6.35 M EUR.
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Figure 56: Intervention logic of the PA2
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From Action 2.1 the expected direct results included six aspects: increased number of possibilities for

border crossing in the various transport modes; transport modes reflect on the various demands in

a flexible way; harmonised development plans and related permission processes; improved

infrastructural conditions; increased bicycle-route networks; and improved water transport
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infrastructure. Action 2.2 supported direct results in terms of transport modes reflect on the various
demands in a flexible way; harmonised development plans and related permission processes;
improved infrastructural conditions, which are common expected results with the first action. In
addition, Action 2.2 also has a direct connection with increased number of available public transport
services; and harmonised regulations, schedules and tariff systems of public transport. As many as
six output indicators were named; number of improved or newly built border crossing points, total
length of newly built roads, total length of reconstructed or upgraded roads, and total length of
newly built bicycle paths are more connected to Action 2.1, while total length of railway line directly
affected by development plans, number of improved public transport services are more related to
Action 2.2. A single result indicator (RI/2.1 Border-crossing traffic) was identified to grasp the results
of the programme: share of border-crossing traffic at smaller border-crossing points within all
border-crossing traffic. Apart from direct results, six additional indirect results should be achieved by
the identified programme actions such as improved social and economic relations; improved
employment opportunities; improved labour mobility along the border; decreased average waiting
time at border stations; simplified daily travel of the commuters to their workplaces; good condition
of border crossing.

According to the figure (Figure 56) strong interconnections can be shown among the challenges,
actions and results with regard to the first four challenges. A much simpler intervention logic can be
detected in the case of water transport, where the challenge is only addressed by a single programme
action and CfP action, and where the related action supports a single result: improved water transport
infrastructure. This related result is the only one which is in connection with a single challenge and
programme action exclusively.

3.2.2 Performance evaluation (PA2) (Implementation progress)

3.2.2.1 Quantification of the performance (PA2)

Within PA2, three calls for proposals were published, the first of which, as a restricted CfP were
dedicated to projects with strategic importance targeting the action 2.1 ‘Border crossing points,
roads and bicycle roads’ and 2.2 'Improving public transport services and planning railway lines. The
indicative maximum IPA allocation of the envisaged strategic projects were 55% of the total budget
of PA, amounted 7,9 million EUR. The other two open calls for proposals planned to provide another
8 million EUR IPA funding for traditional projects under the two actions of the PA. 70% of this planned
amount were dedicated to action 2.1, mainly within the 2" CfP. In case of action 2.2, the budget
frames were much lower, but more balanced between the 2 open CfPs. The following table contains
the details of each CfP.
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Table 28: Allocations of the targeted actions under PA2

Planned IPA
Open or allocation to the | Available IPA
CfP ID rez tricted Open period | Targeted actions projects under grant amount
the respective per project
action
2.1 Border crossing
points, roads and

March 29, bicycle roads .

. 2016 — Minimum o
HUSRB/1601 | restricted August 26, 2.2 Improving public 7 900 000 EUR 5 000 000 EUR

2016 transport services
and planning railway
lines
2.1 Border crossing

. 500 000 -3 000

October 3, pqnts, roads and 5000 000 EUR 000 EUR

2016 — bicycle roads

HUSRB/1602 | open

January 31,

2017 2.2 Improving public 100 000 —
transpprt serylces 1 000 000 EUR 500 000 EUR
and railway lines
2.1 Border crossing
points, roads and 600 000 EUR 388 888 EUR

June 1, 2019 | picycle roads

HUSRB/1903 | open — September ) )
30,2019 tzra2n|:n Eifg’ﬁif:sb“c 1400 000 EUR 100000~
port ser 400 000 EUR
and railway lines

Taking into account the quantification of the performance of PA2, the data indicate that the total
number of applications under PA2 is 17. More than half of the applications (10 units, 58.8%) were
contracted and only 5 applications were rejected because of formal or quality issues. In point of the
distribution of applications among the CfPs, it is clear that there is a notable distinction between the
1 and the other two CfPs. Whereas there are only two applications with strategic relevance under
the 1°* CfP, the number of applications related to the other two CfPs are 7 or more. Considering the
distribution of applications by status, the 1°* CfP with 100% contracted applications is an outstanding
result, which was caused by the low number of applications. In the case of the 2" CfP, half of the
applications were rejected and only 37.5% (3 units) of the applications were contracted. The 3 CfP
has a more favourable picture since 71.4% (5 units) of the applications were contracted and only one
was rejected because of formal issues. The originally contracted IPA amount under PA2 is
16 101 026.88 EUR, which means that the projects overcontracted by 258 211.88 EUR compared to
the 4" version of the CP.
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Figure 57: Number of PA2-realted applications per CfPs
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Figure 58: Distribution of PA2-realted applications per CfPs
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According to the duration of the projects — by monthly breakdown — the average duration of the
projects under PA2 is nearly 28 months due to the two strategic projects and the low number of
projects. Because of the strategic relevance of the 1% CfP’'s projects, these have the longest
implementation timeframes with average 40 months (Dream Railway took 43 months, Kiibekhaza-
Rabe took 37 months). Since the specific objective of the PA2 concentrated on the increasement of
border crossing transports’ capacities and on the usage of sustainable transport modes, the relatively
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long scheduling is understandable. Although, the 2" and the 3" CfPs include only regular projects,
some of these projects also have 3 years' timeframe such as the OPTI-BIKE*® and the KNESZECYC-
4% Owing to these projects the average scheduling of the 2" CfP's projects is 33 months, whereas
in the case of the 3™ CfP, the implementation period of the projects did not exceed 2 years
(20 months). Regarding the starting and ending dates of the projects, it is observable that the
Kibekhaza-Rabe project had started first in 2016 and only a year later the Dream Railway and the
2" CfP's projects began the implementation. These projects ended in the end of 2020 when the
projects related to the 3 CfP could start the developments. Due to the tight timeframe, the last CfP's
projects will finish the implementation in 2022. Nevertheless, within the contracted projects, there
were some projects which still had administrative works after the cut-off date (April 12, 2022). Out of
the 10 contracted PA2 projects 5 projects (50% of the PA2 contracted projects) did not have
approved final report at that time, out of which all projects belonged to the 3 CfP, and the projects
of the 1%t and 2" CfPs closed successfully with approved final report.

Figure 59: Scheduling of the projects
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Source: IPlus database

Considering the financial allocation to the projects, the budget of the strategic projects was more
than 3.5 million EUR per projects (Kiibekhaza-Rabe: 5 468 717 EUR; Dream Railway: 3 585 017 EUR),
but the expenses of two regular projects from the 2" CfP also exceeded 2 million EUR (SO-BAJA23%:
3122 670 EUR; OPTI-BIKE: 2 566 613 EUR). The average total allocation to strategic projects is
4 526 867 EUR, while the average size of the regular projects is 1 236 082 EUR. Taking into account
the source of the financial allocation of the PA2 related projects, the dominance of EU Contribution

3% ID: HUSRB/1602/21/0102; Name: Optimising traffic in the border zone, planning and construction of
bicycle paths

37 ID:_HUSRB/1602/21/0186; Name: Szeged (Széreg) - Novi Knezevac Bicycle Road Construction (Phase 4)
38 |D: HUSRB/1602/21/0061: Improving cross border road between Baja and Sombor part I
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is evident, since in the case of every project the proportion of this type of financial source was 85%.
The IPA support is completed by national co-financing on the Hungarian side, the ratio of which is
10-15% according to the legal status of the partners. The remaining 0-5% in Hungary and 15% in
Serbia must be provided by the beneficiaries as own contribution. Within the CfPs, the ratio of own
public contribution was the second highest in the case of the 2" (11%) and 3™ CfPs (9%), whereas in
terms of the 1°* CfP (8%) the national contribution was on the second place. Own private contribution
was used only in one case, the Dream Railway strategic project had 16 452 EUR from this financial
source. In point of the contribution type, the largest amount of EU and national contributions were
spent to the Kiibekhaza-Rabe strategic project (EU: 4 648 409 EUR; national: 703 190 EUR), but the
largest amount of own public contribution was absorbed by the Dream Railway strategic project
(488 395 EUR). With regard to ratios between the contribution types, after the EU contribution the
second highest share of national contribution belonged to Kiibekhaza-Rabe (13%), while the own
public contribution was the most dominant in the case of Dream Railway project (14%).

Figure 60: Financial allocation of the PA2-related projects
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The following analytical aspect is the financial progress of the EU Contribution. With regard to the
Cooperation Programme (after the fourth version which represents the current condition),
15 842 815 EUR was allocated to the PA2, which was 57 185 EUR less than the aggregated amount
of available IPA allocations in the CfPs (15 900 000 EUR). The distribution of available allocated
money between the CfPs was disproportionate due to the costly strategic projects under the 1°* CfP.
Half of the aggregated money (7 900 000 EUR) of the Calls for Proposals was available under the 1°
CfP, while the 2™ CfP represents the 38% (6 000 000 EUR) and the 3™ CfP the 13% (2 000 000 EUR)
of the whole budget. Regarding the selected projects, the contracted EU Contribution
(16 101 027 EUR) was higher by 201 027 EUR than the aggregated available allocations in the three
CfPs. The share of the contracted EU contribution among the CfPs did not change significantly from
the previously described distribution. The ratio of the 3™ CfP's money raised to 16% (2 608 935 EUR),
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whereas the proportion of the 15t CfP reduced to 48% (7 695 674 EUR) and the 2™ CfP to 36%
(5 796 418 EUR).

Figure 61: The financial progress of the EU Contribution regarding PA2
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The classification of the contracted EU Contribution can be classified into three categories. The first
one is the certificated or validated money, where not just the project’s content but the administrative
works are also closed. Regarding the non-validated money, the content of the project has been
closed, but the administrative tasks has been continuously proceeding after the cut-off date (April
12, 2022). Finally, the rest of the EU Contribution gives the remaining category.

Under the PA2 the IPA funding progressed mostly well, since 83% of the contracted EU Contribution
(13 430 722 EUR) has been certified, 15% (2 394 116 EUR) has not been validated and the remaining
amount is only 276 189 EUR (2%). Regarding the financial progress of the CfPs, the projects under
the 1t (97%) and the 2" CfPs (99%) have almost certified all of the EU Contribution since the value
of ratios are nearly 100%. However, in the case of the 3" CfP's projects, the percentage of certified
money is really low, only 8%, but they have not had as much time to certify the allocated costs as the
projects of the previous CfPs. The proportion of non-validated money corroborated this statement,
since this value is 92% under the 3™ CfP, while in the case of the first two CfPs it is zero. Concerning
the absorption of the EU Contribution, the 1% (224 165 EUR; 3%) and the 2™ (52 024 EUR; 1%) CfPs
represent the highest remaining amounts whereas the 3™ CfP utilized the all budget since there is
no remaining money under this CfP.

On project level the proportion of certificated EU Contribution is relatively high (more than 90%)
among the first two CfPs’ projects, and there is no non-validated money. This indicates the fact that
the closure of the projects under the 15 and 2" CfPs could successfully happen. However, in the case
of the projects under the 3™ CfP, the proportion of non-validated money is the decisive category
since here it is more than 85% under every project (for example it is 99% under the Free crossing
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Backa® project with 396 317 EUR). The ratio of remaining money is low, only 1% or 0%, except the
Dream Railway strategic project with its 7% (210 826 EUR). Considering the scheduling of the projects
under PA2, the certification of the allocated money does not cause any concern.

In relation to the output indicators, six indicators have been assigned to PA2, which have to be
reported with yearly frequency. As the following table (Table 29) illustrates the measurement units
of four projects are the same. The ‘Total length of newly built roads’, the ‘Total length of
reconstructed or upgraded roads’, the ‘Total length of newly built bicycle paths’ and the ‘Total length
of the railway line directly affected by development plans’ are measured in kilometres. Beside these,
the 'Number of improved or newly built border crossing points’ is measured by the number of border
crossing points, whereas the measurement unit of 'Number of improved public transport services’ is
the number of services. The currently valid target values are mostly not the same with the original
ones. Those projects where the measurement units are in kilometres, the target values were modified
twice: the Ol/2.2 Newly built roads from 3 km to 4 km, the OI/2.3 Reconstructed or upgraded roads
from 2 km to 4 km, the OI/2.4 New bicycle paths from 5 km to 25 km and the OI/2.5 Railway line
directly affected by development plans from 50 km to 53.43 km. The target value of Ol/2.7 Improved
or newly built border crossing points was changed only in the 3™ modification (from 3 border crossing
points to 7 border crossing points), whereas the OI/2.6 Public transport services indicator has
preserved its original value.

Table 29: Indicators of PA2 — Target values

q AT Measurement | Frequency 3" mod. target
ID Indicator (name of indicator) unit e value (2023)
Number of improved or newly built border bordgr yearly
0Ol/2.1 . . crossing 7
crossing points .
points
0l/2.2 | Total length of newly built roads kilometres yearly 4
01/2.3 Total length of reconstructed or upgraded Kilometres yearly 12
roads
Ol/2.4 | Total length of newly built bicycle paths kilometres yearly 25
ol/2.5 Total length of the railway line directly affected Kilometres yearly 5343
by development plans
01/2.6 | Number of improved public transport services | services yearly 3

The fulfilment of these indicators was ensured by different number of projects, which can be
observed in the following table (Table 30). All together 10 projects belonged to the PA2, but two of
them (the Kiibekhaza-Rabe and SO-BAJA2 projects) chose two indicators. It is worth mentioning that
only the OI/2.1 Improved or newly built border crossing points and the Ol/2.4 New bicycle paths
indicators had more than one relevant project, and the former one outstood with its 6 projects. The
projects with strategic relevance supported only 3 indicators, two of them did not have other projects

39 ID: HUSRB/1903/21/0092; Name: Development of Hercegszantd-Backi Breg cross-border crossing with
the necessary duties for freight transport facilities
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during the later CfPs. The OI/2.1 Improved or newly built border crossing points was the only indicator
which had relevant projects in every CfP, however the fulfilment of four indicators’ targeted values
(0l/2.2 Newly built roads, Ol/2.3 Reconstructed or upgraded roads, Ol/2.5 Railway line directly affected
by development plans and Ol/2.6 Public transport services) was ensured only by one project. After the
2" CfP, the Programme Bodies observed the problem that the fulfilment of the OI/2.7 Improved or
newly built border crossing points and OI/2.6 Public transport services indicators were not satisfactory
since no projects selected these indicators. Therefore, the relevant projects were selected and
implemented within the 3 CfP (with given advantage).

Table 30: Indicators of PA2— Number of relevant projects per CfPs

Number
of
ID 1601 1602 1903
relevant
projects
01/2.1 Number of improved or
newly built border crossing 1 1 4 6
points
0l/2.2 Total length of newly
. 1 1
built roads
0l/2.3 Total length of
reconstructed or upgraded 1 1
roads
0l/2.4 Total length of newly
S 2 2
built bicycle paths
0l/2.5 Total length of the
railway line directly affected by 1 1
development plans
0l/2.6 Number of improved 1 1
public transport services

The next figure (Figure 62) introduces the yearly progress of the output indicators of PA2. The first
achievement was registered in 2019 under Ol/2.4 New bicycle paths, but in the next year the other
first three indicators also showed some kind of results. As the target values were very modest, in
2020 the outcomes already fulfilled the original target values, which were replaced by the 3™
modification. In 2021, three indicators achieved and exceeded the current target values (Ol/2.2 Newly
built roads: 125%; OI/2.3 Reconstructed or upgraded roads: 117%; Ol/2.4 New bicycle paths: 108%),
whereas the OI/2.1 Improved or newly built border crossing points fulfilled only 29% of it and the last
two indicators (Ol/2.5 Railway line directly affected by development plans and Ol/2.6 Public transport
services) did not generate any results. In the case of OI/2.6 Public transport services this fact is
understandable, because it is supported only by the INPUTRANS* project, which will be concluded

40 |D: HUSRB/1903/22/0121; Name: Improvement of the public transport services in the CBC region
through the integration of public transport modes, development of railway infrastructure, and
harmonization of transport procedures
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in the end of 2022. In 2021 the distances from the targets were 5 border crossing points under Ol/2.1
Improved or newly built border crossing points and 3 services under Ol/2.6 Public transport services.
In spite of this, the potential values (based on the projects’ expectations) show that in 2023 all
indicators’ fulfilment will be guaranteed, moreover the target values will be overpassed, except the
last indicator which will just’ achieve the determined goal. On the following figure (Figure 62), —
regarding the OI/2.7 Improved or newly built border crossing points and OI/2.6 Public transport
services — the importance of the 3™ CfP is conspicuous as it was mentioned previously.

Figure 62: Achieving the indicators” targets (PA2)

 CESCI Achieving the indicators’ targets PA2

| Target (100%)
ne(?n‘illfj_-tlu(irl\tlubr;l:;;rocfrg:g;?z:iz:s) 29% 86%
0l1/2.2 (Total I?gg;:]d newly built 113%
0I/2.3 (Total length of reconstructed
or upgraded roads) 121%
0l/2.4 (Total length of newly built

bicycle paths) 19% 61% 28%

0I/2.5 (Total length of the railway
line directly affected by development 109%
plans)

0l/2.6 (Number of improved public
( proved p 100%

transport services)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120% 140%

m2018 2019 2020 2021 Potential value based on projects' expectation
Source: IPlus database, AIR 2021

After the quantitative analysis of the indicators, the fulfiiment of the SM.ARR.T criteria will be
evaluated. As the following table (Table 37) indicates, the output indicators of PA2 are in line with
the criteria in terms of the specificity and measurability, but the achievability causes concerns. The
modest target value is the most common problem according to the indicators of PA2. Even if the
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modification has happened, but the new target values were also easily achieved. This caused an
inadequate time bound, since three indicators have fulfilled the target goals three years earlier.

Table 31: Indicators of PA2 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The original
target value was .
no?engu uh ! The year in
Ol/2.1 .\ 9 . which the target
ambitious, but it
Number of o . values should
. o . has been The indicator is .
improved or - .| The indicatoris | . . . be achieved and
. The indicator is . increased 2.3 in line with the .
newly built . i quite . . . the regularity of
quite specific. times. As a intervention
border measurable. . . the
. result of this logic of the PA.
crossing P measurement
. modification,
points - are also well-
the indicator )
defined.
meets the
criterion.
The original
target value was The year in
not enough which the target
ambitious, but it values should
0l/2.2 Total o . has been be achieved is
- .| The indicatoris | .
length of The indicator is Uite increased 1.3 As above not well-
newly built quite specific. 9 times. As a ’ defined, but the
measurable. .
roads result of this regulatory of
modification, the
the indicator measurement is
meets the adequate.
criterion.
The original .
corngina The year in
target value was .
which the target
IRl values should
0l/2.3 Total ambitious, but it . .
. . be achieved is
length of - .| Theindicator is | has been
The indicator is . . not well-
reconstructed . o quite increased As above. .
quite specific. . . defined, but the
or upgraded measurable. sixfold. Despite
regulatory of
roads of the .
modification the .
- . measurement is
indicator is still
adequate.

modest.

166



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The original .
target value was Thg yearin
S C— which the target
ambitiousg but it values should

Ol/2.4 Total - : ' be achieved is

- .| The indicatoris | has been
length of The indicator is . . not well-
. ) e quite increased As above. )
newly built quite specific. . . defined, but the
. measurable. fivefold. Despite

bicycle paths of the regulatory of
modification the J::Zasurement i
indicator is still
S—— adequate.

The year in

0l/2.5 Total which the target

Iehgth of the o . T tengat velve values .should

railway line - .| The indicator is L . be achieved and

. The indicator is . was in line with .
directly ) i quite : As above. the regularity of
quite specific. the strategic

affected by measurable. . the
aim of the CP.

development measurement

plans are also well-

defined.
The year in

01/2.6 which the target

Number of o . The original values .ShOU|d

. o .| The indicator is . be achieved and

improved The indicator is . target value is .

. . i quite As above. the regularity of
public quite specific. enough
measurable. It the
transport ambitious.
services measurement
are also well-
defined.
3.2.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA2)
Restricted CfP

In the examined programming period, the programme launched strategic priority projects, in order
to enhance cross-border cooperation and cohesion. From administrative terms, strategic projects
mean development initiatives with higher resource allocation, in addition the scope of eligible
applicants was restricted to the professionally competent actors with appropriate human and
financial capacities. In case of PA2, potential beneficiaries were national and regional level bodies
and their organisations, as well as railway management and development companies, road
management and development companies; border control and customs offices. The minimum
amount of IPA allocation was defined as 2 000 000 EUR.

The strategic approach was assessed in terms of its contribution to stronger cohesion and wider
citizens’ involvement in cross-border activities. For the qualitative analysis, the evaluators used the
results of the interviews, and the project descriptions and reports available in the IMIS.
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The Kiibekhdza-Rabe border crossing road

Within the project named Development of a Road Border Crossing at Kiibekhaza (HU) - Rabe (SRB)
area” (Kubekhaza-Rabe; planned total budget: 5468 716.52 EUR, validated total budget:
5453 023.81 EUR), a new border crossing between Kiibekhaza and Rabe (Rabé) settlements was
opened on October 11, 2019. On the Hungarian side the nr. 4302 and nr. 43112 national byways; on
the SRB side the nr. 302 national IIB category road provides a link to the location of the new crossing.
The project consisted of the building of new connecting roads and the renewal of existing ones as
follows: the length of new road in Hungary is 2309 m with 5.5 m width, while the length of upgraded
road is 844 m in Hungary and 1 365 m in Serbia. On the Hungarian side, a new border crossing
station was established, which is jointly used by the two countries. The border crossing point is open
between 7 am to 7 pm for up to 3.5-tons vehicles, as well as for cyclists and pedestrians. The main
objective of the project was to help the economic, social, and cultural cooperation and integration
of Serbia and Hungary.

The originally 36-month long project ended on October 31, 2019, after a slight one-month delay.
According to the project reports, the implementation of the project elements went smoothly,
following the plans described in the application form. The one-month delay was reasoned by the
change in the date of the official opening ceremony attended by high-level political actors from both
countries. 99.71% of the planned budget were spent and validated by the programme bodies,
therefore no major financial problem arose during the implementation. The partnership seems to
operate properly, the communication between the partners have been efficient and continuous.

The Kiibekhaza-Rabe cross-border road should be considered as an important pre-condition of
strengthening cohesion in the affected border section. Its territorial cohesive aspect is obvious,
thanks to its contribution to the resolution of a missing link problem. The territorial impact of the
project is local or micro-regional, because the neighbouring crossings are not so far (15 and 71 km)
and the capacities of the new crossing is limited, but the magnitude in this micro-region is high (e.g.
from Kiibekhaza to Rabe, the distance will be 3 km, instead of 50). Furthermore, by facilitating cross-
border mobility through the hoped new border crossing between Kiibekhaza and Beba Veche, all
the three border regions would be opened toward each other (the access asphalt road is ready on
the Hungarian side but no construction works has started on the Romanian side). This improvement
of local accessibility enables the neighbouring settlements in the micro-region to develop their social
and economic relations in a substantive way.

Dream Railway

The project named “Elaboration of Technical Documentation of Subotica-Baja Railway Line” (Dream
Railway; planned total budget: 3 585 017.40 EUR, validated total budget: 3 336 986.83 EUR) aimed
to develop the technical documentation for the Subotica-Bacsalmas-Baja section (a section formerly
not covered by design documentations) of the Szeged-Subotica-Bacsalmas-Baja railway line on the
basis of the existing feasibility study, and with the same technical content as the Szeged-Subotica
section. Currently, there is no traffic conducted on the Subotica-Bacsalmas section, and therefore the
urban development plans of the towns and villages affected by the railway line had to be created.
The technical documentations were handed over to the relevant authorities and institutions, who are
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concerned with the reconstruction of the railway connection, as main benefit of the initiative, in order
to eliminate the anomalies of crossing the border and improve the mobility of persons and goods.

The originally 36-month long project ended on December 31, 2020, after two prolongations (a 4-
month and 3-month one) because of delays in the core activities. 93.08% of the planned budget
were validated by the programme bodies, the majority of the reduction is reasoned by an irregular
spent on external services (6.2% of the amount originally planned for the budget heading). In
addition, the decrease in the total budget mainly concerned the travel and accommodation expenses,
since less than 20% of the planned amount was spent because of the COVID-19 pandemic border
closure. Despite of the prolongation and the budget reduction, the project achieved its goals as it
was planned in the application phase. The partnership seems to operate properly, the communication
between the partners have been efficient and continuous despite of the missing personal meeting
opportunities.

The Dream Railway project should have a strong impact on cross-border mobility — especially once
Serbia joins the EU. Furthermore, the planned new infrastructure effectively could facilitate the
catching-up process of Subotica, since the new railway line would render a central position to the
city and strengthen Subotica’s role of a transport hub. The project itself prepared these
developments by providing the technical plans for the future realisation, therefore the project’s real
cross-border integrating power depends on the continuation. At the same time, this continuation is
impossible without the implemented joint planning project.

3.2.3 Impact evaluation (PA2)

3.2.3.1  Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA2)

The following analysis is built upon the figure (Figure 56) described in the short introduction of the
PA's intervention logic. For the detailed impact model see the introductory chapter (/. 3.2.7 Short
introduction of the PA2’s intervention logic). Each regional need and challenge will be analysed in the
sense that how the identified actions of the programme could contribute to their tackling and
management. In order to assess these and the general changes in the cohesion of the programme
area, a territorial analysis and a project assessment takes place to identify the main contributions and
changes which help reaching the expected results of the PA. The assessment uses statistical data,
maps and figures, textual analysis as well as desk research to analyse the fulfilment of regional needs
emerging in the border region.

Based on the Programme document one of the most relevant challenges is the few available border
crossing points, and the low capacities of existing ones which result in long waiting times.
While in 2014 only 6 border crossing points secured mobility across the Serbian-Hungarian joint
border section, by 2019 the number increased to 9 crossings. Consequently, increased number of
possibilities for border crossing can be observed. This regional need is served by the re-opening of
the Részke (5) — Horgos crossing, which had been temporarily out of service between 2006 and 2015,
furthermore by the construction of new border crossings at Bacsszentgydrgy—Rastina (inaugurated
in 2018) and Kibekhaza-Rabe (2019). Regarding the recent changes, | latter construction was
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supported by the HUSRB Programme. In addition, the Roszke (M5) — Horgo$ point is under
development, and is planned to provide additional capacities in 2023.

Figure 63: Territorial distribution and change of traffic regarding border crossings along the Serbian-Hungarian
border
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Speaking of low capacities as the second part of the complex challenge, however, crossing is limited
both infrastructurally and by border management. Out of the 9 crossings mentioned Rdszke (M5)-
Horgos, Roszke (5)-Horgos, Tompa—Kelebija, and Hercegszant6—Backi Breg border crossing points
allow all kinds of international traffic to cross, the remaining 5 are limited to citizens of Serbia, the
EU, the European Economic Area and Switzerland. Another bottleneck is that opening hours are
restricted to the timeframe from 7AM to 7PM at all crossings except for Roszke (M5)-Horgos,
Tompa-Kelebija and Hercegszant6—Backi Breg. Freight limit also hinders the free movement of
people; at Hercegszanto—Backi Breg vehicles below 3.5 tonnes can cross. Owing to these problems,
the process of border-crossing for trucks is time-consuming that can cause 10-20 km long truck
queue with 10-15 waiting hours at the border-crossing points during peak periods. With regard to
recent changes with the help of the Programme, plans such as detailed regulation plan (urban plan),
Preliminary Design and the Construction Permit design will be elaborated in order to upgrade the
Hercegszanto—Backi Breg border crossing. Furthermore, the improvement of roads leading to the
crossing point has enabled fright traffic above capacity of 3.5 tonnes axle loads.

Taking into account the change in border traffic between 2012 and 2019, the total traffic volume
increased steadily from 7671 to 11181 vehicles per day, by 46%. The volume increased the most in
relation to Bacsalmas—-Bajmok (by 373%), but Tiszasziget-Pala (by 142%), and Hercegszanto—Backi
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Breg (by 86%) also managed to intensify the traffic flows. All border crossing points which had been
operating in 2019 experienced increase including Részke (M5) —Horgos (by 15%) as well as Tompa-—
Kelebija (by 14%). By transport modes*' the biggest increase took place in relation to vehicles with
very low base values: motorcycle (from 7 to 78, +1014%) and slow vehicle (from 1 to 3 vehicles per
day, +300%). In decreasing order, the changes of the rest of the types were as follows: bicycle (from
67 to 102, +52%), car (from 6 396 to 9 311, +46%), small truck (from 125 to 177, +42%), bus (from
160 to 226, +41%), and lorry (1091 to 1285, +18%). In 2019 Roszke (M5)-Horgos (5 364 vehicles/day)
and Tompa—Kelebija (2 599) were the two most frequently used crossings, therefore special attention
should be paid to increase their capacities and to introduce measures that would increase the time
needed for border control.

It can be said that the increase of number of border crossings has been partially solved by the
introduction of new crossings. This challenge is addressed the best out of all formulated in the
intervention logic of PA2. Due to changes in the last decade in traffic volumes as explained above,
few available crossings and their limited capacities are persisting challenges together. These changes
negatively impacted the permeability of borders since in general the border traffic got significantly
larger in parallel with limited advancement in easing the crossings and introducing additional lanes
at border stations. It means that problems and future needs are more connected to the extension of
the opening hours and the increase of freight limits. Furthermore, it is still crucial to increase the
capacity of already existing points by quicker border control mechanisms and technologies, by higher
number of controller staff and by providing more lanes to decrease waiting times at the border. It is
also crucial to develop the already existing border-crossing points’ quality, equipment and facilities
since currently there is no opportunity for the drivers of parked vehicles to spend their waiting times
comfortably. Thanks to the improvements at some crossings and some periods of time long waiting
times were tackled at least partially. Nevertheless, during summer breaks, national and religious
holidays, mass guest worker movements between the Balkans and Western Europe still create long,
sometimes hours-long time loss. This challenge along with the below-mentioned opening hours
hampers all sorts of cross-border interactions that would require personal connections from CBC
partner meetings through business relations to jointly visited cultural and sports events.

The challenge concentrated around the need for increased bicycle-route networks and bicycle
friendly infrastructure was partly addressed, given that in modal split the share of bikes crossing
the border increased slightly by 0.1%-point. New types of vehicles and transport modes are now
being used compared to 2012-2014; biking and especially motorbikes gained popularity in border
crossings. Thanks also to the developments of cycle roads and path, partly financed by the CBC
Programme, transboundary mobility based on biking has intensified. Bicycle represented 6.9% of all
vehicles a day at Tiszasziget-Pala (with an average of 54 bikes a day). This is a crossing which is
situated along an important bike tourism route: with the help of the current and previous CBC
programmes the Szeged-Novi Knezevac bicycle road construction increased traffic thanks to as many
as four phases during the years, and additional bike-friendly infrastructure elements (such as resting
places, training court for pupils) have been created. The other two relevant crossings in cycling

41 In relation to small truck, bicycle and slow vehicle data of 2014 was used as base value, not 2012.
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tourism and transport are the Hercegszant6—Backi Breg (35 per day, 6% of total traffic) and Tompa-
Kelebija (13 per day, 0.5% of total traffic) crossings.

HUSRB also contributed to the increased bicycle traffic and networking involving and connecting
Subotica, Backi Vinogradi, Kelebija, Tompa, Asotthalom and Kelebia. The development of technical
documentation for the construction of bicycle paths have also taken place in recent years
encouraging cycling across the region, however there is still place for improvement (e.g. in terms of
EuroVelo11). Another part of cycling infrastructure where a network and a continuous cross-border
network is formulating is between Szeged and Horgos. Thanks to the construction of bicycle roads
in recent years, the needs are partly addressed, however further improvements are needed in order
to create a more extensive network by linking bordering elements and to support long(er)-distance
biking not simply short-distance and inland possibilities. There were no unintended impacts of the
programme except that increase in bicycle traffic would require additional improvements and
network-building across the border.

Historically, one of the main challenges has been the absence of good cross-border public
transport connections. Therefore, it is worth taking into consideration the number of available
public transport services. In the last years many changes have occurred regarding public transport
services. First, it has to be underlined that the general process of improvement has been interrupted
and halted by factors such as the migration crisis and the COVID-19 pandemic. The measures taken
in the case of these lead to (temporal) suspension of services and unwanted changes and delays. For
better understanding, the main changes, impacts and programme contributions will be divided by
the distinct sections and services offered.
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Figure 64: Public transport lines and services across the Serbian-Hungarian border
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The Ivo Andri¢ train was operated from 2009 by the Hungarian State Railways (MAV) between the
two countries between Budapest and Belgrade across Kiskords, Kiskunhalas, Kelebia, Subotica, Backa
Topola, Vrbas and Novi Sad. From 2010 a train run a day each direction. With a change in Kelebia,
Belgrade as well as Subotica was accessible. The service between Budapest and Novi Sad stopped its
operation in December 2021. For a while cross-border connection was maintained as a passenger
train. There was a period when the train only ran domestically (in Hungary) and then for a while to
Subotica only, with a transfer at Kelebia.
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Considering the Szeged-Subotica railway connection owing to the migration crisis and the following
border lock on the railway crossing point, since 2015 the service is suspended. Before the closure
due to migration crisis and reconstruction, two passenger trains were launched each direction a day.

Regarding bus transport, the bus service between Szeged and Subotica is provided on a daily basis
by Subotica Trans. The bus, which is provided once a day per each direction, stops in Szeged,
Hajdukovo, Pali¢ and Subotica.

Partly because of the reconstruction of the railway track between Subotica and Szeged, there are two
bus lines in the schedule in 2022. Line 600 runs with stops in Szeged and Subotica, once a day each
direction. Line 605 stops in Szeged, Horgos, Hajdukovo, Pali¢ and Subotica. It runs twice a week, each
direction. The operator for both lines is Volanbusz from Hungary. Bus line 603 with stops in Szeged,
Horgos, Kanjiza, Adorjan, Senta, Ada, Backo Petrovo Selo and Becej was suspended from January 21,
2022, originally provided by Volanbusz.
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Provided by Terra Travel, a Serbian private company, a bus connecting the two capital cities departs
and arrives to Belgrade once a day with stops in Novi Sad and Subotica apart from Budapest. Flixbus
runs a bus or two each day from Budapest to Belgrade, with a single stop in Novi Sad.

There is still room for improvements, thus the challenge has not been solved totally but addressed.
Currently the zone of cross-border commuting extends up to 60 km. Due to the inadequate cross-
border public transport, the process of commuting is complicated that is why the commuters choose
cars instead of train or bus service. It is a daily practice to leave the car in the border to cross the
checkpoint on foot — which is an easier mode of border-crossing — and take another vehicle on the
other side of the border. The reconstruction of Szeged — Subotica railway line and the extension of
Hodmezoévasarhely — Szeged tram-train track until Subotica will be a vast opportunity to make faster,
easier and comfortable the commuting between the two countries.

The challenge stating that roads, railway and public transport infrastructure are in poor
condition has been partly addressed by the national authorities and the CBC programme itself.
Significant improvements in the quality of the service and infrastructure are being taken place on
both sides of the border in the frames of the so-called Belgrade-Budapest highspeed railway. Prior
to the renovation, the maximum speed allowed on the track was 60-80 km/h in the border area. The
construction of high-speed line of 160-200 km/h between Belgrade, Subotica and Budapest has
started to which the Programme also contributed with project documentation for the Szeged-
Subotica section. The design and construction of the railway is being done in stages. Works on the
Belgrade—Stara Pazova railway line have been ready, as well as on the Stara Pazova—-Novi Sad railway
section (officially inaugurated in March 2022). The Novi Sad-Subotica—Kelebija section is planned to
be ready by 2024, while the Hungarian sections are planned to be ready by 2025.

Regarding the Szeged-Subotica railway line not only the railway track will be renewed, but also the
legal and technical conditions for the stations, including the system for checking travel documents
by technical means. Originally the renewed infrastructure was planned to be given back to traffic by
autumn, 2022, but due to delays only freight trains will be allowed to use the track. 2023 is more
likely to be the year of reopening for passenger transport. Trains will be able to run at 80-120 km/h
on the current 60 km/h section. The line will be electrified, and train control, remote control and
interlocking equipment will be installed.

The Subotica—Bacsalmas—Baja railway, on which in some cases even the tracks are missing, has been
another important railway connection in a long a systematic progress of reestablishment. The design
documentation on the basis of the existing feasibility study serves the future potential construction
of the line, supposedly after the completion of the Szeged—-Subotica connection. The HUSRB project
titled “Dream Railway” supported the elaboration of Technical Documentation of the railway line.
The building permit was issued in 2020, though no construction works are expected to begin until
the respective national governments and railway companies allocate investment funds for this
purpose.

Regarding road infrastructure, the most relevant one was supported by the programme as no new
speedways were constructed in the last seven-eight years. In the vicinity of the Backi Breg-
Hercegszanto border crossing the improvement and widening a road in Sombor from 6.0 m to
7.2m+1.5 m shoulders was the aim of the project called SO-BAJA2.
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The need connected to the unutilised potentials in water transport has been barely addressed by
the Programme, and little improvements took place in general. Among all challenges identified in
PAZ2 this has remained the most unsolved. Scheduled, regular (public) transport should be introduced
since there are potentials along both the Danube and the Tisza to launch new services and routes
between e.g. Baja to Apatin, or from Szeged to Senta. Acquisition of special boats and launch of
high-speed services would be necessary. The Tisza is now an international river for cross-border
passenger traffic, but this is not exploited only from tourism point of view minor improvement
occurred owing to the programme.

To sum up, under PA2 the challenges connected to either border crossings or the cross-border
connections can be underlined, which were impacted the most. On the other hand, water transport
got little attention. It is worth noting here that given its high importance and impact, much more
budget could have been spent on creating better transport integration taking into account its cross-
sectoral and cooperation-wide effects, not to mention the high costs of building infrastructure. Still,
supporting planning documentation was an important step to address the joint challenges.

Based on the project summaries as well as the objectives of the projects, out of the identified
challenges under PA2, two challenges are addressed by outstanding number of projects*, namely
absence of good cross-border (public) transport (8 projects) and few available border crossing points,
low capacities of existing ones resulting in long waiting times (7 related projects). In addition, these
two challenges were addressed not simply by the largest number of projects but the related two
strategic projects of greater impacts. The rest of the identified challenges are supported by similar
number of projects (4 or 5 projects). All the related challenges identified in the case of PA2 are solely
addressed by PA2 projects except for the water transport. The challenge “Unutilised potentials in
water transport” is in connection with 5 projects but none of these projects are under PA2 but PA1
and PA3 respectively. This is mainly because the weak direct contribution of PA2 projects to water
transport itself. The related projects support water transport from the point of either nature
conservation and environmental protections (reconstruction and revitalisation of dykes, channels,
one related PA1 project) or more profoundly by water tourism developments (4 projects by PA3) that
involve water transport, e.g., harbours, piers, kayak-canoe, boats and smaller ships.

42 The consideration of only the number of projects has some distorting effect because of the big difference

between the size of the strategic and traditional projects. The allocated EU contribution to the particular
challenges would draw a more realistic picture, but evaluators were not able to handle those cases where
a given project reflect to more challenges. The distribution of the budget of these projects between the
certain needs were not possible based on the available information.
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Figure 65: Number of HUSRB projects of any PA reacted to the identified regional needs under PA2
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Taking into account the number of cases projects originally supported under PA2 react to the
identified regional needs of any kind (from any PAs), "few available border crossing points, low
capacities of existing ones resulting in long waiting times” (7 projects), and “absence of good cross-
border (public) transport connections” (8 projects) are the two most addressed challenges.
Furthermore, notable number of times the challenge of lack of interconnection amongst individual
elements of supply from PA3 is addressed by PA2 projects (5 cases). It can be said that apart from
the interconnections amongst elements of tourism supplies, the projects elaborated under PA2 are
highly focusing on challenges of the given PA. What also has to be underlined is that certain
challenges are addressed by large share of projects supported in the frames of PA2. In descending
order, the shares are as follows: absence of good cross-border (public) transport connections (80%);
few available border crossing points, low capacities of existing ones resulting in long waiting times
(70%); lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of supply (which is a challenge of P3,
50%), need for the development of bicycle routes accompanied by rider-friendly infrastructure and
services (50%). As it is said in the previous part of the analysis, unutilised potentials in water transport
are not directly addressed by any PA2 projects but by PA1 and PA3 projects.
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Figure 66: Number of cases projects originally supported under PA2 react to the identified regional needs of any
PA
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3.2.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA2)

In this subchapter, based on the result indicators, the comparison of the expected and achieved
results will be presented. During the evaluation, the analysts relied on the documentations of the
Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs) and the Cooperation Programme (CP) which were
complemented with the observations and suggestions of the interviewees. According to the CP, the
reporting frequency of the indicators’ values was planned to take place in every second year: the first
report — which gave annual value about the fulfilment of the indicator — was the AIR 2019, and it was
followed by the report of 2021. The third and last report will be concerned the year of the target
value (2023).

As the previous PA, the PA2 incorporates only a single result indicator (result indicator 2.1), which
shows the share of border-crossing traffic at smaller border-crossing points within all border-
crossing traffic. The relevance of this indicator is guaranteed since it meets the specific objective of
PA2: to increase the capacities of border crossing and the connected transport lines through
promoting development of road transport and use of sustainable transport modes. The
measurement unit of the result indicator 2.1 is expressed in percentage and shows the share of
persons crossing the border at smaller border-crossing points within the total number of persons
crossing the border in both directions. According to the methodology, only the Részke-Horgos
motorway crossing station and Kelebia-Subotica railway border-crossing point are out of this (small
size) category. This required information is provided by the Hungarian Central Statistical Office
(HCSO) which is a public register, that is why the availability of data is ensured.

In contrast with PA1, there has not been problem with the compilation of AIRs during the reporting
years. The set baseline value is 35.4% — which is connected to the year of 2014 — and it should be
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raised to 40% until 2023. According to the AIR 2019, this expectation was already fulfilled in 2019 by
42.66%, but due to the COVID-19 pandemic — periodical closure of the small border-crossing points
— the value of AIR 2021 (39.22%) descended slightly below the target value. Despite this negative
trend, the target value presumably will be surpassed in 2023 since there has been an increase since
2020 (37.11%) and the volume of traffic will be normalized until the publication of AIR 2023. These
details can be observed in the following table (Table 32):

Table 32: Result indicator under PA2

- Selected . . Target 2019 2021
Specific . Baseline | Baseline
ID Obiective result Measurement unit value ear value | Annual | Annual
) indicator y (2023) value value
SO/2.1: Increasin
/ o 9 % of persons
the capacities of .
. crossing the border
border crossing Share of
at smaller border-
and the border- . .
. crossing points
connected crossing . .
. ) (with the exception
transport lines traffic at . "
of Roszke-Horgos
through smaller .
romotin border motorway crossing
RI/2.1 P 9 . station and Kelebia- 354 2014 40 42.66 39.22
development of crossing . .
. Subotica railway
road transport points .
o border-crossing
and use of within all . s
. point) within the
sustainable border-
. total number of
transport modes | crossing .
(public transport traffic PErsons crossing
P port, the border (in both
bicycle, water N
directions)
transport)

Regarding the interviews, — compared to the rest of the result indicators — the assessment of the
result indicator 2.1 was positive since it fits to the SMART terminology: it is specific, measurable,
easily achievable, relevant and time-bound. However, some of the interviewees mentioned that
instead of percentage the absolute value would be more preferable (since it is easier to calculate
with), and other respondent stressed the lack of ‘heavy’ or ‘physical’ indicators such as the amount
of newly built roads etc. Additionally, the target value should be more ambitious, since the
determined goal was achieved in 2019.

Table 33: Result indicator of PA2 — Analysis of the S.M.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable | Achievable Relevant Time bound

RI/2.1 Share of border-
crossing traffic at smaller

. . modest
border-crossing points no problem no problem no problem no problem
I . target value
within all border-crossing
traffic
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3.2.3.3  Analysis of the partnerships (PA2)

The table below (Table 34) contains information on the potential involvement (mentioning) of
different types of beneficiaries per CfP actions and per targeted activities under CfP actions. It shows
which partners were targeted and how many times to be beneficiaries in the three different CfPs of
the programme. Railway management and development companies, road management and
development companies, public transport companies, shipping organisations, utility companies,
national, regional and local governments and bodies, border control and customs administrations
were the main beneficiaries identified by the Cooperation Programme in the frames of its CfPs
regarding PA2.

Table 34: Potential beneficiary types of the PA2 by Call for Proposal

- Ll -
(= [= <
(7] E (7] qé - -
g E v E L @ g c s g
o € o T = oz
e S El O = @ o E |
€£g og 2 8 3 3 £ | 5
8o S0 2w o 8 5 | ©
S 28 =3 E & ®  § 5
9 © 9 L= )] o - = O w
% q>.| £ q>) + % £ v 2 w g n g\ - £
T ... =T T 22 © 2 09 09 — 9 5
argeted activities based on =g 8ol B8 E & E S5 o5 6§  °&
CfP actions cP S5 25 28 & 35 28 28 8 &3
Develop the cross-border 1st 1st 1st
railway lines
Develop the communal and 2 | 2 2nd | 2nd | 2nd | Dnd
transport infrastructure systems 3d | 3d 3d | 3d | 3d | 3
2.1 Border
crossing points, Develop the infrastructure and
roads and bicycle | the capacity of border crossing
roads points and the relevant 1t ond s s s s
transport lines (roads, bicycle 2nd 3 2nd 2nd 2nd 2nd 2nd
network, water transport, 3rd 3rd 3rd 3rd 3rd
passenger information and
service system)
Organizing regular consultations
to harmonize the transport 2nd | 2nd | Pnd
development plans and 3d | 3d | 3rd
regulation
2.2 Improving Develop the cross-border 27 e | mE | 2nE
public transport railway lines 3rd ge | oze | 3e
services and .
. . Develop the infrastructure and
planning railway . .
lines the capacity of border crossing
points and.the relevant . ond | ond | ond ond | ond | ond | ond
transport lines (roads, bicycle 3rd 3d | 3 3rd 31d 31d 31d
network, water transport,
passenger information and
service system)

Based on the number of activities a beneficiary type was involved in any CfPs (i.e. the filled cells with
any information on the potential participation of beneficiaries in CfPs) national and regional
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governments (all 6 activities) and local governments (5) stand out. The number of occasions a
potential beneficiary was addressed by any CfPs (i.e. number of times 1%, 2", or 3™ CfP is written in
the cells) is high in the case of national and regional governments (12 occasions each) and local
governments (11). The highest number (7) of potential beneficiaries were listed in relation to the
targeted activity of “Develop the infrastructure and the capacity of border crossing points and the
relevant transport lines (roads, bicycle network, water transport, passenger information and service
system).”

It is worth comparing the potential (planned) beneficiaries of CfPs to the real (actually involved)
beneficiaries of the realised projects. The matching of the before and after picture of the beneficiaries,
similarities can be detected with regard to national governments and state-level companies
responsible for road developments. On the other hand, the involvement and participation of
transport companies, shipping organisations, border control and customs administrations were less
pronounced as it had been planned. Regional and local governments were also involved with a
medium intensity. It has to be underlined that the related CfPs did not allow many very distinct
beneficiaries to apply. That is why transport-related bodies enjoyed special emphasis in projects.
Compared to PA3 in particular the system was significantly more focused regarding beneficiary types.

Considering the types of beneficiaries, there were only one beneficiary which was governed by
private law (329 049 EUR), while the rest 28 were all public. With regard to the size of the
partnerships, on average a partnership is made up by 1.9 beneficiaries. which is only slightly above
the programme average (1.8). The partnership network is characterised by the National Infrastructure
Development Corporation (NIF) from Hungary and the Municipality of Subotica from Serbia. They
both play LB status in two PA2 projects, and they both created three project partner connections.
Apart from these, Public Enterprise "Roads of Serbia" Belgrade (Zvezdara) (PERS) should be
mentioned as it was involved in three projects and has LB status in a project. Based on the
sociography, NIF and Subotica has a rather distinct role and position in the network as they created
two separate partnerships. The rest of the partners have a rather limited role in the built-up of the
partnership network. In general municipalities along with national/regional companies responsible
for transport infrastructure developments play a main role in organising partnerships.
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Figure 67: Sociograph of the partnerships — PA2
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The partner budget for the single beneficiary governed by private law was as low as 1.7% of the total
cost. The average total cost per all beneficiaries was 653 186 EUR, while per public beneficiary it
accounted for 664 762 EUR, which is by far higher than the average cost per beneficiary on
programme level. Compared to PA3 and PA4 the average size of projects was relatively large in terms
of total cost. The largest amount of budget was allocated to NIF Zrt. among the LBs (4 987 804.02
EUR taking into account the total costs) followed by Provincial Secretariat for Energy, Construction
and Transport (3 255 968 EUR) and Public Enterprise Roads of Serbia (2 147 670 EUR) from the
Serbian partners. Altogether they are responsible for 53.3% of the total cost in the frames of PA2.

In the frames of the online survey the respondents also had the opportunity to evaluate their
partnerships. Altogether 10 responses were received under PA2 that concerns 9 projects since more
than one beneficiary filled the questionnaire form the same project. It might cause overlapping in
the data; thus, the survey should be regarded as an insight to the main trends, but it is not adequate
to introduce the exact situation.

Regarding the given responses, 8 beneficiaries out of 10 stated that the main motivation of their
partnerships was the similar mission and goals, but only 6 respondents could build on the previous
cooperation. Owing to the specific feature of the PA2 — which is based on road building and different
transport and traffic network development — the close geographical proximity is higher than usual,
as half of the beneficiaries (5 respondents) referred to this reason. The shard language is also a firm
link between the partners, however only 1 beneficiary highlighted this motivation.

In terms of the composition of the partnerships, the majority (6 out of 10) of the respondents have
3 project partners, and there is just one beneficiary with more than 3 partners. The rest of the
respondents (3 persons) have a small-size partnership, basically with one partner. Focusing on the
length of the partnerships (taking into account the responses for the question as follows: how long
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is your cooperation with each of your partners?), out of the mentioned 20 partners there are 9 actors
whose cooperation is 1-3 years long with the given respondents. The group of partners with more
than 10 years cooperation is also significant under PA2, since 7 partners belong to this cluster,
however there is no partners with 5-10 years partnerships. The rest of the partners have 3-5 years
long relations and in the case of 2 partners the cooperation is new without any earlier contact.

Considering the future prospects of the partnerships, they are quite positive since 7 respondents
would like to keep alive the current composition of the partnerships and the other 3 respondents
would also continue the already started cooperation with some of the partners. It shows there is no
respondent who intend to quit from a partnership or who has not decided yet about the future

cooperation.

3.2.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA2)

In the beginning of this subchapter the territorial coverage of EU contributions and beneficiaries
were analysed by the following two figures (Figure 68, Figure 69). Both of them indicate the values
by countries, the first one in relative values, the second one in absolute value. According to the EU
contribution, besides the introduction of the result of all CfPs, the open and strategic CfPs were also
represented separately, in order to handle the distorting effects of the latter ones. The number of
PA2-related beneficiaries is less than 10% out of the total, 323 beneficiaries.

Figure 68: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA2] — Relative values
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Figure 69: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA2] — Absolute values
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Both the distribution of the EU contribution and the number of partners is balanced between the
two countries with a slight Serbian majority in both cases. Regarding the two strategic projects, they
are led by a Serbian and a Hungarian LB, but the ratio of the allocated contribution to them is
remarkably higher on the Hungarian side. This can be reasoned by the difference in the nature of the
projects: the Kiibekhaza-Rabe focused on the (re-)construction of a border crossing infrastructure
which had higher financial needs than the other project delivering the technical plans of a cross-
border railway line. In addition, there is a significant difference in the allocations to LBs and Bs in
both strategic projects, because neither the planning, nor the construction of a cross-border
infrastructure can be hardly splitted at the border, one of the partners must undertake the majority
of the tasks in order to provide the technical continuity of the infrastructure. As the number of
beneficiaries is higher on the Serbian side, the allocated money to them is also higher than in the
case of the Hungarian partner.

In terms of the open CfPs, both the number of LBs and the allocated EU contribution to them is
higher on the Serbian side, while the number of Bs are the same on both sides, but the distribution
of the EU contribution is slightly in favour of Hungary. Although the number of projects under this
PA is also low, the money absorbed by regular projects altogether is slightly higher than under the
strategic projects.
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Figure 70: Number of Lead Beneficiaries by seat (PA2)
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The emphasis of the related evaluation regarding PA1 and PA2 is on the EU distribution and the
project locations, which show the most important features of the territorial coverage. The spatial
distribution of EU contribution is unbalanced in the case of PA2, similarly to PA1. The largest cities
dominate in gaining contribution: Novi Sad (5 767 954 EUR, 35.8%), Szeged (4 599 642 EUR, 28.6%)
and Subotica (1 370 895 EUR, 8.5%) lead the chart. Together the aforementioned settlements
concentrate 72.9% of the total EU contribution. The money was allocated to as few as 11 settlements
underlying the high concentration. On the Hungarian side the southern part of Csongrad-Csanad
(District of Szeged and District of Mérahalom: 37.2%) stand out, while the same applies to the city of
Novi Sad. A smaller concentration can be found in Severnobanatska (5.6% of the total EU
contribution). The pattern of contributions has a rather unique character: high share of branch offices
and allocated sources went to the central and eastern border sections. Except for Kecskemét and
Novi Sad, all support was allocated to the vicinity of the border. The branch offices situated within
the 30-33 km zone to the state border (in descending order: Szeged, Subotica, Asotthalom, Tompa,
Novi KneZevac, Sombor, Kiskunhalas, Ujszentivan, Kanjiza and Részke) received 60% of the financial
resources.
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Figure 71: Territorial coverage of EU contribution (in 1000 EUR) — PA2
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Based on the project locations*® (where detectable infrastructural developments were carried out)
in the frames of PA2 Tompa from Hungary and Backi Vinogradi, Horgos and Sombor from Serbia
stand out by two project locations in each settlement. Other settlements with location include
Asotthalom, Kibekhaza, Roszke, Ujszentivén from Hungary, and Bezdan, Majdan, Novi KneZevac,
Pali¢, Rabe and Subotica from Serbia with a single location. The territorial distribution is characterised
by strong concentration to the borderline, to the border infrastructure. Based on the map created
the eastern part of the border and its vicinity concentrates more projects than the eastern
microregions. Understandably, large inland areas further away from the border lack any concrete

investments.

43

More than a single location per project per settlement is possible, as each location was regarded as a

separate location even if it located within the territory of the same settlement. Thus, for instance, if there

are three locations in a settlement it does not necessarily mean the infrastructure elements were realized

from three different CBC projects.
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Figure 72: Number of localised infrastructural investments per settlement (PA2)
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3.2.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA2)

In this subchapter, the durability of the project results and outcomes is evaluated along two main
aspects: their institutional and financial sustainability. The evaluators assessed the history and
potential future of the projects, the pattern of project’s life cycle, their embeddedness into the
regional and local structures, in addition the financial conditions for maintaining the projects’ results.

The assessment is based on the results of the interviews and the questionnaire, in addition the
application forms and the quality assessment of the projects.

The evaluation of projects’ history had been done through analysing the relevant part of all
application forms. At the ‘description of synergies with other policies, programmes and projects’ part
of the form, applicants had the possibility to introduce all sorts of previous projects (cross-border,
national, transnational, etc.) and partnerships which are connected to their actual development plans.
This possibility had been exploited by the applicants in a varying manner, some of them only
provided a generic answer, while others explained the matching points in a detailed way. Another
barrier of the assessment was that in case of the first (restricted) CfP, this question had not formed
part of the application form. Despite of this limitation, evaluators made an attempt to group the
selected projects according to the followings:

0. projects without any antecedent;
1. projects without content-related antecedent but with already existing partnership (who had
been implemented joint project in another thematic field);
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2. projects with content-related antecedent with newcomers in the partnership;
3. projects with content-related antecedent and already existing partnership.

According to the chart (Figure 73), altogether 7 projects have content-related antecedent, which
account for more than 80% of the total value of the regular projects in the field of cross-border
traffic. 4 projects out of 8 have an already existing partnership and the other 3 content-related
projects build up their partnerships with newcomers. The rest of the projects, only one is without any
previous history and — as the application form states — there is no project which is implemented by
an already existing partnership who possesses joint project in another thematic field. Taking into
account that the implementation period of the traffic projects is longer than other regular projects,
where the planning and implementation phase(s) tend to be separated sometimes across different
programming periods, that is why these projects have a deeper history than others. Mostly the
current projects are based on previous planning procedure (feasibility study, design documentation
etc.) or on already existing transport network what the currents projects just complement and extend
with other sections.

Figure 73: History of the projects (PA2)
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The outcomes of the quality assessment confirm the main message of the application form. In the
case of the regular projects, the two quality assessors evaluated on a 3-point scale (0-2) whether the
partnership or cooperation between the beneficiaries had existed before. The averages of the given
points indicate that the majority of the projects (7 projects of the 8) has already been in a partnership
before the analysed project, since the given points are above from the value 1. It is worth mentioning
that 3 of them got the highest value which proves the strong bonds between the project partners in
the field of traffic development. According to the quality assessment, there is no new partnership in
this PA since the lowest given point is above zero, which is a small contradiction compared to the
result of the application form.
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Figure 74: Durability of the partnerships (PA2)
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Furthermore, the word cloud method helps to analyse the textual evaluation of the assessors. The
most commonly used words in the descriptions were ‘balanced’, ‘adequate’, ‘similar’ and ‘reasonable’
that confirm the existence of the close bond between the project partners.

Another evaluation asset is the questionnaire which was submitted by the beneficiaries. Within the
framework of PA2, 10 beneficiaries filled the online survey who are concerned with 9 projects. Since
the number of beneficiaries and the projects are not equal, there is an overlapping in the data. The
conclusion of the aggregated responses strengthens the above-mentioned statements of the quality
assessment, as 8 beneficiaries considered that their projects possess cooperation with (some kind of)
history. Half of the respondents (5 beneficiaries) has a formal or institutionalised cooperation, while
the other 3 beneficiaries built on previous informal cooperation and the rest of the respondents
(2 beneficiaries) took part in a new initiative. Since the overrepresented project does not belong to
the category of institutionalised cooperation, the distortion on this highest level is not significant.
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Figure 75: Word cloud method visualisation of the partnership aspect (PA2)

a CESCI Description of the partnerships PA2

assignment photh
bjointlnecessary d
adequate
similar common
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Based on the application forms, the evaluators also assessed the pattern of the projects’ life cycle,
which means a classification of projects based on the stages of implementation that they lie on. The
analysis tends to reflect on the integrated approach, whether the beneficiaries initiate ad-hoc,
separate projects or plan and implement long-term, synergic developments step-by-step. This
difference in the local actors’ mindset basically determines the durability of the projects’ and
programme'’s results.

On the basis of the project summary written by the beneficiaries in the application phase, projects
were categorized into the following 5 groups:

early policy phase,

preparation phase,

pilot or first phase of a complex development,
second or further phase of a complex development,

ik W=

last mile.

Taking into consideration that the classification is based on the project summaries which shows some
quality differences, there might be some distortions in the results, but some trends are still
noticeable.
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Figure 76: Life-cycle of the projects (PA2)
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According to the project summaries, it is evident that the projects (related to PA2) can be split into
two main groups. The first one contains those projects which are in or close to the last phase of the
implementation, while the second one includes the preparatory projects. The majority of the projects
exceeds the third project stage, since 3 of them are in the last mile, while another 3 projects are in
the second or further phase of the implementation. On the other hand, there are 4 projects which
focused on the planning process and the construction has not started yet. The importance of these
projects is great, since they lay the basis for future cross-border infrastructure developments. When
analysing the lengthiness of these projects, it must be noted that applicants may face several legal
and administrative obstacles (such as varying environmental and technical requirements, as well as
authorizations procedures, etc.) rooted in the cross-borderness, which could make both the planning
and implementation phases complex and time-consuming.

In regard to the strategic projects, the Kiibekhaza-Rabe project is in the last mile and ready to close
the development package, while the Dream Railway project dealt with the planning tasks of a cross-
border railway connection, the future construction of which would have a great impact on the cross-
border region.

In the questionnaire 9 respondents (out of 10) stated that they plan to continue to pursue the goals
of their project in a different framework after the programme finishes (e.g. in the 2021-2027
programming period). 8 beneficiaries responded to how they are planning to continue the further
works, but 5 of them did not mention the name of the framework (programme) just the target
actions. The other 3 respondents named the future IPA programme. Considering the partnership, 7
beneficiaries (out of 10) have the intention to continue their cooperation with most of the partners,
while the rest of the respondents (3 beneficiaries) would pursue their work just with some of the
partners. In summary, the projects of PA2 are basically long-term projects, which require durable
cooperation between the partners. Owing to the prolonged processes of preparation and
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implementation, the majority of the respondents are committed to achieve their previously
determined common goals.

The application form also provides data to evaluate the institutional sustainability of the projects
since the beneficiaries had the chance to describe their projects’ sustainability in the section of
‘Sustainability and capitalization of project results’. However, the two strategic projects do not have
similar description and — according to the regular projects — the content relevance of the
introductions are not appropriate in every case. For instance, sometimes the descriptions are
confined to financial sustainability and there is no mention about the institutional sustainability (there
are just 3 projects which dealt significantly with the institutional sustainability). Another problem was
the quality of the introductions with a brief overview, which does not contain enough information
about the institutions. Aside from these difficulties, the word cloud method could provide a proper
asset to analyse the given texts, which highlights expressions such as ‘local governments’, ‘technical
documentation’, ‘secretariat’ and ‘professional sustainability’. The outcome of the contextual analysis
identified three main solutions which were applied by the beneficiaries:

1. the methods based on the cooperation of the project partners: in this case, the institutional
sustainability is provided by the strong (future) cooperation of the partners. It is confirmed
by statements such as ‘sustainability will be assured with relevant authorities’, ‘professional
relationship network’, ‘regular exchange of experience’ and ‘the parties committed
themselves to the long-term cooperation’, which refers to the close bond between the
partners.

2. the methods based on a certain document: in this case, the institutional sustainability is
ensured by legal documents such as agreements, strategies, contracts etc. which provides a
firm framework for implementation and preservation of the outcomes. For example, a
cooperation agreement has been signed by two townships in favour of the long-term
maintenance of the project results, but there are also many technical plans and
documentations which are good bases for the continuation of the joint work.

3. the methods integrating the sustainability responsibilities into the partners’ daily tasks: In
other cases — when the sustainability of the project is not described well —, the capitalization
and maintenance of the project results are ensured by the daily operation of the partners. For
instance, even the bicycle paths in Subotica and Tompa are parts of a border crossing
infrastructure, but the two road sections are maintained separately by the local governments.
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Figure 77: Word cloud method visualisation of the institutional sustainability aspect (PA2)
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In the case of financial sustainability, not just the projects’ application forms provide usable
information, but the quality assessment and the questionnaire too. However, the quality of the given
answers sometimes is not appropriate, because many descriptions are too brief and their contents
does not concentrate fully to the sustainability of the finance. The contextual analysis of the
beneficiaries’ answers — concerns only the regular projects — identifies the major methods and
solutions for financial sustainability. According to the results of the word cloud, there are expressions
among the highlighted words such as ‘annual budget’, ‘cost efficiency’, ‘annual programmes’,
‘effective management’ and ‘maintenance costs’, which help to determine the main methods:

1. the sustainability is ensured individually by each or some beneficiary: in this case, each or
some beneficiary’s task to implement and maintain financially the projects and activities. This
is the most common solution within this PA with similar expressions such as ‘municipalities’
annual budget’, ‘costs of the maintenance of the bike road charge the participating local
governments’ and ‘local governments and their local public utility companies’.

2. the sustainability is ensured by outsourcing the financial responsibility: in this case, the
beneficiaries externalise the financial burdens to national/international level, organisations,
institutions and others actors.
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Figure 78: Word cloud method visualisation of the financial sustainability aspect (PA2)
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Regarding the questionnaire, 8 respondents (out of 10) stated that their own project results were
financially viable after the programme’s closure. The responses of these 8 applicants confirm the
above-mentioned statement, as the role of own resources among these beneficiaries are relatively
high. 5 of them underlined that their financial sustainability is ensured by this way (‘self-financing
resources’, ‘own financial source of municipality’, ‘'own resources’) after the programme’s closure.
Only 3 beneficiaries mentioned the state funding ('national bodies’), but two of them complemented
it with own funds.
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Figure 79: Financial sustainability of the projects (PA2)
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Besides the beneficiaries, quality assessors also evaluated the regular projects from a financial point
of view on a 3-point scale (0-2). In light of the data, only one project was evaluated financial
sustainable by both assessors, but half of the projects (4 projects) 1.5 point. In the case of the rest of
the other 3 projects, the descriptions given by the applicants did not meet fully with the assessors’
expectations. As the figure (Figure 79) illustrate, there is no project in the range of 0-0.5 point, which
means that the financial sustainability of the PA2 projects is good or acceptable, and the description
of the financial plans fulfil the requirements.

In favour of the monitoring of the maintenance of the project’s results, some selected projects have
to provide follow-up reports to the Joint Secretariat. As the majority of the PA2 projects contains
hard infrastructural developments — mostly bicycle paths and road constructions —the majority of the
already closed projects (4 out of 5) have been obliged to submit follow-up reports during the 5-year
period.

3.2.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target groups (PA2)

The main programme documents defined the target groups for the PA2 as the passengers, the public
and private transport companies, the NGOs, the railway companies, the tourists, as well as the
manufacturing and logistics enterprises. Since the PA is focusing on decreasing the bottlenecks of
cross-border traffic, the definition of the target groups seems legitimate and reasonable.

Based on the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG+ system, the
projects had a variety of target groups in mind at the design of their initiatives. They either
approached the intervention from the point of view of the users and thus their main target groups
are the tourists, inhabitants, passengers, customers, or communities, or from the point of view of the
service providers as in enterprises, infrastructure companies, border-crossings in a way etc. Based on
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the word cloud analysis the connection between the economy, labour market and territorial
development as well as the bottle-necks of cross-border traffic became highly visible.

Figure 80: Word cloud visualisation of the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG+
system
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The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents and the target groups
defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is also in line with the intention
of the PA.

In order to assess how well were the target groups predefined, the online survey referenced above
also contained several questions on this topic. The respondents who were implementing a project
within the PA2 deemed the successfulness of the different means of communication a bit less
successful in reaching the target audience of the project than those working within the PA1. There
was one respondent who found all the methods inefficient except the social media network profile
which was left unmarked. The promotional material and the social media profile was deemed less
efficient, while the media coverage and the communication event were more praised all in all.

195



29 Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Figure 81: The efficiency of the different means of communication in reaching the target audience of the project

according to the respondents of PA2
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According to the respondents of the online survey, the CfPs defined the target groups to some or to
large extent in a successful way and also the projects were considered to reach their target groups
in a rather favourable length; more than half of the respondent rated it the highest and the other to
the second highest category, which is an almost identical result to that at the PAT.

Figure 82: The perception on the successfulness of the target groups’ definition — PA2
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The regional needs and challenges that the Programme strived to solve were not relevant to the
defined target groups in the same level. In order to assess how relevant these were to the target
groups (which is also indicative on how well were the target groups selected) a benchmark analysis
was carried out where 1 means it was not really relevant, 2 means it was relevant to some degree
and 3 means that the given regional need and challenge was highly relevant to the given target
group (the white squares indicate groups that were not explicitly assigned to the given challenge by
the Programme). (See the table: Table 21.)

Table 35: Benchmark of the level to which the different challenges were relevant to the defined target groups in
PA2

Regional Defined target groups

needs /

General
challenges Passengers

public

Transport
companies

Railway
companies

Tourists

Enterprises

Few available

border

crossing

points, low not a
capacities of predefined

existing ones
resulting in
long waiting
times

group

Roads, railway

and public

transport not 'a not .a

VS predefined predefined

i e group group

condition

Absence of

good cross- not a not a not a not a

border (public) predefined | predefined | predefined | predefined

transport group group group group

connections

Need for the

development

of bicycle

routes not a not a

accompanied predefined | predefined

by rider- group group

friendly

infrastructure

and services

Unutilised

potentials in not .a not 'a
predefined | predefined

water group group

transport
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3.2.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PA2)

The main purpose of the analysis is to identify the level at which the programme can be considered
cross-border. We will analyse in this subchapter the projects’ level of cooperation and materialisation
in a cross-border sense. (The applied methodology is presented in the same chapter at the PA1.)

Figure 83: Level of cooperation and materialisation (PA2)
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Source: IPlus database

Regarding the level of cooperation, in the case of PA2, given its character which required closer
than ad-hoc cooperation on a cross-border level, all the 10 projects can be classified as a regular,
long-standing cooperation. In the case of these projects the project partners have been cooperating
for a long time, a long-term formalized or informal co-operation relationship has developed between
them (for example elaboration of feasibility study, technical and construction plan), and the aim of
the projects were to establish or strengthen this.

Considering the materialisation of projects in PA2 with 5 projects Category 4 represents the highest
share (50%) Every second project (5 projects in total) can be considered to be a highly materialised
one, namely common cross-border infrastructure was created in many cases in the form of roads,
bicycle paths and border crossing infrastructure in particular. This rate of Category 4 represents a
twelve times higher value compared to the overall average of such mirror infrastructure projects (6%).
Owing to the character of the CfPs and the actions formulated within this PA, most of the projects
aimed at constructing transport infrastructure with high cross-border relevance (e.g., a cross-border
bicycle road, a public road supporting better connection to and across crossing points, or
contributions border infrastructure). The share of soft elements (40%) is below the Programme level
average, just like the share of infrastructure created on one side of the border (10%). Category 3,
namely the mirror infrastructure had no projects since those projects which could have been
characterised level 3 ended up in the rest of the categories, mostly in the category of the highest
materialisation.
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With regard to PA2 the largest number of projects can be shown in relation to cross-border
infrastructure and regular, long-standing cooperation (5 projects, 50%). Jointly with projects with soft
elements and long-standing cooperation (4 projects, 40%) that category has by far the highest
shares. Both strategic projects can be described by regular, long-lasting cooperation. Out of the two
the Klbekhaza-Rabe project reached higher relevance as it has created a common cross-border
infrastructure (border crossing). Dream Railway was also an important project, however since it
contained mainly planning activities of infrastructure it can be concluded that “soft” elements were
realized, and there is no physical investment. This PA can be regarded as one if not the most relevant
from the point of cross-border relevance thanks to the high share of common cross-border
infrastructural investments.

3.2.3.8 Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA2)

In the frames of this chapter the contribution of the related PA2 HUSRB projects to the relevant
European and national level plans will be analysed. For further details on the applied methodology
please read the explanation at the same chapter of PA1.

Based on what is written in the application forms by the applicants, on EU level the most notable
documents in terms of impact by PA2 projects are EUSDR (2 projects mentioned it), EUSAIR (2
projects) and the EU Cycling Strategy (2 projects). Out of the regional needs identified in the
intervention logic of the PA the need for the development of bicycle routes can be identified as the
most addressed one, followed by road transport related challenges.

On national level projects of PA2 contributed to the enhancement and completion of the National
Development 2030 — National Development and Territorial Development Concept (3 projects), the
TOP (operational programme on regional and urban development, 2 projects), and the Rural
Development Programme (2 projects) from Hungary. The Development Programme of the
Autonomous Province of Vojvodina for the Period 2014-2020 (2 projects) can be underlined in the
case of Serbia. On national level no clear reference can be detected, therefore there is no direct
impact that can be shown. A rather general and overall interconnection can only be mentioned.

Based on the expert analysis, considering PA2, there are four outstanding results in the case of
EUSDR Pas. PA 1B Rail-Road-Air Mobility is supported directly and positively by as many as 90% of
the PA2 projects. Together with the 10% of indirect positive effects, all projects contribute to PA 1B.
This share of 90% (which equals (9 projects in total) is outstanding taking into account all four PAs
of the Programme. Another outstanding result can be seen in relation to PA 11 Security owing to the
elimination of bottlenecks at border crossings. Consequently, 70% of the projects in PA2 has a direct
positive impact on the EUSDR priority (7 projects). Together with the 30% of the projects with indirect
positive impact, every project in the frames of PA2 supported the realisation of EUSDR PA 11. The
third highly relevant PA is PA 3 Culture & Tourism since a couple of projects support tourism flows
and cultural exchanges as forms of mobility within the Programme area. 70% of the projects (7
projects) indirectly, while 20% of them directly (2 projects) contribute to the respective EUSDR
priority. The fourth most notable information regarding PA2 is the relatively high share (50%, 5
projects) of indirect negative impacts with regard to PA6 Biodiversity, Landscapes and Air & Soil
Quality. The explanation includes that some projects imply creation of artificial surfaces, indirect
increase in motorised traffic with new travel options. In addition, PA 8 Competitiveness of Enterprises
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can be underlined among the rest of the PAs with a share of 60% (6 projects) for projects having
indirect impacts on the EUSDR priorities. This high value is thanks to the expanding business
opportunities in trade, decreasing travel times and transport costs, increasing the so-called MICE
(Meetings, Incentives, Conferences and Exhibitions) tourism.

Figure 84: Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas (PAZ2)
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With regard to PA2, the highest share of projects contributing positively to the EU2020 headline
target can be shown in the case of the employment goal. All the 10 projects contributed to
employment increase in an indirect and positive way by eliminating transport bottlenecks,
supporting border crossing infrastructure and by improving road and bicycle connections across
borders as well. On the other hand, it is in the case of PA2 only where projects with negative impact
can be clearly mentioned. These two projects (20% of projects which impact GHG emissions) result
in indirect negative impacts regarding greenhouse gas emission because of the potential increase in
motorised traffic owing to the improved access. Many times, new infrastructure could lead to
increased mobility by cars in particular. Thus, it is worth bearing in mind that while new roads support
cross-border integration and cohesion in many fields from employment through tourism and
people-to-people interactions, some unwanted side-effect and consequences might appear in the
longer term. Beside the employment target, high share of the projects carried out supported under
PA2 have indirect positive effect on GHG emission since the established shorted routes and less
waiting times at border could cut back certain amount of fuel consumption. It can be said that all
projects have a clear impact on emission levels too, but in a more dual way.
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Figure 85: Contribution to EU2020 headline targets (PA2)
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3.23.9

Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA2)

After the introduction of the achieved results, the main influence factors will be evaluated. Besides
the qualitative analysis, also a so-called influence matrix will be drafted. It will analyse the estimated
contribution of different (mainstream) programmes to the fulfilment of regional needs. The applied
methodology is described in the influence analysis regarding PA1.

Table 36: The most important external and internal influence factors on the impacts of the PA2

Short name of -(IZ)ZZrnaI
the influence Short description of the influence factor internal !
factor factor)
Infrastructural cooperation has great importance. The project of
Bilateral reconstruction of the railway Subotica — Szeged (originally expected to
. be completed by the end of 2022), which is in the phase of replacing external
relations . . )
the old track with a new one, with the expectation that the Belgrade-
Budapest railway will be completed by 2025.
COVID-19 pandemic generated serious border closures that disrupted
the daily border crossings, thus mobility of people and workers across
the borders was seriously hardened. On the basis of the border crossing
COVID-19 .
seneieife data, the number of passenger cars fell with 46% between Hungary and | external

Serbia in 2020. However, exceptions were given later, e.g. in case of
transit, in case of commuting to work (in range of 50 kilometres), in
case of agricultural works (in range of 50 kilometres).
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Short name of
the influence
factor

Short description of the influence factor

Type
(external,
internal
factor)

COVID-19
pandemic

The COVID-19 pandemic restriction rules and their frequent change
disrupted also the cross-border transport services. In cases of some
states, the transport service was fully closed down, while the transport
service between Hungary and Serbia suffered only significantly
reduction instead of full closure. The transport service normalized after
some time and the Belgrade train was restarted in June 2021; however,
the passenger needed to get off the train at Tompa and they needed to
transfer to a train on the Hungarian side.

external

Migration

During the migration crisis, Hungary launched the installation of the
southern border barrier (four feet high fence) with the aim to ensure
border security by preventing illegal immigrants from entering and
enabling the option to enter through official checkpoints and claim
asylum in Hungary in accordance with international and European law.
After the incident at the Roszke-Horgos border crossing on September
16, 2015, Hungary temporarily closed down the Részke-Horgos road
border crossing and the highway border crossing for 30 days.
Nevertheless, the latter was released on September 20, 2015 in order to
ensure international transit, economic cooperation and movement of
people who live in the border area.

external

Migration

Only very limited development was achieved in in the area of linkage
across the borders by water transport, especially because the migration
crisis severely affected the borders (many migrants tried to cross the
border across the river Tisa and Danube).

external

Permissions

Projects depend on the final permissions for road building; hence the
indicator cannot be partly achieved within a project.

external

Financial
resources

Other financing sources can be ensured by IKOP, and TOP (operational
programme on regional and urban development) from the Hungarian
side, and mostly national and regional sources from the Serbian one.

external

With regard to PA2, programmes with the highest overall value which supported the impact of the
given PA are the Hungarian operational programmes of IKOP connected to transport development

and TOP connected to regional and urban development.
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Table 37: Influence effects of the different programmes on the impacts of the PA2

Impact
on PA2

Programmes Synergies with actions

Explanation/Comment

e Preparation of particular
investment: elaboration of
studies, analyses, feasibility
studies, technical plans,
obtaining necessary
authorisations / certificates /
permits / licences.

e Construction, upgrading /
modernization of roads with
cross-border impact, providing
or improving direct access of
secondary and tertiary nodes to
Trans-European Transport
Network (TEN-T) core or
comprehensive network and
related infrastructure

e Development of key conditions
of cross-border bicycle
transport

¢ development of key railway
lines connecting major cities in
the eligible area (preparation
phase)

Interreg
programmes

The thematic connection is
strong with the HUSRB in
relation to cross-border
transport services and
improvement of road and
railways. However, the financial
support can be regarded only
medium level. More attention
was paid on development of
cross-border intelligent
transport system and
innovative solutions.

e Bicycles path

Connection only in terms of
creation and development of
tourist routes with already
existing infrastructure

GINOP 2 e logistics developments

Minor connection can be
found in relation to the border
or the border zone. Logistics
are less of a concrete challenge
and action identified in the CP.

e increasing axle load, casing
reinforcement,

¢ Development of Baja port

e tram-tain developments

e railway line developments

¢ development of local roads
reaching the TEN-T network

Hungarian
operative
programmes

IKOP has an outstanding role
in supporting the CP’s actions
and regional needs both
thematically and territorially.
Border elements are involved.

e bicycle path development

The topic is highly relevant,
however the developments
were inland and local, and not
part of a wider cross-border
network.
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Programmes

Impact
on PA2

Synergies with actions

Explanation/Comment

e development of outlying local
public roads

This thematic field is not so
relevant in the CP, while the
developments had a very local
character. Low intensity
occurred.

Annual . . .
roarams of e reconstruction of the border Projects are of great national
Serbian tEe Igrovincial crossing importance and with large
national Secretariat 4 e improvement of railway financial investments, but with
roarammes for Ener infrastructure little impact on a specific PA.
prog Construcg?)/'n e rehabilitation and construction | Reconstruction of the Horgos
and Traffic of roads border crossing.

In the followings the survey will be analysed from the point which programmes contributed and how
to the impacts of the CP. The question that will be analysed: which source do you consider to be
more efficient in terms of your objectives? Regarding the PA2, out of the four PAs the second highest
value (30%) for the answers saying that the cross-border programme is the most effective was given.
The share for the answers saying the cross-border programme is more efficient is the highest (50%)

along with PA1. There were no answers to the category of other sources are more effective.

Figure 86: Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

/\I‘ CESCI  Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W 5 = the cross-border program is the most effective 4 = the cross-border program is more efficient

3 = the efficiency of the two types is similar 2 = other sources are more effective

Source: Online survey
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3.2.4 Efficiency analysis (PA2)

This chapter aims to give an overview on the cost efficiency of reaching the objectives and target
values of the selected indicators by analysing the projects’ budget and the specific features of budget
allocations. Within the framework of PA2, evaluators have conducted the examination by actions**
defined by the CfPs and by project type in order to avoid the distortion effect of the strategic projects.
It is also worth mentioning that due to the limited number of the projects under the PA2, there is
only one project in the category of the strategic projects of actions 2.1 and 2.2, and also in the cluster
of the regular projects of action 2.2.

The average size of the projects was assessed from a financial point of view. As the figure (Figure 87)
shows, there are significant differences between the average value of the regular projects and the
strategic projects which are obviously reasoned by the specific features of the project types and
actions. Apart from the strategic projects, the inequality between the regular projects is not
considerable since both of the values are in the 1 200 000 — 1 400 000 EUR range. However, notable
difference can be observed between the average size of the strategic projects which is caused by the
distinct activities of the projects since the 2.1 focuses mostly on construction, while the 2.2
concentrates on the preparation of technical plans and feasibility studies.

In terms of the previous 2007-2013 programming period, the average project size (on programme
level) was 281 535.88 EUR which lags behind not just from the strategic projects, but from the regular
projects of PA2 too. The gap between the average sizes can be reasoned by the specific, infrastructure
development focus of the projects under PA2, which needs higher financial allocations.

4 Actions under PA2:
2.1 Border crossing points, roads and bicycle roads

2.2 Improving public transport services and railway lines
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Figure 87: Average size of projects by actions under PA2
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Source: IPlus database

The cost efficiency of the achievement of the targeted and achieved indicator values have been
assessed based on the aggregated amount of the related EU funding. The table below (Table 38)
aims to indicate what have already been and can be achieved by the end of the programming period
from the programme support in terms of the project output indicators. Regarding the methodology
of the analysis, since the projects selected during the third CfP are still in progress, the evaluators
aggregated both the achieved and targeted value of the output indicators and the total budget (the
validated amounts of the closed projects and the planned ones for the on-going) of the related
projects. Then we calculated the cost of achievement of one measurement unit of the certain
indicators.

In line with these, in case of OI/2.1 Improved or newly built border crossing points the achieved value
means that 4 345 185.51 EUR ERDF funding needed for an improved or newly built border crossing
point, which is expected to be decreased to 1 086 296.38 € by the end of the programming period.

Table 38: Achieved and target indicator values by output indicators under PA2

Aggregated Aggregated Specific achieved LR D
. . amount of EU . Aggregated - value of
Indicator | Indicator Measurement . achieved value of indicator .
R contribution of target A indicator
ID name unit value (AIR (EUR/indicator .
the concerned value . (EUR/indicator
. 2021) unit) .
project unit)
Number of
improved or border
0l/2.1 newly built crossing 8 690 371.02 2 8 4 345 185.51 1086 296.38
border crossing | points
points
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Aggregated Aggregated Specific achieved Specific target
. . amount of EU . Aggregated T value of
Indicator | Indicator Measurement o e achieved value of indicator ..
. contribution of target T indicator
ID name unit value (AIR (EUR/indicator . .
the concerned value ) (EUR/indicator
R 2021) unit) 5
project unit)
Total length of
Ol/2.2 newly built kilometres 4635 070.24 453 453 1023 194.31 1023 194.31
roads
Total length of
Op3 |reconstucted o tres 2 627 498.06 14.46 14 181 708.03 187 678.43
or upgraded
roads
Total length of
Ol/2.4 newly built kilometres 3116 896.26 26.86 26.87 116 042.30 115 999.12
bicycle paths
Total length of
the railway line
directly .
0l1/2.5 kilometres 2 836 438.81 58 58 48 904.12 48 904.12
affected by
development
plans
Number of
olj26 | mproved services 1181132.13 0 3 0.00 393 710.71
public transport
services

Within the PA2 there are two projects which targeted two output indicators. In order to avoid
distortion, evaluators attempted to split the total amount of the EU funding between the indicators
according to the detailed budget and brief description of the contribution to the indicators written
by the applicants. Since most of the activities and cost items concerned both indicators, the
evaluators were not able to divide the budget items. For instance, infrastructure cost allocations were
not directly connected to the road construction and the border-crossing infrastructure, which would
serve the basis for the division. In line with this, the evaluators undertook the distortion effect, and
calculated with the total ERDF fund allocated to the project in the case of each targeted indicator.

The calculated specific values of the indicators can be hardly evaluated in absolute term, instead it is
worth comparing them to the results of the same or similar calculations from the previous
programming periods or of other CBC programmes. Since this approach had not been applied in the
2007-2013 or any previous programming period in the Hungary-Serbia Interreg framework, we made
an attempt to use the results of other programmes during the comparison.

In case of the Slovakia — Hungary and Hungary — Croatia Interreg V-A Programmes, a similar
methodology was applied for the first phase evaluation of the programmes, however the only one
of the above listed output indicators was selected by another programme, namely the Slovakia —
Hungary Programme. This indicator was the ‘Total length of newly built roads’ the related specific
value of which is 1 868 923.28 EUR/km. It exceeds the calculated values of the Hungary — Serbia
Programme (1 023 194.31 EUR/km), but it must be noted that higher value was calculated in the mid-
term evaluation, while the latter ones reflect on the achievement of the whole programming period.
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Currently there is no chance to avoid this obstacle since the results of the second phase evaluations
have not been available yet.

The next aspect of the cost efficiency assessment is the analysis of the share of budget allocations to
the particular budget headings. Considering the different status of the projects, in case of the
administratively closed ones the validated budgets were taken into account, while for the on-going
projects evaluators used the planned amounts for the calculation.

Figure 88: Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA2

4 CESCI Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA2
100% -
90% A
80% A 7. Infrastructure and works
70% A 6. Equipment expenditure
60% - 73.8% 70.8% 5. External expertise and services costs
50% 90.7% 93.5% 4. Travel and accommodation costs

40% - 3. Office and administrative expenditure

30% 2. Staff costs

20% W 1. Preparation costs
6

20.4%
10% o 22.5%
7.5%
oo : 5.6%
Strategic projects Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 2.1 Action 2.2 Action 2.1 Action 2.2

Source: IPlus database

According to the chart (Figure 88), there is a significant difference in the share of the certain budget
headings by actions. Under action 2.1 the infrastructure development costs dominate (more than
70% of the total budgets), whereas in the case of action 2.2, the external expertise and services costs
give the greatest proportion (more than 70%). This notable divergence is reasonable and self-evident,
since the targeted activities of action 2.1 concentrates on the development of border crossing points,
relevant transport lines and communal and transport infrastructure system, meanwhile the action 2.2
is concerned with soft topics such as organization of regular consultations, harmonization of the
transport development plans and the related regulation, preparation of technical plans and
development of passenger information and service system.
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Figure 89: Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA2

ﬁCESCl Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA2
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Source: IPlus database

Taking into account the soft and hard activities regarding to all projects under PA2 (where the value
of hard activities is generated from the sum of ‘Infrastructure and works’, ‘Equipment expenditure’
and 'Purchase of land’), the ratio of hard activities is above 55% in the case of strategic projects
(56.3%) and regular projects (64%) too. The bigger dominance of hard activities in the case of regular
projects is due to the fact that there are only two projects without any infrastructural work, and the
remaining six projects compensate their impacts.

Figure 90: Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA2

% CESCI Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA2
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Source: IPlus database
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Regarding the external services and expenditures budget heading, as the chart (Figure 90) illustrates,
more than the half of the external expenditures of the actions under PA2 is allocated to technical
planning which is justified because of the great infrastructural development and reconstruction
works. In the case of the strategic project under action 2.2 (Dream Railway), delivering the technical
plans of a significant cross-border railway development were in the focus. The project was led by the
DKMT Euroregion, as an important cross-border actor in the region, but without any professional-
technical capacity, the extremely high ratio of this external budget line (97% of the total budget) is
still reasonable. In contradistinction to the Dream Railway, the strategic project under action 2.1
(Kiibekhaza-Rabe) incorporates both planning activities and infrastructure works, due to which, the
costs of supervisor of engineering are the second biggest item after the technical planning.

In terms of the regular projects, the share of the sub-contracted studies, statistics, databases and
researches is the second or the third among the items of the external budget lines by 17.1% and
10.9%. Comparing the distribution of internal (budget line 2.2) and external professional staff costs
(budget lines 1.4 and 5.2), according to the figure below (Figure 97) the more than half of the
professional staff cost was outsourced. The proportion of external professional cost was especially
high in the projects under action 2.1 (93.9%). According the detailed budget of the applicants, the
majority of these budget items cover the elaboration of feasibility studies, geodesy study,
environmental impact study, conceptional plan, action plans and execution plans amounting
between 20 000-100 000 EUR. Taken into consideration that these partnerships incorporate mostly
local governments (municipalities) which do not possess appropriate capacities and skills to deliver
these tasks, the ratios are not surprising.

Figure 91: Distribution of internal and external professional staff cost by actions under PA2

 CESCI Distribution of professional staff cost by actions under PA2
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Considering the regular projects, the budget line of other services (5.7) is also worth to examine.
According to the regular project under the action 2.2 (INPUTRANS), the share of this category is more
than 15%, which incorporates the translation and the daily communication with the partners — these
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are essential expenditures in a cross-border cooperation —, as well as it includes the development of
a web portal and image materials or ordnance removal. The other projects also mentioned the
translation, and the editing and printing of publications, but additionally they referred to permission
fees, travel organization, development of GIS platform.

Figure 92: Ratio of internal and external project management costs by action under PA2

/a8 CESC|  Ratio of internal and external project management costs by actions under PA2
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Focusing on the services related to project management and procurement procedure, the ratio of
this budget line within the external services is significantly lower than in the other PAs. The regular
projects under action 2.1 are exceptions (12.4%), but in the case of the other categories the value of
the proportions is below 5%. In addition, the evaluation concerns the share of budget allocation to
internal (budget line 2.1) and external management activities (budget line 5.4) too. As the figure
(Figure 92) shows, the ratio of the external management costs is around 20% for the strategic
projects, 36% for other projects under action 2.1 and 15% for the project under action 2.2. According
to the detailed financial items related to project management cost, it is apparent that the strategic
projects used external expert only for public procurement (PraG experts), while the financial manager,
project managers (PM), construction engineer expert, technical manager and monitoring engineer
or public relations (PR) and communications manager were ensured by internal resources. Regarding
the regular projects, the majority of the external experts were also PraG experts, but sometimes the
legal consultancy, project management and financial administration were outsourced too. However,
in most of the cases the project and financial managers, the administrative officers and other
coordinators were financed from intern resources.

The proportion of internal and external project management costs compared to the total budget are
under 20% in each four clusters (1.7% for strategic projects under action 2.1, 5.5% for strategic
projects under action 2.2, 6.9% for regular projects under action 2.1, 16.8% for regular projects under
action 2.2).
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3.3 Evaluation of PA 3 (Encouraging cooperation in tourism and
cultural heritage preservation)

Detailed performance, impact and efficiency evaluation of the PA3.

3.3.1 Short introduction of the PA3’s intervention logic

In this short subchapter the intervention logic of the PA is presented in order to show at the very
beginning of the evaluation what was the aim of the programme with the given PA. The following
figure (Figure 93) shows the intervention logic of PA3, whose purpose is to summarise the main
features of the PA worth being aware of before understanding the main results and
recommendations of the evaluation.

High potential for tourism based on its natural and cultural assets also serving good basis for
bringing people from the two sides of the border closer was identified as the regional capital of PA3,
which titled as encouraging tourism and cultural heritage cooperation. The programme allocated an
amount of 18 008 977 EUR, almost 27.65% of the total budget to this PA. As a response the PA is
connected to two different specific objectives. SO/3.1 is connected to tourism (Creation of commonly
coordinated tourism destinations based on the complementary local assets in order to ensure
sustainable development of tourism potentials), while SO/3.2 is more in connection with people-to-
people type of activities (Promoting co-operation activities in the field of culture, leisure, sport, and
nature protection). In the frames of PA3 and SO/3.1 and SO/3.2 the programme tries to contribute
to five regional challenges, namely:

e lack of integrated regional tourism development strategy.

e lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of supply.

e limited number of joint tourism products with attractiveness for longer stays,

e shortage of quality tourism,

e tourism needs to contribute to a better appreciation and understanding among people.

To tackle the challenges the programme formulated as many as seven distinct actions, of which the
first two were aggregated exclusively during the CfPs into the tourism-centred action (Action 3.1),
while the rest are shared between actions. People-to-people type of programme actions are more
concentrated on CfP Action 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4, which show high similarities with each other. The last
few programme actions in the CP are more directly in line with Action 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4.

Action 3.1 was touched by all three CfPs, with a total budget of 8.7 M EUR, which was not the case
with the rest of the identified actions. Action 3.2 had been left out from the 1% CfP, and money was
allocated to it during the 2" CfP. At the 3™ CfP the action was not formulated since it was divided
into two other actions based on the thematic fields: Action 3.3 focused on cultural and community
events, while in parallel to this, Action 3.4 concentrated on sport, leisure and minor actions related
to nature protection (the latter was a new elements). Action 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 were smaller actions in
terms of allocated budget since 3.2 had 2 M, 3.3 had 1, and 3.4 had 1.2 M EUR of budget to spend.

The expected direct results from Action 3.1 were numerous: joint tourism development strategy,
longer stays, increased turnovers at tourism providers and employment generation, of which

212



2"d Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

increased number of guest nights was expected from the rest of the actions too. Action 3.2, 3.3 and
3.4 had no direct results exclusively attached to their support. Joint tourism development strategy
was connected solely to Action 3.1 understandably.
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Programme
response

Regional
challenges

Programme
actions

Actions
based on the
CcP

Actions
based on the
CfPs

IPA
allocation
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Figure 93: Intervention logic of the PA3
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Three output indicators were named; expected number of visits to supported sites of cultural and
natural heritage and attractions; number of joint cultural, recreational and other types of community
events and actions organised; average monthly user entries to online communication tools. The
indicators can all be relevant to all the four actions, but the first is more in line Action 3.1, and the
second is more relevant for the other three actions. Two result indicators were identified to grasp the
results of the programme. The number of overnight stays describes all actions but the tourism-
related better, while the level of cross-border cooperation intensity of the public and non-profit
organisations tries to grasp people-to-people actions. Apart from direct results, four additional
indirect results should be achieved by the identified programme actions as follows: tourism has to
become a key sector of the border economy; harmonized and common branded well-known,
integrated tourist offer developed in the border region; improved cultural, historical and natural
heritage status as well as services level of tourism destinations; common understanding among
people living in the border region.

According to the figure (Figure 93) the tackling of all challenges is secured by programme actions,
and especially the last challenge is widely supported by CfP and Programme actions. There are more
actions which support the realisation of the last regional challenge. Programme action named
elaborate a joint tourism and marketing strategy and action plan has only one direct connection with
the related challenge, and it supports the realisation of a single result. Action 3.1 is related to the
realisation of various results including tourism-related ones, while Action 3.2, 3.3. and 3.4 are more
connected to cultural and sports cooperation.

3.3.2 Performance evaluation (PA3) (Implementation progress)

3.3.2.1 Quantification of the performance (PA3)

Within PA3, three calls for proposals were published during the programming period, the first of
which, as a restricted CfP was dedicated to projects with strategic importance targeting the action
3.1 Tourist products, services and attractions based on cultural and natural heritage’. The indicative
maximum IPA allocation of the envisaged strategic projects was 27% of the total budget of PA,
amounted 3.4 million EUR. The other two open calls for proposals planned to provide 9.5 million EUR
IPA funding for regular projects under the four actions of the PA. 56% of this planned amount were
dedicated to action 3.1, mainly within the 2" CfP. The remaining 44% of the available funds have
been allocated within 3 partly overlapping actions during the second and third CfPs. The following
table (Table 39) contains the details of each CfP.
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Table 39: Allocations of the targeted actions under PA3

Planned IPA
Open or atl:\:c:::;:cttz AEIEER L
CfP ID restricted Open period | Targeted actions under the grant amo.unt
. per project
respective
action
March 29, 3.1 Tourist products,
2016 — services and attractions 3 400 000 Minimum of
HUSRB/1601 i
USRB/1601 | restricted August 26, based on cultural and EUR 2 000 000 EUR
2016 natural heritage
3.1 Tourist products,
services and attractions 3 500 000 100 000 -
October 3, based on cultural and EUR 500 000 EUR
- natural heritage
HUSRB/1602 | open 2016
January 31, 3.2 Cooperation in the
2017 fields of cultural, 2 000 000 40 000 -
community events, sport, EUR 200 000 EUR
leisure, nature protection
3.1 Tourist products,
services and attractions 1 800 000 100 000 -
based on cultural and EUR 600 000 EUR
natural heritage
June 1, 2019 2; dcsosfpfgﬁﬂcr’; ';n;he 1000 000 75000 —
HUSRB/1903 | open — September community events EUR 200 000 EUR
30,2019 y
3.4 Cooperation in the
e oo 7soo
EUR 200 000 EUR
related to nature
protection

Taking into account the quantification of the performance of PA3, the data show that the total
number of applications under PA3 is 219. From these applications 105 units were rejected since
in most cases they could not fit to the quality requirements. This represents nearly half (48%) of the
submitted applications, meanwhile the number of contracted ones was only 70 units (32%).
According to the distributions of applications between the CfPs, the dominance of the 2" CfP is
prominent, since more than half of the applications (64%; 141 units) of PA3 belonged to this CfP. The
3" CfP comprised 35% (76 units) of the applications, whereas the 1°* CfP had only 2 applications
which meant just 1%. Considering the type of applications by CfPs, the ratio of contracted
applications was the highest in the case of the 1°' CfP (50%) due to the low number of applications.
In the second CfP, 28.4% (40 units) of the applications were contracted — which was the lowest value
among the CfPs — and nearly half of the applications (47%; 66 units) was rejected. Although the ratio
of contracted applications was higher under the 3™ CfP (38.2%; 29 units), the ratio of rejected
applications also increased to 50% (38 units). The originally contracted IPA amount under PA3 is
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18 319 279.8 EUR, which means that the projects overcontracted by 313 302.8 EUR compared to the
4™ version of the CP. Furthermore, according to the JMC decision in 2021, 1 725 950.24 EUR was
used from the remaining sum to implement 9 projects from the reserve list.

Figure 94: Number of PA3 applications per CfPs
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Figure 95: Distribution of PA3-related applications per CfPs
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According to the scheduling of the projects by monthly breakdown, the average duration of the
projects under PA3 is nearly 20 months due to the large number of regular projects, which could
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compensate the time-consuming strategic project (ColourCoop) of the 1% CfP. However, the
implementation period of ColourCoop was nearly three and a half years (43 months) long, the
average timeframe of the other CfPs’ projects did not exceed 2 years (2" CfP: nearly 22 months; 3™
CfP: 17 months). Nevertheless, there are some exceptions among regular projects, as the
VoBaNISTA* (42 months) or CET*® (36 months) projects had at least 3 years duration. The average
short implementation period of regular projects is understandable since the specific objectives of the
PA3 concentrated on creation of commonly coordinated cross-border tourism destinations and
activities in the fields of culture, sport and nature protection, less regard to hard infrastructural
constructions. In terms of the start date of projects, it is clear that the strategic project had started
first in 2017 and just a year later followed the 2" CfPs’ regular projects which ended at latest in 2021.
Some of the projects of the 3" CfP began the implementation in the end of 2020, but there are two
projects which started the work only in 2022 and will end in 2023. Nevertheless, within the contracted
projects, there were some projects which still had administrative works after the cut-off date (April
12, 2022). Out of the 70 contracted PA3 projects 31 projects (44% of the PA3 contracted projects)
did not have approved final report at that time, out of which 2 projects belonged to the 2"* CfP and
29 projects belonged to the 3 CfP.

Figure 96: Scheduling of the projects (PA3)
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Considering the financial allocation to the projects, the total project cost of the strategic project
(ColourCoop) was more than 3 million EUR (3 738 247 EUR), however the budget of regular projects
did not reach 600 000 EUR. The average size of the regular projects was 258 172 EUR. In terms of the
source of the financial allocation of the PA3 related projects, the dominance of EU Contribution is
evident, since in the case of every project the proportion of this type of financial source was 85%.

4 ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0197; Name: Vojvodina and Bacs-Kiskun Night Sky as a Novel Touristic Attraction
46 ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0081; Name: Common efforts for tourism
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The IPA support is completed by national co-financing on the Hungarian side, the ratio of which is
10-15% according to the legal status of the partners. The remaining 0-5% in Hungary and 15% in
Serbia must be provided by the beneficiaries as own contribution. Regarding the CfPs, the second
largest source type was the own public contribution (1%t and 2" CfPs: 7%; 3™ CfP: 6%), meanwhile
the ratio of own private contribution was the smallest in every CfPs. Due to the distortion between
the strategic and regular projects, the strategic project used the greatest amount of money in every
contribution type. Taking into account the ratio of sources, the proportion of national contribution
was the second highest in Art&Craft* (8.1% with 47 698 EUR) and WATERTOUR*® (7.8% with
36 262 EUR) projects, whereas in the case of THEATRO* (11.9% with 10 911 EUR) and POPEYE®®
(11.9% with 23 594 EUR) the own public contribution was the second largest. With regard to own
private contribution, only half of the projects used this type of financial source from which the FAB®'
project outstood with its 10.6% (12 473 EUR).

Figure 97: Financial allocation of the PA3-related projects
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Taking into consideration the financial progress of the EU Contribution under PA3, the union
support based on the Cooperation Programme (after the fourth version which represents the current
condition) was 18 005 977 EUR. This amount of money was 5 105977 EUR more than the
approximate available IPA allocation in the CfPs (12 900 000 EUR). The distribution of the available
IPA allocation between the CfPs was proportionate, since the strategic project (1°* CfP) did not

47 |D: HUSRB/1602/31/0050; Name:; Tracing our common artistic heritage

48 |ID: HUSRB/1602/31/0204; Name: Development of water tourism on waterways connecting Hungary and
Serbia

4 ID: HUSRB/1602/32/0106; Name: Theatre art as a regional hub for children's socialization
%0 ID: HUSRB/1903/33/0004; Name: Program Of Physical Education and healthY Eating
51 |D: HUSRB/1903/34/0020; Name: Football across border
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concentrate huge amount of allocations (3.4 million EUR; 26%). Moreover, the biggest allocations
were order to the 2™ (5.5 million EUR; 43%) and the 3@ CfPs (4 million EUR; 31%). Based on the
Interreg+ system, the contracted EU Contribution surpassed the estimated amounts in the CP and in
the CfPs as well, since the selected projects absorbed overall 18 319 280 EUR. The difference between
the contracted contribution and the CfP’s sum was 5 419 280 EUR. Since the strategic project was
balanced by the large number of regular projects, the distributions between the CfPs differed from
the other PAs. The highest amount of EU Contribution was absorbed by the 2" CfP's projects,
altogether 9 515 501 EUR which was more than the half (52%) of the total contracted contribution.
The projects of the 1°' CfP incorporated 3 177 510 EUR (17%), whereas the 3™ CfP’s projects could
utilize 5 626 269 EUR (31%).

Figure 98: The financial progress of the EU Contribution regarding PA3
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The classification of the contracted EU Contribution can be classified into three categories. The first
one is the certificated or validated money, where not just the project’s content but the administrative
works are also closed. Regarding the non-validated money, the content of the project has been
closed, but the administrative tasks has been continuously proceeding after the cut-off date (April
12, 2022). Finally, the rest of the EU Contribution gives the remaining category.

Under the PA3 the financial progress of the EU Contribution is adequate, but due to the COVID-19
pandemic there were some delays in the implementations of the 2" CfP’'s projects since several
events and trips were cancelled. Moreover, many projects belong to the 3™ CfP which has not been
closed yet. This is the reason why the ratio of certificated money is only 71% (12 987 174 EUR), the
ratio of non-validated money is 25% (4 554 914 EUR) and the amount of remaining contribution is
777 192 EUR (4%). According to the CfPs, the 1°* CfP with strategic relevance has the most favourable
value, since the ratio of certificated money is 99% and the remaining costs are only 41 746 EUR (1%)
with no non-validated sum. Similarly high the ratio in the case of the 2"* CfP (89%) — where the
remaining costs are 735 447 EUR (8%) and the non-validated costs are 323 925 EUR (3%) —, since
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these projects had enough time to certify the allocated money. On the other hand, the 3™ CfP (25%)
lagged from the others, because some of these projects administratively are still in progress and the
certification could not happen completely. For this reason, the amount of non-validated money is
more than 4 million EUR (4 230 989 EUR; 75%) but the proportion of remaining costs are zero.

On project level the proportion of certificated EU Contribution is relatively high (more than 80-90%)
in the case of the first two CfPs, but there are some exceptions where the remaining costs are
outstanding (more than 25%). There are two projects under the 2" CfP with remarkably unfavourable
ratio — which are the CULTOUR® (27%; 44 259 EUR) and the Modern Folking® (47%; 80 311 EUR)
since these projects have been closed at the cut-off date with no non-validated money and with
relatively high remaining costs. According to the 3™ CfP, the high proportion of non-validated money
is reasonable, since these projects have not had enough time to certify the costs. For example, in the
case of the CROSSBOX*, FILMYing®>, folKulture®® and Youthtraditions® projects, the ratios of non-
validated money are 100%, but it is understandable since all of them are from the reserve list.

Focusing on the output indicators, three indicators have been assigned to PA3, which have to be
reported with yearly frequency. As the following table (Table 40) shows, among measurement units
there are number of visits (by yearly breakdown), number of events and user entries (by monthly
breakdown), since the indicators focus on the visitors of cultural and natural heritage and attractions
(Ol/3.1 Visits of supported sites), on the organised community events and actions (Ol/3.2 Joint cultural,
recreational and other community events) and on the user entries to the developed online
communication tools (Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools). Based on the JMC decision, the
target values of these indicators have been modified, as the initial targets were really modest and in
2019 all indicators were fulfilled. The 30 000 visits/year target of OI/3.1 Visits of supported sites has
been replaced by 100 000 visits/year, and the 200 events target of Ol/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational
and other community events has been modified to 900 events. The largest (nearly seventeenth times)
increase happened in the case of OI/3.3 Entries to online communication tools, where 84 000 user
entries are demanded instead of 5 000.

Table 40: Indicators of PA3 — Target values

. .. Measurement Frequency 39 mod. target

ID Indicator (name of indicator) unit e value (2023)

0l/3.1 Number of VISIt.S to supported 5|.tes of cultural visits/year yearly 100 000
and natural heritage and attractions

2 |D: HUSRB/1602/31/0176;, Name: Development of tourism based on local cultural and natural values

>3 ID: HUSRB/1602/32/0230; Name: Strengthening multicultural relations by youth events organization in
the border region

> ID: HUSRB/1903/34/0096; Name: Sport-improvement of box in cross border region
> ID: HUSRB/1903/33/0102; Name: Film art connects cross-border region

56 ID: HUSRB/1903/33/0011; Name: We travel in culture

> ID: HUSRB/1903/33/0112; Name: Youth's keeping up with traditions
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M F ! mod.
ID Indicator (name of indicator) easurement requetlcy EFETE, I
unit of reporting value (2023)
Number of joint cultural, recreational and other yearly
0l/3.2 | types of community events and actions events 900
organised
A hl i li . I
01/3.3 verage .moht y user entries to online User entries yearly 84 000
communication tools developed

The fulfilment of these indicators was ensured by different number of projects, which can be
observed in the following table (Table 47). All together 70 projects belonged to the PA3, but more
than 30 projects chose more than one indicator. For instance, the projects such as TisaWaterTours,
CET, VoBaNista, Inter-Cult®, LIVES2* and Digital Meets Culture® contributed simultaneously to the
fulfilment of all PA3 related output indicators. More than half of the projects (54%; 59 projects)
fostered the fulfilment of OI/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other community events indicator,
whereas the other two indicators were supported by 24 (Ol/3.1 Visits of supported sites; 22%) and 26
projects (Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools; 24%). Since the strategic project contributed
only to the OI/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other community events indicators, the realization
of Ol/3.1 Visits of supported sites and OI/3.3 Entries to online communication tools indicators could
start just after the 1°* CfP.

Table 41: Indicators of PA3 — Number of relevant projects per CfPs

Number of

ID 1601 1602 1903 .
relevant projects

0OI/3.1 Number of visits to supported sites of

. . 16 8 24
cultural and natural heritage and attractions

0l/3.2 Number of joint cultural, recreational
and other types of community events and 1 33 25 59
actions organised

0l/3.3 Average monthly user entries to online

communication tools developed 15 1 26

Regarding the yearly progress of the output indicators under PA3, the first achievements appeared
in 2018 and after that there were always some kinds of increasement in every year. In 2021, only the
0l/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other community events indicator did not reach the target value,
but it was really close to it (86% of the required results were ensured and there were only 127 missing
events). On the other hand, the OI/3.1 Visits of supported sites and OI/3.3 Entries to online
communication tools indicators have already achieved the target values of 2023 with significant
surplus. The first indicator achieved 189 772 visits per year, which overpassed the target value by

8 |ID: HUSRB/1602/32/0164; Name: Intercultural youth cooperation mosaics in the cross-border region
> |D: HUSRB/1903/33/0003; Name: LIVING ARCHIVES — Remembering our past for our future

60 ID: HUSRB/1903/33/0094; Name: Digital Meets Culture: Promotion of the Cross-Border Heritage through
Digital Prism
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89 772 units (nearly twofold increasement), meanwhile the last reported achievement of the third
indicator was 381 560.5 units which was higher than the determined value by 297 560.5 units (more
than fourfold increasement). However, based on the projects’ expectations, the potential values of
Ol/3.1 Visits of supported sites and Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools indicators are more
moderate than the represented ones in 2021. In conclusion, the fulfilment of all indicators will be
guaranteed, since the number of events will reach 1 121 units under OI/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational
and other community events. Moreover, the target values will be overpassed by 9 811 visits/year
under OI/3.1 Visits of supported sites, by 221 events under Ol/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other
community events and by 3 250 user entries under OI/3.3 Entries to online communication tools.

Figure 99: Achieving the indicators’ targets (PA3)
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After the quantitative analysis of the indicators, the fulfiiment of the SM.AR.T criteria will be
evaluated.’”’

As the following table indicates, the output indicators of PA3 are mostly adequate with partially
deficiencies. The measurability and relevance of the indicators are adequate, but there are some
problems regarding to the achievability, since the initial target values were extremely modest and
the third modification has not created ambitious targets. Due to this fact, the timing of the indicators
is not proper since the target values of 2023 has already been achieved in 2021 with significant
surplus. Based on the interviews, the specificity of Ol/3.3 Entries to online communication tools caused
problems, since the indicator was too specific and the beneficiaries interpreted differently the
required data.

61 Further information is available in the same chapter of PA1.
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Table 42: Indicators of PA3 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The original
target value The yearin
was not which the
01/3.1 Number enough - target values
of visits to ambigous, but .Th.e |rjd|ca'For shc?uld be
supported sites - . The indicator it has been s in line with achieved is not
The indicator is L . the .
of cultural and . o is quite increased . . well-defined,
natural quite specific. measurable. threefold. mtgrvenhon but the
. . . logic of the
heritage and Despite of this PA regulatory of
attractions modification, ' the
the target measurement
value is still is adequate.
modest.
The original
target value
Ol/3.2 Number was not The year in
of joint enough which the
cultural, ambitious, but target values
recreational - it has been should be
- . The indicator . .
and other The indicator is L increased achieved and
) e is quite . As above. .
types of quite specific. nearly fivefold. the regularity
. measurable.
community As a result of of the
events and this measurement
actions modification, are also well-
organised the indicator defined.
meets the
criterion.
The original
target value
was not The year in
enough which the
Ol/3.3 Average | The interpretation ambitious, but target values
monthly user of the indicators it has been should be
entries to is not obvious, The indicator increased achieved is not
online which caused is quite nearly As above. well-defined,
communication | misunderstanding | measurable. seventeenth but the

tools
developed

among the
beneficiaries.

times. Despite
of this
modification,
the target
value is still
modest.

regulatory of
the
measurement
is adequate.
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3.3.2.2 Introduction of the applied mechanisms and tools (PA3)

Strategic CfP

In the examined programming period, the programme launched strategic priority projects, in order
to enhance cross-border cooperation and cohesion. In administrative terms, strategic projects mean
development initiatives with much higher resource allocation compared to the traditional projects,
in addition the scope of eligible applicants was restricted to the professionally most competent and
actors with appropriate human and financial capacities. In case of PA3 potential beneficiaries were
regional/county level tourist organizations, local governments, NGOs, regional/county level public
bodies (if applicable). The minimum amount of IPA allocation was defined as 2 000 000 EUR.

The strategic approach was assessed in terms of its contribution to stronger cohesion and wider
citizens’ involvement in cross-border activities. For the qualitative analysis, the evaluators used the
results of the interviews, and the project descriptions and reports available in the Interreg+.

ColourCoop

The objective of the project named “Colourful Cooperation” (planned total budget:
3738 247.30 EUR, validated total budget: 3 689 135.18 EUR) was to develop a comprehensive
cultural strategy for the entire Hungarian-Serbian border region; to launch an online, information
and news centre in Hungary and Serbia, to set up Serbian and Hungarian cultural centres in
Morahalom and in Pali¢, and to integrate Novi Sad, the 2022 European Capital of Culture and its
surrounding region into the cultural and touristic life of the Hungarian-Serbian border region. The
Kolo Serbian Cultural Centre opened in Mdérahalom at the end of March 2019 and (because of
additional repairs and administrative issues) the Hungarian Cultural Centre in Pali¢ at November
2019, but the latter one was out of operation between October 2020 and February 2022. The pause
of operation was caused by a legal obstacle which was solved in 2022 by a lease agreement as a
result of which the City of Subotica leased out the centre to Pali¢ Hungarian Cultural Organisation
for 10 years. The great number of exhibitions, cultural programmes and creative workshops offered
by the newly created cultural and tourist centres, or organised in Novi Sad, are intended to help
members of the different ethnic communities find out about each other’s cultural values, and to
boost the development of cultural cooperation and tourism in the Hungarian-Serbian border region
by a well-aimed, detailed and comprehensive cultural and tourist information and news campaign.

The originally 36-month long project ended on December 31, 2020 after three contract modifications
with seven-month prolongation. The first modification was reasoned by beneficiary change — the City
of Novi Sad was replaced by the City of Novi Sad - the City Administration for Culture —which induced
the pause of public procurement, while the other two prolongations were realised due to the effect
of the pandemic situation (to have more time for safer event organization activities). 98.69% of the
planned budget was spent and validated by the programme bodies. The decrease in the total budget
mainly concerned the preparation costs (51.92%) which were mainly caused by the translation and
interpretation costs (43.65%). Despite of the prolongation and the difficulties caused by COVID-19
pandemic, the partnership seems to operate properly, the communication between the partners have
been continuous and the project achieved its goals.
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Finally, the ColourCoop project will contribute to a key factor of mutual trust building. During the
recent years and after a long pre-history of mutual suspect and threat characterised by many historic
injuries, Serbia and Hungary started building up a strategic partnership — at high-political level. In
order to deliver this message to the local stakeholders and every-day people, the ColourCoop project
became able to ensure the infrastructural and organisational background. The two cultural centres
were constructed in two municipalities frequented by the other country’s citizens, but it became clear,
that Pali¢ does not have the right capacities to make the infrastructure operational. The several
dozens of cultural events aimed to facilitate cultural understanding and network building of the two
nations, but the restrictive measures because of the COVID-19 pandemic, including border closure
obviously hinder the achievement of these goals. Furthermore, the developed joint platform
gathering the cultural programmes and events of the whole cross-border region in one database
intends to fill an existing gap, but at the moment the complete implementation of this target has not
been realized yet, because of the lack of mechanisms being able to gather information from many
different sources. However, the lead beneficiary of this strategic project is engaged to solve this
problem in the framework of a next project. Despite of all the mentioned limiting factors, the cross-
border character of the project is still strong, which could be further strengthened in the future.

3.3.3 Impact evaluation (PA3)

3.3.3.1  Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA3)

The following analysis is built upon the figure (Figure 93) described in the short introduction of the
PA's intervention logic. For the detailed impact model see the introductory chapter (//. 3.3.7 Short
introduction of the PA3's intervention logic). Each regional need and challenge will be analysed in the
sense that how the identified actions of the programme could contribute to their tackling and
management. In order to assess these and the general changes in the cohesion of the programme
area, a territorial analysis and a project assessment takes place to identify the main contributions and
changes which help reaching the expected results of the PA. The assessment uses statistical data,
maps and figures, textual analysis as well as desk research to analyse the fulfilment of regional needs
emerging in the border region.

It has to be mentioned here that a regional challenge is usually having more than a single expected
result. Therefore, a single or two indicators of an expected result will only be analysed once, at the
regional need most suitable for it/them. However, it will be noted that the given indicator(s) can be
used to describe the impact and the changes took place during the analysed years in the case of
which challenges/needs.

Considering the regional need described as limited number of joint tourism products with
attractiveness for longer stays, employment generation in tourism and its suppliers is an indicator
to be used (and can be used in the case of shortage of quality tourism as well). Employment
generation has been outstandingly changed in recent years. Employment increase can be observed
in relation to accommodation and food service activities throughout the programme area. On the
level of the programme area as many as 16 860 additional employees started working in tourism. At
both sides and in all regions significant increase took place between 2014 and 2019 (to eliminate the
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, the previous year before COVID-19 pandemic was taken into
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account): the biggest increase in volumes took place in Juznobacka (+7042 employees in the
activities) by far, followed by Sremska (2141) and Juznobanatska (1838). The smallest increase in
numbers was realised in the case of Severnobacka, Severnobanatska (809 each), and Csongrad-
Csanad (814). Regarding Csongrad-Csanad the change was limited due to its relatively high level of
employment in the sector, while in the case of the two Serbian districts the low basis value were the
main reasons of limited improvements.

When it comes to the need for increased number of guest nights as an expected result of the same
challenge (and for challenges of “Shortage of quality tourism” and “Tourism needs to contribute to
a better appreciation and understanding among people”), taking into account foreign guests
including Serbian (in Hungary) and Hungarian (in Serbia) tourists, in all respective regions notable
change was observed between 2010 and 2019. Most of the regions excluding Srednjobanatska
district (increase by 19%), Bacs-Kiskun (+59%) and Severnobanatska district (+60%) in all units the
number of guest nights per 1000 inhabitants increased by higher rate than of the average of Hungary
(+67%). The leaders in change were Juznobanatska (+602%) and Sremska districts (+426%), which
means in these regions the rate multiplied greatly. The former value at least doubled in the following
units as well: Csongrad-Csanad (+177%), Zapadnobacka (+109%), Severnobacka (+106%) and
Juznobacka district (+104%). There is still a potential in increasing foreign tourists considering that
in most regions the increase was below the national average of the given country, and the amplitude
of change in domestic guest nights. It is only Juznobacka district where the foreign guest nights
exceed the domestic figures.

Considering the change between 2010 and 2019 in the number of total guest nights per 1000
inhabitants (domestic and foreign visitors included), Juznobanatska district (+259% mainly because
of foreign guests) and Csongrad-Csanad (+146%, mainly thanks to domestic increase) are the two
outstanding regions. The rate doubled in the case of Sremska (+125%), Juznobacka (+103%) and
Zapadnobacka (+99%). Both Hungarian regions overperformed the national average (+65%),
furthermore only Srednjobanatska district (+11%) had lower rate of increase than of Serbia (+59%).

As a result of the aforementioned processes, Csongrad-Csanad (1 780 overnight stays per 1000
people) secured its leading role in receiving guest. The next group of regions are Severnobanatska
(1154), Bacs-Kiskun (1076) and. Severnobacka (1055), followed by Juznobacka district (830) and
Sremska (750). There is still a need for increase especially in the case of Juznobanatska (639),
Zapadnobacka (579) and Srednjobanatska district (447), which still have very low values. The need
for increased number of guest nights is also underlined by the below national average (HU: 3228;
SRB: 1451) values for all regions (Csongrad-Csanad is ahead of the national average of Serbia only).

Considering the share of tourism in employment by 2019 Juznobacka (3.9% in total employment)
took over the lead position from Csongrad-Csanad. This is the only region which surpasses the
Serbian (3.8%) and the Hungarian (3.6%) national averages from the border area. The Serbian district
is followed by Csongrad-Csanad (3.3%), the previous number one considering shares. Apart from
these, Juznobanatska (3.3) and Zapadnobacka (3.25%) were able to perform better in terms of
employment role compared to the average of the programme area (3.2%). The areas with the lowest
rate of employees registered in tourism are situated in Vojvodina: Severnobanatska (2.7%), Sremska
(2.65%), Srednjobanatska (2.5%), and Severnobacka (1.7%). Between 2014 and 2019 employment
generation managed to be the most successful in Juznobacka district (+3.2%-points, improved by 5
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positions compared to the analysed regions plus the two countries), followed by other Serbian
regions, namely Zapadnobacka (2.8%-points, up by 3 positions), Juznobanatska (2.7%-points, moved
up 2 places), Sremska (2.2%-points, no change in place), Severnobanatska (2.2, down by 1 place), and
Srednjobanatska district (2.1%-points, no change). On programme area level (+1.9%-points) the
significance of accommodation and food service activities increased. However, regarding
Severnobacka oblast (1.4%-points, no change in position), Bacs-Kiskun (0.6%, down by 5 places), and
Csongrad-Csanad (0.6%-points, down by 2 places) the positive change was very limited, and in the
case of the latter two they stayed below the national average (+0.7%-points). As it can be seen on
the related figure (Figure 700) notable changes took place in the examined period on the Serbian
side in particular; in the case of regions from Vojvodina the change exceeded the national average
of 3.3 times increase. 4-7 times higher shares describe the role of tourism across Vojvodina compared
to the situation of 2014. Zapadnobacka district (7 times higher share) and Sremska district (6.5 times
higher) are two outstanding examples for employment growth, but even in areas (mainly of Hungary)
which had been described by high shares increase was manageable by 2019.

Figure 100: Sector | (Accommodation and food service activities) share of total employment
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Relatively many projects deal with this challenge, especially under Action 3.1. It is not the quantity of
tourism products created what is problematic but the effect of them on longer stays. In recent years
changes took place in the tourism industry so does in the programme area i.e. it is not the length
but the number of tourist stays which increased. In other words, the Serbian and Hungary tourists in
line with the global trend, tend to stay in the neighbouring country for a 24 hours-stay, not longer
than 2-3 days in general. Because of this shift to one-day trips and long weekends the original
challenge described was hard to be “tackled”, rephrasing might be necessary as the expected result
of longer stays was difficult to reach. The unintended impact of the project is the increase in the
frequency of visits and not the appearance of weeks-long stays. It also has to be said that the overall
number of overnight stays is on a record level, and further potentials lie in further increasing the
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quantity of overnight stays. Still, it is worth remembering that the large number of stays could add
up from short(er) stays than expected. Furthermore, it is of outstanding importance to develop joint
complex tourism products but it should not be connected to longer stays, it is rather more useful to
bind it to employment or guest nights.

Figure 101: Overnight stays per 1000 person in the Serbian-Hungarian border area
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The regional need concentrated on the shortage of quality tourism (as well as Lack of
interconnection amongst individual elements of supply) can be analysed by increased turnovers at
tourism providers at the first place (and also by increased number of guest nights). It can be grasped
through Gross Value Added (GVA) by the Statistical Classification of Economic Activities in the
European Community (NACE) categories G to |, which includes accommodation and food service
activities (the result should be treated with reservations due to the involvement of other sectors such
as wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles, transporting and storage).
Comparing the GVA volumes of 2014 and 2019 it can be said that in the case of all NUTS 3 (and
equivalent) regions managed to have significant increase. The biggest improvement was reached by
Bacs-Kiskun (+39%), the second was Csongrad-Csanad (+29%), while Vojvodina (+24%) was the
third. While in Hungary and in the Hungarian counties the change of the respective sectors stayed
below the GVA growth of all sectors altogether, in Vojvodina the amplitude of change (+24%) was
higher than of all sectors in total (+19%). This, the tourism sector in terms of income managed to
grow, however the share of tourism and the added sectors did not improve much. In relation to Bacs-
Kiskun (from 18.6% to 17.7, by decrease by 0.9%-points) and Csongrad-Csanad (from 18.2 to 17.7%,
decrease by 0.4%-points) slight decrease was observed in the giver period, but in Vojvodina a slight
increase was realised (from 17.1 to 17.8%).
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Figure 102: Gross value added by activity, 2019
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Based on recent changes there is a growing need for quality tourism. Quality offer have grown in the
last decade but there is still a need for comprehensive improvement. Many local experts and
practitioners agree that increasing the quality is even more relevant than increasing the number of
tourists, or the number of overnight stays even. Quality is supported by the programme on a medium
level, therefore further developments are possible in this field given its high relevance.

Lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of supply can be described by expected
results in relation to increased number of guest nights, increased turnovers and longer stays (the
analyses can be read above regarding this). Significant improvement has taken place owing to the
programme. This challenge was addressed by numerous HUSRB projects understandably including
development of joint offers, thematic routes, information materials and applications (e.g. see
CommonHeritage, TisaWaterTours projects). This challenge was regarded as one of if not the most
important in relation to tourism development across the border. It is important to build partnerships,
networks, bring stakeholders of tourism together, to initiate information exchange, share joint
marketing tools on a daily basis. The promotion of jointly developed products is crucial to create a
coherent cross-border supply since the insufficient funds do not allow such activities for many
beneficiaries on a longer term. Organisational development and promotion of networking would be
necessary in the future as well to increase added value of CBC. Not only interconnections among
elements of supply but also among regional stakeholders should receive bigger support in the
frames of this challenge. Study tours, joint conferences, relationship-building between institutions
and individual actors are equally important. There were no unintended impacts relevant for this
analysis.
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Lack of integrated regional tourism strategy is a challenge which has not been tackled thoroughly.
Without the financial support of the programme little improvements would have been reached. In
the frames of the programme joint tourism development strategies were elaborated with regard to
projects of HEALTH-TOUR (development of an integrated marketing strategy and action plan for
health and medical tourism), IDENTIS (preparing the joint tourism development strategy with an
action plan) and TisaWaterTours (joint water tourism development strategy). Based on interviews and
lessons learnt in the given period, tourism strategy is a good tool but Tourism strategy: good, but
organizational development would be needed first so that someone can implement it. It is difficult
to carry out a comprehensive strategy because of lack of funding, therefore sometimes it is does not
worth planning together. Some other partners had a tourism development strategy created, but
COVID-19 pandemic got in the way as an unwanted change that hampered cooperation.

The regional challenge connected to tourism that needs to contribute to a better appreciation
and understanding among people has been supported extensively by various national, regional
and grassroot, local initiatives and activities of all kinds. This is especially true in case cultural tourism
is taken into account with its numerous events, programmes and exchanges across borders. This
regional need is difficult to be addressed directly using statistics but based on interviews and the
INTERREG+ project information this challenge has been supported most effectively by the
programme itself. Development of tourist products, services and attractions based on cultural and
natural heritage as well as cooperation in the fields of cultural, community events, sport, leisure,
nature protection should be highlighted here from the programme actions. Related projects helped
understanding the shared built and intangible cultural heritage of the programme area (e.g.
ColourCoop, ArtNouveau®), building mutual trust by organising cultural (e.g. FOLKcoolTOUR®) and
sports events (e.g. CB BASKET®) such as festivals, inter-institutional forms of cooperation with various
exchanges. According to the interviews, the main cross-border challenge — related to cultural and
touristic dimension — is based on the fact that the cross-border cooperation does not concentrate
enough on the involvement of young population. It needs to create new cross-border cooperation
with innovative solutions in order to avoid the recycling of the already existing partnerships. Another
emerging challenge is to bring back the favourable number of visitors of cultural events which was
common in 2019 (before the COVID-19 pandemic). Regarding this goal, it is important to enhance
the role of creative industry, and also more innovative solutions should be used to recover the
tourism sector. Even if the hard projects with infrastructure development provide the highest
measurable results, but the mental change of the population can be achieved only by time-
consuming soft projects. That is why it is so crucial to stress the relevance of cultural and tourism
projects in building partnerships and social cohesion.

Based on the project summaries as well as the objectives of the projects, out of the identified
challenges under PA3, by far there are two leading challenges addressed by the highest number of

62 |D: HUSRB/1602/31/0111; Our Borderless Art Nouveau Culture
63 |D: HUSRB/1602/31/0154; Folklore and Culture as Touristic Attractions - Hidden Values and Treasures
64 ID: HUSRB/1602/32/0004; Name: Cross-border basket games
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projects®: lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of supply (41 projects), and “tourism
needs to contribute to a better appreciation and understanding among people” (36 projects). The
least number of projects which are in line with the challenges is connected to the lack of integrated
regional tourism strategy (10 projects), while the rest of the two challenges have average support
with 17 and 18 projects. The strategic project of Colourful Cooperation, which had the biggest impact
considering its total budget, contributed to all regional needs expect shortage of quality tourism.
The formulated challenges are mostly addressed by projects from PA3, there is only one exception
worth mentioning with significant number of projects from other PAs. Namely, in the case of lack of
interconnections 5 projects from PA2 (through road, border and bicycle infrastructure developments)
and 2 projects from PA4 also contribute to the tackling of this challenge.

Figure 103: Number of HUSRB projects of any PA reacted to the identified regional needs under PA3

ﬁ CESCI Number of HUSRB projects of any PA reacted to the identified regional needs under PA3
PA3: Lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of supply @ 5 34 2
PA3: Limited number of joint tourism products with attractiveness for longer 18 1
stays

PA1

PA3: Shortage of quality tourism Q 7 1 P2

PA3

PA4

PA3: Lack of integrated regional tourism strategy 0 10 0
PA3: Tourism needs to contribute to a better appreciation and understanding
among people 0 35 1

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

Number of projects contributing to the regional needs

Source: IPlus database - Own analysis based on the following parts of the project description: Expected outputs, results; durability of results; Problem, challenge to be addressed; Background

Taking into account the number of cases projects originally supported under PA3 react to the
identified regional needs of any kind (from any PAs), apart from challenges of PA3, few challenges
from the rest of the PAs can be mentioned as addressed challenges by PA2 projects. Negative
impacts on the nature conservation areas (5 projects of PA3) and unutilised water transport (4
projects) are the two challenges on which the PA3 projects have relevant impact. In relation to this
PA, elaborated projects have a slightly more widespread or diffuse impact on the challenges meaning
that the share of projects supporting the overcome of the challenge is relatively low. The challenges
which are the most addressed are as follows: tourism needs to contribute to a better appreciation

6 The consideration of only the number of projects has some distorting effect because of the big difference

between the size of the strategic and traditional projects. The allocated EU contribution to the particular
challenges would draw a more realistic picture, but evaluators were not able to handle those cases where
a given project reflect to more challenges. The distribution of the budget of these projects between the
certain needs were not possible based on the available information.
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and understanding among people (49%); lack of interconnection amongst individual elements of
supply (47% of PA3 projects); limited number of joint tourism products with attractiveness for longer
stays (25%), but even the third highest given rate can be considered low in overall. These mediocre
or low values are partly due to the complex nature and the large number of various projects
supported under this PA. PA3 is both the priority for addressing tourism related challenges and
people-to-people type of cultural and sports activities.

Figure 104: Number of cases projects originally supported under PA3 react to the identified regional needs of
any PA

ﬁ CESC' Number of cases projects originally supported under PA3 react to the identified regional needs of any PA
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3.3.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA3)

In this subchapter, based on the result indicators, the comparison of the expected and achieved
results will be presented. During the evaluation, the analysts relied on the documentations of the
Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs) and the Cooperation Programme (CP) which were
complemented with the observations and suggestions of the interviewees. According to the CP, the
reporting frequency of the indicators’ values was planned to take place in every second year: the first
report — which gave annual value about the fulfilment of the indicator — was the AIR 2019, and it was
followed by the report of 2021. The third and last report will be concerned the year of the target
value (2023).

In the frame of PA3, the total number of result indicators is two (out of 5) which rely on tourism and
border-crossing cultural cooperation. However, the differences between the two indicators are quite
significant. The result indicator 3.1 (RI/3.1 Overnight stays) represents the number of overnight stays
since the related specific objective concentrates on the creation of commonly coordinated cross-
border tourism destinations based on the complementary local assets. The measurement unit to
demonstrate the development of tourism potentials is expressed in absolute value (overnight stays).
The source of the required data is provided by the two countries’ national statistical offices
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(Hungarian Central Statistical Office and Statistical Office of the Republic of Serbia) which ensure the
easy availability of the necessary information. On the other hand, the measurement unit of the result
indicator 3.2 (Rl/3.2 CBC intensity of public and non-profit organisations) is based on rating which was
elaborated by the programme®® and does not belong to a public register. This indicator tries to
present the level of cross-border cooperation intensity of the public and non-profit organisations
dealing with cultural, leisure sport and nature protection issues. It is strongly related with the specific
objective that promotes cooperation in the previously mentioned fields. Due to the own rating
system, the required data can be collected only by (online) surveys, which demands new research in
every above-mentioned reporting year. This prolongation of the procedure of data collection, and
the provability of the results is questionable.

As the following table (Table 43) shows, the fulfilment of the two indicators under PA3 significantly
differs from each other. The baseline value of result indicator 3.1 is 1 835 757 overnight stays which
belongs to the year 2013 and it should be increased to 1 964 000 units until 2023. This goal was
surpassed outstandingly in 2019 (2 612 040 unit) that implies the concern of using too moderate
(low) target value. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic a modest decrease happened, but the value of
the result indicatorin 2021 (1 996 789 unit) was already above the target value. Considering the other
result indicator, the baseline value was set in 2015 at 3.24 unit. In contrast with the result indicator
3.1, the target value (3.73 unit) has not been achieved yet, but the current value of the indicator has
been showing a constant increase (3.44 unit in 2019 and 3.58 unit in 2021) which is a promising
progress to fulfil the required target.

Table 43: Result indicator under PA3

Target | 2019 2021

Specific
Objective

Selected result
indicators

Measurement
unit

Baseline
value

Baseline
year

value
(2023)

Annual
value

Annual
value

RI/3.1

SO/3.1: Creation
of commonly
coordinated
cross-border
tourism
destinations
based on the
complementary
local assets in
order to ensure
sustainable
development of

tourism potentials

Number of
overnight stays

overnight
stays

1835757

2013

1964000

2612040

1996789

66

The elaboration of the rating is in Annex 5A of the CP.
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Specific Selected result Measurement | Baseline | Baseline Target 2019 2021
b Objective indicators unit value year value Annual | Annual
(2023) value value
Level of cross-
border
SO/3.2: cooperation
Promoting co- intensity of the
operation public and non-
RI/3.2 | activities in the profit Rating 3,24 2015 3,73 3,44 3,58
field of culture, organisations
leisure, sport, and | dealing with
nature protection | cultural, leisure
sport and nature
protection issues

In terms of the interviews, these indicators raise different problems. As it was mentioned above, the
result indicator 3.1 was planned with minimum change and the target value is absolutely not
ambitious. Moreover, it is not certain that the fulfilment of the result indicator was influenced mainly
by the programme. In the case of the result indicator 3.2, the online survey and the rating
methodology raise the greatest doubts. The values are obtained only by additional research and
these cannot be collected from reliable public registers. In order to avoid these issues, the result
indicators should be more ambitious and based on confirmed public registers. Regarding the SMART
criteria, both of the indicators are specific, the measurability of the RI/3.2 CBC intensity of public and
non-profit organisations is problematic, the achievability is ensured (because of the low target value
especially in the case of RI/3.1 Overnight stays), while the relevance and time-bound character of

them are also provided.

Table 44: Result indicators of PA3 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID

Specific

Measurable

Achievable

Relevant

Time bound

RI/3.1 Number of
overnight stays

no problem

no problem

too modest
target value

no problem

no problem

RI/3.2 Level of cross-
border cooperation
intensity of the public
and non-profit
organisations dealing

with cultural, leisure sport

and nature protection
issues

no problem

separate
researches

no problem

no problem

no problem

3.3.3.3

Analysis of the partnerships (PA3)

The table below (Table 45) contains information on the potential involvement (mentioning) of
different types of beneficiaries per CfP actions and per targeted activities under CfP actions. It shows
which partners were targeted and how many times to be beneficiaries in the three different CfPs of
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the programme. State-owned organisations and institutions, national, regional, local governments
and bodies, local tourist destination management organisations, tourist attraction management
organisations, NGOs, sport clubs, museums, regional and local institutes for the protection of cultural
monuments, cross-border cooperation organisations and institutions responsible for developing and
operating cultural information centres were the main beneficiaries identified by the Cooperation
Programme in the frames of its CfPs regarding PA3.

Based on the number of activities a beneficiary type was involved in any CfPs (i.e. the filled cells with
any information on the potential participation of beneficiaries in CfPs) local governments (7
occasions), regional governments (6) as well as NGOs, e.g. civil society organisations dealing with
sport, culture, and youth affairs (6) stand out. The number of occasions a potential beneficiary was
addressed by any CfPs (i.e. number of times 1%, 2", or 3™ CfP is written in the cells) is high in the
case of local governments (14 occasions), NGOs and regional governments (12 each). The highest

number (7 each) of potential beneficiaries were listed in relation to the targeted activities of “Promote
networking, actors’ capacity development and the encouragement of the entrepreneurships (joint

non

training programmes, joint qualification system, harmonized marketing”,

Organize small scale co-

operation projects (cultural, leisure, sport and nature protection programmes)”, and “Provide
permanent information about key cultural, social, economic news and events”.

Table 45: Potential beneficiary types by Call for Proposals

CfP actions

Targeted activities based on
cpP

National government

State-owned organisations.

and institutions

Regional government

Local government

Local Tourism Destination

Tourist attraction management
oraanisation

Regional and local institutes
for the protection of cultural

CBC organisations and

monuments
institutions

Sport clubs
Museums

3.1 Tourist products,
services and
attractions based on
cultural and natural
heritage

Elaborate a joint tourism and
marketing strategy and action
plan

N
=
a

N
=
a

N
=]
[e %

nd

N

Develop joint tourism
products, strategy and offers
(thematic routes, cycling paths,
rural tourism, eco-tourism etc.)

2nd
3rd

2nd
3rd

2nd
3rd

2nd
3rd

Promote networking, actors'’
capacity development and the
encouragement of the
entrepreneurships (joint
training programmes, joint
qualification system,
harmonized marketing

an
3rd

znd
3rd

an
3rd

2nd
3rd

2nd
3rd

an
3rd

znd
3rd

Organize small scale co-
operation projects (cultural,
leisure sport and nature
protection programmes)

3rd

3rd

an
3rd

2nd
3rd

3rd

2nd
3rd

an
3rd
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It is worth comparing the potential (planned) beneficiaries of CfPs to the real (actually involved)
beneficiaries of the realised projects. The matching of the before and after picture of the beneficiaries,
similarities can be detected with regard to local and regional government bodies and DKMT
Euroregio, NGOs, sport clubs and museums. On the other hand, the involvement and participation
of tourist-related organisations and regional and local institutes for the protection of cultural
monuments, organisations and institutions responsible for developing and operating cultural
information centres was less pronounced as it had been planned. Universities and other higher
education institutions were not listed directly in the CfPs, but their presence was also outstanding. It
has to be noted here that in the frames of PA3 various different beneficiaries were listed in the CfPs
especially when it comes to other PAs, PA1 and PA2 particularly, and thus high number of the listed
ones fall to both categories of frequently and less frequently involved potential beneficiaries.

Considering the types of beneficiaries, almost one third of the beneficiaries (54) were those that are
governed by private law, which is a high second highest share (30%) of all PAs after PA4. In parallel
to this, the share of public beneficiaries (124) is low (70%). However, because of the large number of
beneficiaries, the number of both types (governed by public and private law) are higher than in the
case of the rest of the PAs.

Considering the size of the partnerships, on average a partnership is made up by 1.5 beneficiaries
only. The value is the lowest and is below the average level. Based on the number of project partner
connections Bacs-Kiskun County (5), Association Cinema City (CC) (5), DKMT Euroregio (4),
Municipality of Kanjiza (4 connections), Provincial Secretariat for Sports and Youth (PSSO) (4), Kiskun
Museum (KM) (4) and SZTE (4) stand out as centrepieces of the partnership network. Based on the
number of projects with LB role a slightly different picture can be seen as along with the
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aforementioned PSSO, Bacs-Kiskun County Council (BKMO) and CC many other partners can be
highlighted with at least two projects in which they enjoyed LB status: Open University Subotica (3
projects), Municipality of Baja (2), Turr Istvan Museum (2), Exit Foundation (2), Senta Archive (2),
Ecocenter (2), Hodmezdvasarhelyi Kosarsuli Egyesiilet (2), Secondary Economic School in Sombor
(SES Sombor) (2), DigiReg (2), Observatory Foundation of Baja (2), "Banat" Serbian Cultural
Association (BSZKE) (2). In the frames of PA3 the inter-connections are rather weak between some
parts of the partnership structure. The network is fragmented. In addition, high share of small
networks consisting of only two partners and one or two direct connections can be detected on the

graph.

Figure 105: Sociograph of the partnerships — PA3
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The budget per partner was 123 028 EUR which is the smallest amount taking into account all PAs.
The total cost for partners governed by private law accounted for 4 169 514 EUR (19% of total
budget), while the public beneficiaries received 17 729 477 EUR. The average budget per public
partner was 142 980 EUR, and was notably lower, 77 213 EUR, per those that were governed by
private law. The average total cost per beneficiary reached 123 028 EUR, which became the PA with
the second smallest projects in terms of budget. The largest amount of budget based on total cost
of projects was allocated to LBs from Hungary as follows: Municipality of Baja (678 400.25 EUR),
Observatory of Baja (500 000 EUR), Hédmezdévasarhely-Ujtemplomi Reforméatus Egyhazkozség
(476 975 EUR) and Turr Istvan Museum (368 124 EUR). On the Serbian side EXIT Foundation received
the largest of support (431 803.80 EUR), followed by beneficiaries with similar total cost, namely
Provincial Secretariat for sport and youth (205 624.80 EUR), Open University Subotica D. o. o.
201 837.70 and High Economy School (189 879.08 EUR).

In the frames of the online survey the respondents also had the opportunity to evaluate their
partnerships. Altogether 37 responses were received under PA3 that concerns 32 projects since more
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than one beneficiary filled the questionnaire form the same project. It might cause overlapping in
the data; thus, the survey should be regarded as an insight to the main trends, but it is not adequate
to introduce the exact situation.

Owing to the survey, the motivation of the partnership is easily demonstrable. According to the
results of the questionnaire the main motivation of the partnerships — similarly to other PAs —is the
similar mission and goals which was mentioned by 78.4% of the respondents (29 persons out of 37).
The second dominant reason is the previous cooperation which was responded by 24 beneficiaries
(64.9%). The close geographical proximity (11 beneficiaries) and the shared language (3 beneficiaries)
do not play remarkable role under PA3 since less than 30% of the respondents stressed this type of
motivation. Furthermore, there are 3 beneficiaries who mentioned the ‘other’ option, referring to the
same cultural heritage, the twin school relation and the complementing resources.

Regarding the composition of the partnerships, the majority of respondents (22 beneficiaries, 59.5%
of all) has only one project partner which indicates the small-size of the PA3 projects. The number of
respondents with 2 partners are only 6, and the other categories (with three or more partners)
incorporate just 5 respondents. Taking into account the length of the partnerships (based on the
answers for the question as follows: how long is your cooperation with each of your partners?), it is
clear that the biggest share of the partners — who were mentioned by the respondents — has taken
part in a new cooperation (26 partners out of 75, 34.7% of all). The project partners with 3-5 (18
partners, 24%) and 5-10 (14 partners, 18.7%) years old cooperation is in the same level, whose
accumulated amount would provide the biggest cluster of the partners. However, the 1-3 years and
more than 10 years old partnerships are less usual, the number of respondents with these partners
is less than 10.

It is worth mentioning that the majority of the respondents’ partnerships is ensured in the future
since 67.6% of them (25 respondents) would like to continue the cooperation with most of the
partners and another 8 beneficiaries would keep the joint work with some of the partners. The
number of uncertain respondents is 4, who have not decided yet about the future of their current
partnerships.

3.3.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA3)

In the beginning of this subchapter the territorial coverage of EU contributions and beneficiaries
were analysed by the following two figures (Figure 106, Figure 107). Both of them indicate the values
by countries, the first one in relative values, and the second one in absolute value. According to the
EU contribution, besides the introduction of the result of all CfPs, the open and strategic CfPs were
also represented separately, in order to handle the distorting effects of the latter one. The number
of PA3-related beneficiaries is more than half of the total, 323 beneficiaries.
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Figure 106: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA3] — Relative values
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Figure 107: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA3] — Absolute values
/“" CESCl Il Hungary Ml Serbia Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA3]
EU contribution by countries (M EUR) Number of beneficiaries by countries
20 + 200 +

150

100

50

e
w
o

8 8 2 g 8 2 2 8 ke 8 8 ke
8 8 ks 8 5 8 8 8 5 g 5 5
= = = = = = = = = = = =
@ © © © @ © @ k7 o @ © @
c c c c c = f= c c c = [ =
o (7] L (7] w (7] o [ L5 @ [T @
o ) o ) o o o e) o e Ns} o
= o = el = o = o

< § < § < § < §

PA3 All calls PA3 Open calls PA3 Strategic call PA3 All calls

(1601+1602+1903) (1602+1903) (1601) (1601+1602+1903)

Source: IPlus database

There is a balance between the two countries regarding the distribution of the EU contribution and
the number of partners, however the Serbian side provides slightly more partners and the Hungarians
allocated a bigger amount of EU contribution. Regarding the strategic project of PA3, more Serbian
partners are involved but the Hungarian side gives the LB. Owing to this, a little bit more EU
contribution was absorbed by the Hungarians, but the Bs received more money than the LB.
Moreover, the total value of the strategic project does not achieve the quarter of the total EU
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contribution. Due to the lower share of the strategic project’s lead partner, no significant territorial
difference can be detected in the EU contributions related to the strategic project in this PA. This also
indicates that the partners on both sides of the border have made infrastructure investments on a
broadly similar scale.

In terms of the open CfPs, there are more Serbian Bs with proportionally higher allocations.
Regarding the LBs, the Hungarian side provides the majority of them, with even higher EU
contribution, which means that the Hungarian LBs tend to get higher support.

Figure 108: Number of Lead Beneficiaries by seat (PA3)
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The spatial distribution of EU contribution is notable more dispersed compared to PA1 and PA2. The
contribution was divided to 49 places on the map. The branch office settlement with the highest
share here is only 14.8%. In the case of 25 settlements the shares do not even reach 1% of total
contribution. Only less than the half (24) of the settlements received 1% or higher shares from the
budget for PA3. The chart is again lead by the largest settlement in population size: Novi Sad
(2761 783 EUR, 14.8%), Subotica (2 349 893 EUR, 12.6%) and Szeged (2 329 971 EUR, 12.5%) but
altogether their share stays at 40%. In the frames of PA3 even relatively small settlements got
significant amount of support such as Mérahalom (1 551 772, 8.3%), Opusztaszer (548 754 EUR,
2.9%) or Deszk (387 577 EUR, 2.1%). The spatial configuration can be characterised by the
Kecskemét-Szeged—-Novi Sad axis (especially the line of highway M5 and the Tisza River). Also, there
is a high concentration of sources allocated to the area bordered by Subotica, Kecskemét,
Hodmezovasarhely, Deszk and Senta.
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Figure 109: Territorial coverage of EU contribution (in 1000 EUR) — PA3
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Based on the project locations®” (where detectable infrastructural developments were carried out)
in the frames of PA3 Baja (8 locations) stand out, followed by Hodmezdvasarhely (3 locations), while
the settlements having two locations include Deszk, Opusztaszer, Sandorfalva from Hungary, and
Kanjiza, Novi Becej, Sombor and Subotica from Serbia. The biggest concentrations of developments
are located in District of Baja (9) and District of Szeged (5). Juznobanatska has no location, but
Sremska and Juznobacka each possess only one element. On the Hungarian side uncovered areas
can be found at extensive areas in the north-western parts of the county in particular.

67 More than a single location per project per settlement is possible, as each location was regarded as a
separate location even if it located within the territory of the same settlement. Thus, for instance, if there
are three locations in a settlement it does not necessarily mean the infrastructure elements were realized
from three different CBC projects.
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Figure 110: Number of localised infrastructural investments per settlement (PA3)
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3.3.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA3)

In this subchapter, the durability of the project results and outcomes is evaluated along two main
aspects: their institutional and financial sustainability. The evaluators assessed the history and
potential future of the projects, the pattern of project’s life cycle, their embeddedness into the
regional and local structures, in addition the financial conditions for maintaining the projects’ results.

The assessment is based on the results of the interviews and the questionnaire, in addition the
application forms and the quality assessment of the projects.

The evaluation of projects’ history had been done through analysing the relevant part of all
application forms. At the ‘description of synergies with other policies, programmes and projects’ part
of the form, applicants had the possibility to introduce all sorts of previous projects (cross-border,
national, transnational, etc.) and partnerships which are connected to their actual development plans.
This possibility had been exploited by the applicants in a varying manner, some of them only
provided a generic answer, while others explained the matching points in a detailed way. Another
barrier of the assessment was that in case of the first (restricted) CfP, this question had not formed
part of the application form. Despite of this limitation, evaluators made an attempt to group the
selected projects according to the followings:

0. projects without any antecedent;
1. projects without content-related antecedent but with already existing partnership (who had
been implemented joint project in another thematic field);
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2. projects with content-related antecedent with newcomers in the partnership;
3. projects with content-related antecedent and already existing partnership.

As the figure (Figure 177) illustrates, more than half of the projects (55%, 38 projects out of 69) do
not have any direct antecedent, in addition there are further 4 projects which have already existing
partnership without similar project in the field. The number of projects with content-related
antecedent is 27 (out of 69) that provides nearly 40% of the total number within PA3. The modest
majority (15 units) of these have an already existing partnership, but in the case of the other 12
projects, there are newcomers too. Considering that the cooperation in the field of tourism and
cultural heritage with mainly soft projects with lower values compared to the hard ones, does not
necessarily require previous long-term collaboration, the remarkable proportion of projects without
relevant history is not a surprise.

Figure 111: History of the projects (PA3)
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On the other hand, the results of quality assessments alter the outcomes of the analysis above in
some degree. In the case of the regular projects, the two quality assessors evaluated on a 3-point
scale (0-2) whether the partnership or cooperation between the beneficiaries had existed before.
Assessors found that the majority of the projects, 47 out of the 69, scored at least 1.5 point, which
reflects that these have a notable common history. There are further 14 projects, who have previous
cooperation, though their partnerships’ history and strength are not as deep and firm as the previous
ones. The rest, 9 initiatives at all — which belong to the range of 0-0.5 points — are based on new
partnerships without any significant historical background.
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Figure 112: Durability of the partnerships (PA3)
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Regarding the partnership, the quality assessment compromises textual evaluation too, which were
analysed by word cloud method. The output of the assessment reflects the above-introduced scores
since it incorporates words such as ‘balanced’, ‘adequate’, 'beneficial’, ‘joint’ and ‘appropriate’. As
partly addressed before, these expressions indicate the balanced cooperation among the partners.

The results of the questionnaire partly explain the contradiction between the outcomes of the quality
assessment and the application form. In terms of the PA3, the questionnaire was filled by 37
beneficiaries concerning 32 projects, which causes some overlapping and distortion of data. 11
beneficiaries (out of 37) stated that the partnership of their projects is a new initiative without any
background, while the number of respondents, who took part in a previous informal cooperation is
10. Furthermore, 12 other beneficiaries were involved in a previous IPA project, but only 4 partners
are part of an institutionalised cooperation.

In conclusion, despite of the higher proportion of new cooperation initiatives compared to the first
two PA, it can be stated that the quality of partnerships does not seem to risk the sustainability of
the results achieved under the PA in a general term. What is more, the actions 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 supporting
smaller-scale, soft projects in order to strengthen cross-border interactions, partly aims to broaden
the circle of project promoters actively participating in the implementation of the programme.
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Figure 113: Word cloud method visualisation of the partnership aspect (PA3)
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Based on the application forms, the evaluators also assessed the pattern of the projects’ life cycle,
which means a classification of projects based on the stages of implementation that they lie on. The
analysis tends to reflect on the integrated approach, whether the beneficiaries initiate ad-hoc,
separate projects or plan and implement long-term, synergic developments step-by-step. This
difference in the local actors’ mindset basically determines the durability of the projects’ and
programme'’s results.

On the basis of the project summary written by the beneficiaries in the application phase, projects
were categorized into the following 5 groups:

early policy phase,

preparation phase,

pilot or first phase of a complex development,
second or further phase of a complex development,

ik W=

last mile.

Taking into consideration that the classification is based on the project summaries which shows some
quality differences, there might be some distortions in the results.
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Figure 114: Life-cycle of the projects (PA3)
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As the figure (Figure 114) shows, vast majority of the projects (54 out of the 70) were evaluated as a
first phase development. At the same time, only 2 projects were found to implement only preparatory
steps. These results can be mostly reasoned by the specific nature of the projects which are
determined by sectoral features and the framework provided by the CfPs. On the one hand, the policy
and technical preparation of even a bigger cultural and tourism development with infrastructure
works do not require long preparatory phase, instead these steps can be implemented within the
framework of one single project or more projects within one programming period. Furthermore, the
CfPs also strengthen this time, at the same time cost-efficient feature, by requiring a complex
approach integrating different kind of project elements into one project. This means for example,
that the development of a cultural product must be combined with market research, and also a
testing phase. As a result, the first three categories of the scale above can be covered by one project.
There are several such projects and all of them were categorized to the highest possible level on the
five-point scale.

Regarding the higher stages of projects’ life cycle (categories 4 and 5), the smaller-scale people-to-
people projects tend to be fulfilled by the mere implementation of an event, which does not
absolutely necessitate to organize another event or action at a later stage. Otherwise more complex
touristic or cultural developments implemented mainly under action 3.1 reached higher phases of
implementation. 14 out of 70 projects are in the second or further phase, while only one was found
to be in the last mile.

In the light of the questionnaire, 34 respondents out of 37 would like to continue to pursue the goals
of their project in a different framework after the programme finishes (e.g. in the 2021-2027
programming period). However, the description of the manner of continuation is really diverse, since
many respondents did not mention the exact financial resources only the planned activities.
Altogether 8 beneficiaries underlined the importance of the IPA programme, at the same time, there
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are 6 beneficiaries who mentioned the potential usage of other financial resources, for example the
Creative Europe programme. The majority of these respondents do not want to substitute the IPA
programme, just to complement it. According to the question about the future of the current
partnership, more than half of the respondents (67%, 25 beneficiaries) intend to keep most of their
partners, and only 12 beneficiaries would like to have some kind of change in the current structure
of the cooperation. 22% of the respondents (8 beneficiaries) would continue the partnership only
with some of the partners, while 4 respondents (11%) are not sure about the further existence of the
actual cooperation.

Figure 115: Future cooperation of the beneficiaries (according to the questionnaire related to the PA3)
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According to the project application forms, the institutional sustainability is described by the
beneficiaries in the section of ‘Sustainability and capitalization of project results’. However, in some
cases the given answers are not fully appropriate since they are brief and not content-relevant.
Furthermore, the strategic project is out of this evaluation, because this question did not form part
of the application form. The contextual analysis of the descriptions was made by word cloud method
which underlines the importance of partnership, communication and cooperation in favour of
institutional sustainability. Among the highlighted words there are ‘project partners’, 'network’,
‘future cooperation’, ‘partnership’, ‘joint organization’, ‘partner institutions’ and ‘social media’. In
terms of the descriptions three solutions are observed:

1. the methods based on the cooperation of the project partners: the durability is guaranteed
by the regular activities of the involved partners and the strong cooperation between the
beneficiaries (local governments, non-profit associations, tourism organisations, companies,
NGOs, cultural institutions, universities and other operators and organizations). The 'network
of the stakeholders’, the 'high quality links’, the ‘cooperation between the partner
institutions’, the ‘involvement of the partners’, the 'orderly working relations’, the ‘common
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interest’ and the 'high-standard organizational operations’ make it possible to achieve the
sustainability.

2. the methods based on a certain document: the creation of a certain document can be another
option to preserve the project results, provide the institutional sustainability and develop a
long-term professional cooperation. An official agreement can be a strong link between the
partners to keep the common work and framework forward. Three projects proposed to
create protocol of cooperation which can be a ‘reliable platform for effective partnership’ and
enable to ‘work closer together’, while other three projects created cooperation agreement
(or memorandum of cooperation) in order to strengthen the partnership and ‘define the
ownership of the project’. In one case the partner municipalities signed a twinning charter,
but there are examples for strategic plans, marketing plans and other strategic documents as
well.

3. the methods based on certain tools: the promotion can be another solution to maintain the
achieved outcomes, since the spread of the project’s results make it possible to gather more
actors, visitors, buyers and participants. According to the description of the application form,
some beneficiaries mentioned the creation of marketing platform which remains active and
permanent after the project implementation. The concept of marketing plan, branding portal,
project brand, website, database, event management and tourism product development were
suggested by more beneficiaries.

In some cases, the institutional sustainability was not described properly, although the texts contain
some additional information about the maintenance of the results. The applicants noted the existing
experience, the enough professional staff member and the voluntary work.

Figure 116: Word cloud method visualisation of the institutional sustainability aspect (PA3)
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The evaluation of financial sustainability is supported by not just the application form, but by the
questionnaire and the quality assessment too. However, the application form should provide the
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main source of information, in some cases the given information is really brief and generic. There are
only 18 projects which mention literally the concept of ‘financial sustainability’. The word cloud
method gives an overview about the most common used words in the application form, which
include expressions such as ‘other funds’, ‘financial resources’, ‘project partners’, 'institutional
structure’, ‘general costs’, ‘financial support’ and ‘income’.

As a result of the evaluators’ examination, five approaches for providing financial sustainability were
identified:

1.

the sustainability is ensured individually by each or some beneficiary from own resources: the
most common solution is the involvement of own public resources. The given answers are
quite homogeneous as the majority of the applicants used the following formulas and
phrases: ‘own funding of the project partners’, ‘financial sustainability is assured by the local
government's financial background’, ‘stable financial position of partners’, ‘'own institutional
budget’ and ‘partners are in possession of sufficient financial resources’. Two projects
underline the fact that the financial sustainability is guaranteed by the lead beneficiaries and
do not split it between the partners.

generating revenue: 11 projects highlighted that the extra incomes (from the entry tickets
etc.) have a special role in the financial maintenance, since the increasing number of visitors
can significantly contribute to the sustainability. This solution is one of the firmest ways to
ensure the financial background of the achieved results as the development of a marketable
service and/or product reduces the project’s dependency from the external money.
involvement of other funds: In case of 8 projects, the further (future) project applications were
mentioned. Besides the continuous applying, the involvement and seeking of other funds
were also included in the description in order to ‘continue the successful cooperation’.
However, the exclusive application of this solution implies notable risk since the achievable
other funds are not guaranteed that threatens the sustainability and raises the financial
uncertainty. On the other hand, this approach tends to be combined with one of the other
solutions listed here.

the sustainability is ensured by outsourcing the financial burdens: only 5 projects indicated
that (instead of/beside own financial background) external financial resources have been
involved. The following citations confirm this statement: ‘local, provincial and state
governmental funds’, ‘'maintained by the government’, ‘seeking of donors and programs
which supports small scale actions’.

the sustainability is ensured by low (or no) additional expenses: regarding the descriptions, 4
projects took note that the financial sustainability is not a concern because of the low
maintenance expenditures. The cost efficiency of the output of these projects has improved
due to the new energy-saving technologies — which were installed in the timeframe of the
project. Additionally, there are 6 other projects which stated that no additional expenses are
expected to come up during the future operation.
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Figure 117: Word cloud method visualisation of the financial sustainability aspect (PA3)
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In terms of the questionnaire, more than 2/3 of the respondents (25 persons out of 37) stated that
their project results are financially viable after the programme closure, while 8 of the evaluated
projects are not sustainable and the question is not relevant in case of 4 respondents. According to
the further question — which ask the manner of the financial sustainability — only 23 answers have
been received, which include 8 responses without proper description. Overall, 13 respondents
achieved the financial sustainability by own resources and only 2 with external (national or EU)
support. One of the applicants underlined that the financial maintenance by own resources is not a
huge burden since the operation cost — owing to the lack of new infrastructure and valuable new
equipment — is relatively low. However, other respondent stressed that it is difficult to maintain the
financial sustainability after the closure of the programme as the achieved results cannot be inverted
into money, since we cannot claim rents and other charges but the usage and maintenance of the
equipment generate further expenses'.
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Figure 118: Financial sustainability of the projects (PA3)
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Besides the applicants, the assessors also evaluated the financial sustainability of the 69 regular
projects on a 3-point scale (0-2). As the figure (Figure 118) illustrates, there are only 7 projects which
convinced both of the assessors and received the maximum score. The majority of the projects takes
place in the middle of the scale (26 projects with 1.5 point; 22 projects with 1 point), but there are 14
projects which got 0 point from one of the assessors. It is worth mentioning, that 3 projects’
sustainability was not described well and both of the assessors evaluated it by 0 point.

Regarding the official project follow-up period, the Joint Secretariat has a detailed criteria system
taking into consideration e.g. the value of the construction/works and of equipment, to decide which
projects should be chosen to provide follow-up reports in the following 5 years. Within the PA3, 15
projects (out of 41 closed ones) are obliged to prepare these reports and one of them is the strategic
project.

3.3.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target groups (PA3)

The main programme documents defined the target groups for the PA3 as the tourist attraction
management organisations, the enterprises interested in tourism sector, the local governments, the
tourism service providers, the tourists, the inhabitants (especially young people and more specifically
those who are interested in news, cultural, sport and any similar programmes and information from
the border region). This PA is centred on encouraging cooperation in tourism and cultural heritage
preservation and consequently the definition of the target groups seems extremely versatile.

Based on the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG+ system, the
projects intended to cover a considerably colourful section of the society, with each project focusing
on different segments. Some tailored their activities according to different age groups, mostly
focusing either on children and young people or the elderly, other focusing on people practicing
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different professions such as teachers, artists, workers etc., but also the disadvantaged, the minorities
and the disabled are mentioned as separate, deliberate target groups.

Figure 119: Word cloud visualisation of the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG +
system
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The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents and the target groups
defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is also in line with the intention
of the PA.

In order to assess how well were the target groups predefined, the online survey referenced above
also contained several questions on this topic. The respondents who were implementing a project
within the PA3 deemed the successfulness of the different means of communication quite successful,
most of the responses being in the category labelled “efficient”. Overall, the social media network
profile seemed to be the most efficient for the respondents and they were the least satisfied with the
effectiveness of the promotional material.
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Figure 120: The efficiency of the different means of communication in reaching the target audience of the
project according to the respondents of PA3

A\- CESC] The efficiency of the different means of communication in reaching the target
audience of the project according to the respondents of PA3
20 -
m The efficiency of the promotional material 18
0 M The efficiency of the communication event 17 16
c — - 15
‘8 15 The efficiency of the media coverage 14
8 The efficiency of the social media network profile 13 13
g 10
210 -
I
e 7 6
.é 5
> > 4
=
22 2 2 2
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not relevant very inefficient inefficient almost enough efficient very efficient

Source: Online survey

According to the respondents of the online survey, the CfPs defined the target groups to some or to
large extent in a successful way and also the projects were considered to reach their target groups
in a rather favourable length; more than half of the respondent rated it the highest and the other to
the second highest category, which is an almost identical result to that at the PA1 and PA2.

Figure 121: The perception on the successfulness of the target groups' definition - PA3

z\ CESCI The perception on the successfulness of the target groups' definition PA3
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Source: Online survey
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The regional needs and challenges that the Programme strived to solve were not relevant to the
defined target groups in the same level. In order to assess how relevant these were to the target
groups (which is also indicative on how well were the target groups selected) a benchmark analysis
was carried out where 1 means it was not really relevant, 2 means it was relevant to some degree
and 3 means that the given regional need and challenge was highly relevant to the given target
group (the white squares indicate groups that were not explicitly assigned to the given challenge by
the Programme). (See the table: Table 21.)

Table 46: Benchmark of the level to which the different challenges were relevant to the defined target groups in

PA3

Regional
needs /
challenges

Defined target groups

Tourists

Lack of
interconnectio
n amongst
individual
elements of
supply

Limited
number of
joint tourism
products with
attractiveness
for longer
stays

Shortage of
quality tourism

Lack of
integrated
regional
tourism
strategy

Tourism needs
to contribute
to a better
appreciation
and
understanding
among people

not a
predefine
d group

Genera
| public

Tourist
attraction
man. org.

not a
predefine
d group

not a
predefine
d group

nota
predefine
d group

not a
predefine
d group

Tourism
service
providers

not a
predefine
d group

not a
predefine
d group

Young

Local gov. Ente;prlse professional
s
not a not a not a
predefine | predefine | predefined
d group d group group
not a not a not a
predefine | predefine | predefined
d group d group group
not a not a not a
predefine | predefine | predefined
d group d group group
not a
predefined
group

not a
predefine
d group

not a
predefine
d group
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3.3.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PA3)

The main purpose of the analysis is to identify the level at which the programme can be considered
cross-border. We will analyse in this subchapter the projects’ level of cooperation and materialisation
in a cross-border sense. (The applied methodology is presented in the same chapter at the PA1.)

Figure 122: Level of cooperation and materialisation (PA3)

 CESCI Level of cooperation and materialisation PA3

Joint cross-border
infrastructure

Mirror infrastructure @ .

=
)
b=
<
2}
- . .
x Only one S|de: with soft
o activities carried out on . .
i the other side
(-
<
= “Soft” elements, no
infrastructure or .
physical investment
Ad-hoc cooperation based Regular, long-standing Institutionalised
on the available call cooperation cooperation

COOPERATION LEVEL

Source: IPlus database

Regarding the level of cooperation, in the case of PA3 the loosest type of cooperation gained the
highest shares. Almost half of the projects (35 projects) are grouped into this first category. In
contrary, the strongest cooperation category has only 5 projects to be listed, which is very few. The
share of Category 3 is low (7%), only the half of the share of all projects. The share of the regular,
long-lasting cooperation is relatively low (43%) compared to the overall share of all projects of this
Category 2. The results can be in line also with the type of actions supported in the frames of the
CfPs. The high number of people-to-people type of actions tend to have less institutionalised
cooperation where exchange events, joint cultural, artistic and sports programmes tend to dominate
many projects formulated.

Considering the materialisation of projects in PA3 the values gained are rather polarised. The vast
majority of projects (48 projects) can be classified as projects with soft elements where no
infrastructure was realised. Their outstandingly high share (69%) is considerably above the
Programme average (55%). Beside Category 1 the materialisation of the projects concerned are
rather low. In descending order, the categories are as follows: Category 2 (11 projects, 16%), Category
3 (9 projects, 13%), and Category 4 (2 projects, 3%). The share for common cross-border
infrastructure is half of what was measured in relation to the Programme level average. The results
can be understood in the light that this PA is “inherently” less infrastructure-based. It has a less
articulated material character owing to the fields of cultural, community events, sport, leisure and
partly tourism. Cooperation in the field of cultural heritage does not necessary support the
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construction of actual buildings and other facilities but the creation of a jointly shared border area,
cultural identity and mutual trust.

With regard to PA3 soft materialisation and ad-hoc cooperation projects (30 projects, 43%), represent
the highest shares owing to the less infrastructure-based character of many tourism and culture
related projects carried out. This high representation of project with the lowest cross-border
relevance is underlined by that the Programme level share of such project types is significantly lower,
28%. The second largest number of projects (15 projects, 21%) was carried out in the frames of soft
projects by materialisation and regular, long-standing cooperation by cooperation level. The third
most notable number (8 projects, 11%) of projects can be grouped into the category of mirror
infrastructure with regular, long-lasting cooperation. The strategic project of Colourful Cooperation
can be said that it is in the categories of 2. regular, long-standing cooperation and 3. mirror
infrastructure.

3.3.3.8 Synergies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA3)

In the frames of this chapter the contribution of the related PA3 HUSRB projects to the relevant
European and national level plans will be analysed. For further details on the applied methodology
please read the explanation at the same chapter of PA1.

Based on what is written in the application forms by the applicants, on EU level numerous
interconnections can be mentioned. The most frequent connections are with the Europe 2020
Strategy (17 projects mentioned it), the Horizon 2020 (6 projects), the European Disability Strategy
(4 projects) and the Creative Europe (4 projects). The strongest estimated contribution can be
detected in relation to culture and cultural tourism (e.g. challenge described as tourism needs to
contribute to a better appreciation and understanding among people).

On national level projects of PA3 projects contributed to the enhancement and completion of
several plans and policies from both sides. From Hungary National Tourism Development Strategy
2030 (16 projects), National Sports Strategy (7 projects), Social Renewal Operative Programme,
TAMOP, (6 projects) can be highlighted, while from Serbia Tourism Development Strategy (21
projects), the Development Programme of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (10 projects), the
National Youth Strategy (7 projects) and the Marketing Strategy for Tourism of Vojvodina (7 projects)
can be underlined as the most frequently mentioned ones. PA3 projects contributed to the regional
needs described in the documents and policies in the case of tourism related challenges. Limited
number of joint tourism products and shortage of quality tourism is addressed by the programmes
and policies of national interest, as well as the lack of integrated tourism strategy. The related plans
and documents also contributed to sports and youth directly, which are not associated with a direct
program-named challenge. However, the documents contributed to the better appreciation and
understanding among people through support for sports in Hungary in particular.

Based on the expert analysis, considering PA3, the picture is very clear taking into account the
outstanding results for EUSDR PA 3 in particular, but also for PA 10 and partly PA 9. The rest of the
non-mentioned PAs contribute to the EUSDR priorities only by small share of projects and mostly in
an indirect, positive way. PA 3 Culture & Tourism is understandably the PA which is supported by far
the highest share of projects. 76% of the projects (55 projects) have direct positive and 19% (14
projects) have indirect positive contribution to the EUSDR priority. The related rate is the second
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highest direct positive impact taking into account all the PAs of the Programme. PA 10 Institutional
Capacity & Cooperation is supported by the second highest share of projects (58% in total) under
this PA. Out of all related projects 43% (31 projects) have indirect positive, while 15% (11 projects)
have direct positive impact on the EUSDR PA. The third PA worth listing here is PA 9 People & Skills,
35% of the projects (25 projects) are in line with the PA in an indirect and positive way. This relatively
high share is mainly because of the projects connected to supported activities which tried to create
knowledge transfer, trainings and upskilling of tourism as well as cultural stakeholders involved and
targeted.

Figure 123: Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas (PA3)

a CESCI Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas PA3
EUSDR PA 1A ot‘yg 94% 6% 0%
EUSDR PA 1B OL’D 99% 0%

EUSDR PA 2 0“}’0 96% 4% 0%
CUSDRPAS  ofE 19% L
EUSDR PA 4 OL/D 97% 3% 0%
EUSDR PA 5 OL/D 92% 8% 0%
EUSDR PA6 0“% 83% 17% 0%
EUSDRPA7 0“’/0 93% 7% 0%
EUSDR PA 8 0-‘}3 83% 14% 3%
EUSDR PA 9 olx, 64% 35% 1%
EUSDR PA 10 o«‘yo 42% 43% %
EUSDR PA 11 0-‘}5 100% 0%
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
indirect negative neutral indirect positive  ® direct positive

Source: IPlus database - Own analysis based on the following parts of the project description: Synergies with other policies, programmes and projects; Problem, challenge to be addressed; Background

In the case of the EU2020 targets, with regard to PA3, employment increase is supported by the
highest share of projects under this PA; 65% of the projects (47 projects) contribute indirectly, and
1% (a single project) contribute directly to the employment headline target. Reduction of share of
early school leavers and the increase of share of the population having completed tertiary education
is supported by 49% (35 projects) of all the related projects indirectly and positively. 6% of projects
directly contributed to education (4 projects). Education target is followed by the share of projects
which contributed to the decrease of poverty and social exclusion; 44% of the projects (32 projects)
indirectly while 6% of them (4 projects) directly positively impacted the education target. On the
other hand, R&D, GHG emission, renewable energy, and energy efficiency are barely supported
positively by any projects concerned.
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Figure 124: Contribution to EU2020 headline targets (PA3)

a CESCI Contribution to EU2020 headline targets PA3
EU2020 Employment 0% 33% 65% '
EU2020 R&D 0% 96% 4% 0%
EU2020 GHG emissions 0% 97% 3% 0%
EU2020 Renewable energy 0% 97% 3% 0%
EU2020 Energy efficiency 0% 97% 3% 0%
EU2020 Education 0% 46% 49% .
EU2020 Poverty and social exclusion o‘u 50% 44% .
O“’/o 2(;% 4OI% 60I% BOI% 'IO;)%
indirect negative neutral indirect positive M direct positive

Source: IPlus database - Own analysis based on the following parts of the project description: Synergies with other policies, programmes and projects; Problem, challenge to be addressed; Background

3.3.3.9 Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA3)

After the introduction of the achieved results, the main influence factors will be evaluated. Besides
the qualitative analysis, also a so-called influence matrix will be drafted. It will analyse the estimated
contribution of different (mainstream) programmes to the fulfilment of regional needs. The applied
methodology is described in the influence analysis regarding PA1.

Table 47: The most important external and internal influence factors on the impacts of the PA3

Type
Short name of yp
. . .. . (external,
the influence Short description of the influence factor internal
factor
factor)

Crossing the borders became more difficult, more expensive and more
COVID-19 time-consuming because of the COVID-19 pandemic restrictions and external
pandemic regulations, thus cross-border tourism and cooperating activities were

severely impacted in negative ways.

The COVID-19 pandemic questioned some of the basic tenets of the

open and cooperative international order. Global exchanges,
COVID-19 international communication, cross-border interactions have all seen a

. - external

pandemic vast decrease. Curfew measures and restrictions led to a forced

modification or even cancelation of public events and this deeply

influenced cooperation activities.

Progress is slower than anticipated. A number of projects have been
COVID-19 prolonged for various reasons. These projects would have required

. . . external

pandemic numerous events and travels; therefore, this was the PA which was

mostly affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.
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connections

Type

Short name of P
o - q (external,

the influence Short description of the influence factor internal
factor

factor)

Positive impact on the connection between the local people have been

Pop realized, and this benefit seems to be preserved on a longer term.

Participated organisations and groups of people have well-functioning, | internal
long-lasting partnerships by now, which can result in new cross-border
projects and more cohesive people-to-people relations.

Financial
resource

The Serbian benéeficiaries are familiar with financing sources from both
national (Ministry of Culture and Information of the Republic of Serbia,
the Ministry of Human and Minority Rights and Social Dialogue of the
Republic of Serbia, Ministry of Education, Science and Technological
Development) and provincial level (the Provincial Secretariat for Culture
and Information of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, support external
from the Provincial Secretariat for Finances of Vojvodina). The
Hungarian beneficiaries also know the resources from national level
mostly apart from EU funded operational programmes: namely Bethlen
Gabor Fund, National Cultural Fund (NKA). Apart from these, some
mentioned the role of Creative Europe too.

With regard to PA3, programmes with the highest overall value which supported the impact of the

given PA are Interreg programme of Serbia and Croatia, the Hungarian operational programmes of

EFOP focusing on human resources, and of TOP on urban and regional developments.

Table 48: Influence effects of the different programmes on the impacts of the PA3

Impact

Programmes on PA3 Synergies with actions Explanation/Comment
o development of thematic routes
built around natural, historic and
cultural values
e Preparation of studies, strategies,
lans etc. in the field of .
P . RO-HU supports mainly the
preservation, development and .
utilisation of cultural/natural tourism-related needs of
. HUSRB. Joint products and
heritage supply were outstandingl
Interre * Setting up new cross-border suppc))/rted The value i?/eyn
9 RO-HU 6 platforms, groupings and bp i 9
programmes reflects however the low level

networks

e Preservation, promotion and
development of intangible
cultural heritage,

¢ Development, reconstruction and
promotion of cultural facilities

 Digitisation and bringing online
cultural heritage, reusing the
digitised cultural heritage

of support for people-to-
people type of activities that
would bring citizens closer
together.
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Hungarian
operative
programmes

Programmes

Impact
on PA3

Synergies with actions

Explanation/Comment

e preservation of cultural and
historical heritage
¢ development of local identity

TP3 meets the needs of the
population of the program
region, but a smaller number
of projects that are
implemented include Srem
(Autonomous Province of
Vojvodina). They support
cooperation among
stakeholders and nurture
cross-border culture and
historical heritage. Positive
impact on the inclusion of
vulnerable population groups
in cultural events.

e establishing new wildlife and
ecotourism programs

e development of cultural facilities
and services

e inclusion of persons with visual
impairment and blindness

e development of rural tourism
products and services

e promoting traditional food and
handicrafts

e improving the knowledge and
skills of service providers in
tourism

PA3 (TP4) it greatly
contributed to connecting
people, culture and tradition.
Created numerous businesses,
improved the quality of life of
residents. Additional values of
tangible and intangible
heritage were created.

e youth programmes

e cooperation between
generations

e strengthening of family ties

e learning foreign languages

e integration of the Roma people

e development of cultural facilities
and services

EFOP turned out to be an
important programme. Many
CfPs of it reflected the
identified regional needs and
need CESCl analysed newly.
Little attention was paid on
tourism-related matters.

e development of water tourism

Only water tourism was
addressed. Despite the theme
of GINOP, only few projects
were realized which supported
tourism within the programme
area in Hungary.

e development of solar energy
systems

e energetic modernization of
buildings

Sources were allocated to the
given projects, but weak
thematic connection with the
intervention logic of the PA
can be found.
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Impact . q q .
Programmes onF:’A3 Synergies with actions Explanation/Comment
Public
Administration Sources were allocated to the
and Public given projects, and they
Service 3 e attitude formation related to supported PA3-relevant
Development energy awareness actions and needs of
Operational cooperation in nature
Programme protection.
(KOFOP)
e development of cultural facilities Various actions and needs are
p. tackled by TOP, however the
and services . . o
e complex programmes on social intensity of support is high
TOP 6 P p 9 only in the case of
cooperation
. . development of culture.
o development of local identity . .
Development of identity had a
e elderly care, day care .
regional aspect too.
The development has high
. thematical relevance, but it
e development of rural tourism .
VP 4 . could have been more intense.
products and services
Local developments were
common.
Annual
program of the
Provincial . .
Secretariat for e support for non-agricultural A small number of projects
Aariculture 2 activities, rural tourism with insignificant budget. One
Wgater ' e development of local identity CfP is published annually.
Serbian Management
national and Forestry
gy Annual Lack of strategic management
roaram of the ¢ development of rural tourism of the region’s tourism
Igrosincial products and services potential. Individual projects
secretariat for 2 e development of tourist potential | are implemented, without any
cconomy and through the acquisition of form of association and joint
tourism y equipment performance on the market
(except maybe wine tourism).
A significant number of
realized projects, but many of
e learning foreign languages them represent the
Other ERASMUS + 3 e exchange of best practices in implementation of activities in
progammes working with young people cooperation with countries

e reconciliation in the region

that are not neighbouring
ones (e.g. Germany, Spain,
France, Malta)

In the followings the survey will be analysed from the point which programmes contributed and how
to the impacts of the CP. The question that will be analysed: which source do you consider to be
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more efficient in terms of your objectives? PA3 projects received the highest shares for the joint
categories of 5 and 4. It means 83.8% of the respondents agreed that the CBC programme is
definitely more effective than any other sources in supporting the actions and activities concerned.
PA3 received outstanding results in terms of category 5, therefore this PA got the best results out of
the four. 45.9%. Understandably no answers expressed that other sources are more effective.

Figure 125: Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

ECESCI Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
W 5 = the cross-border program is the most effective 4 = the cross-border program is more efficient
m 3 = the efficiency of the two types is similar 2 = other sources are more effective

Source: Online survey
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3.3.4 Efficiency analysis (PA3)

This chapter aims to give an overview on the cost efficiency of reaching the objectives and target
values of the selected indicators by analysing the projects’ budget and the specific features of budget
allocations. Within the framework of PA3, evaluators have conducted the examination by actions®®
defined by the CfPs and by project type in order to avoid the distortion effect of the strategic projects.

The average size of the projects was assessed from a financial point of view. Apart from the one
strategic project, there is also a significant difference between the average value of the regular
projects under action 3.1 and those under the other three actions. This can be reasoned by the fact
that actions 3.2-3.4 have focused on cross-border activities with similar, relatively simple features
(mainly event organisation), while action 3.1 called for more complex developments with both hard
and soft elements.

Taken into account the previous 2007-2013 programming period, the average project size on
programme level was 281 535.88 EUR which is very close to that of the regular projects under PA3
(238 231.33).

Figure 126: Average size of projects by actions under PA3

 CESCI Average size of projects by actions under PA3
4000 000 -
3 689 135.18
3 500 000 4
3000000 -+
2 500 000 -+
2000000 -+
1500000 -~
1000000 H~
500 000 A 396 883.58
142 280.62 181 159.53 147 068.29
Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 3.1 Action 3.1 Action 3.2 Action 3.3 Action 3.4

Source: IPlus database

The cost efficiency of the achievement of the targeted and achieved indicator values have been
assessed based on the aggregated amount of the allocated EU funding. The table below (Table 49)

68 Actions under PA3:
e 3.1 Tourist products, services and attractions based on cultural and natural heritage
e 3.2 Cooperation in the fields of cultural, community events, sport, leisure, nature protection
e 3.3 Cooperation in the fields of cultural and community events

e 3.4 Cooperation in the fields of sport, leisure and minor actions related to nature protection

263



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

aims to indicate what have already been and can be achieved by the end of the programming period
from the programme support in terms of the project output indicators. Regarding the methodology
of the analysis, since the projects selected during the third CfP are still in progress, the evaluators
aggregated both the achieved and targeted value of the output indicators and the total budget (the
validated amounts of the closed projects and the planned ones for the on-going) of the related
projects. Then we calculated the cost of achievement of one measurement unit of the certain
indicators.

In line with these, in case of OI/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other community events the
achieved value means that 12 509.1 EUR ERDF funding needed for organizing one cross-border
event, which is expected to be decreased to 8 594.38 EUR by the end of the programming period.

Table 49: Achieved and target indicator values by output indicators under PA3

Indicator
ID

Indicator
name

Measure-
ment unit

Aggregated
amount of EU
contribution
of the
concerned
project

Baseline
value

Aggregated
achieved
value (AIR
2021)

Aggregated
target
value

Specific
achieved
value of
indicator
(EUR/indica
tor unit)

Specific
target
value of
indicator
(EUR/indica
tor unit)

0l/3.1

Number of
visits to
supported sites
of cultural and
natural
heritage and
attractions

visits/year

6 285 639.5

36 748.00

189 772.00

109 811.00

41.08

86.03

0l1/3.2

Number of
joint cultural,
recreational
and other
types of
community
events and
actions
organised

events

9 556 955.42

9.00

773.00

1121.00

12 509.1

8594.38

0l1/3.3

Average
monthly user
entries to
online
communication
tools
developed

user
entries

1235 280.08

500.00

381 560.53

87 250.00

3.24

14.24

Within the PA, 24 projects targeted 2, while 6 projects did 3 output indicators. In these cases, in order
to avoid distortion, evaluators made an attempt to divide the total amount of the EU funding
between the indicators. The division was carried out based on the explanation of the applicants
concerning the way of targeting the particular indicators in the application phase and the detailed
budget of the projects uploaded to the Interreg+. In the case of the activities targeting OI/3.2 Joint
cultural, recreational and other community events and 3.3, the main budget items (e.g. costs of event
organization or those of IT development and social media campaign) were allocated to the external
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budget lines which make them relatively easily identifiable. In addition, the directly related costs of
public procurement, internal staff cost (staff dedicated to PR, event organization or database
development for IT purposes), travel and accommodation expenses of the events' participants,
communication costs, as well as equipment costs (e.g. server for IT tool) were also taken into
consideration as far as the description of the budget items, made by the applicants, made this
possible. In case of 7 projects altogether, the evaluators could not find the way for any division,
therefore in these cases calculations were made for each targeted indicator based on the total
amount of EU funding.

Figure 127: Distribution of projects by the number of selected output indicators PA3

5 CESCI Distribution of projects by the number of selected output indicators PA3

| m?2 3

Source: IPlus database

The calculated specific values of the indicators can be hardly evaluated in absolute term, instead it is
worth comparing them to the results of the same or similar calculations from the previous
programming periods or of other CBC programmes. Since this approach had not been applied in the
2007-2013 or any previous programming period in the Hungary-Serbia Interreg framework, we made
an attempt to use the results of other programmes during the comparison.

In case of the Slovakia - Hungary and Hungary — Croatia Interreg V-A Programmes, a similar
methodology was applied for the first phase evaluation of the programmes. Ol/3.7 Visits of supported
sites was targeted by both programmes, in addition OI/3.2 Joint cultural, recreational and other
community events did by the Slovakia — Hungary Programme. For OI/3.7 Visits of supported sites, the
calculated values are 94.76 EUR and 561.49 EUR per visit/year in the order of listing above compared
to the 32.53 EUR achieved value of the HUSRB programme. Regarding OI/3.2 Joint cultural,
recreational and other community events, the cost of one cross border event was calculated as 11 846
EUR in case of the Slovakia-Hungary border region, which is close to the achieved value of the
analysed programme (12 742.09 EUR), but significantly higher than the targeted one (8 786.47 EUR).
When assessing the varying extent of differences, it should be considered that the values of the other
programmes were calculated in the middle of the programming period, when only some parts of the
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total programme budgets were allocated. However, the results of the second phase evaluations have
not been available yet.

The next aspect of the cost efficiency assessment is the analysis of the share of budget allocations to
the particular budget headings. Considering the different status of the projects, in case of the
administratively closed ones the validated budgets were taken into account, while for the on-going
projects evaluators used the planned amounts as the basis for the calculation.

Figure 128: Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA3

 CESCI Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA3
100% -
90% - 13.6% 11.6% 14.7%
31.7%
80% A 7. Infrastructure and works
52.6%
70% ° 6. Equipment expenditure
60% - 14.3% 5. External expertise and services costs
o 58.7% 58.2%
50% - . M 4. Travel and accommodation costs
40% 14.5% 3. Office and administrative expenditure
34.1%
30% 2. Staff costs
. B 1. Preparation costs
20% 11 26.2%
or 0, .39 0,

10% 16.4% 21.7% 23.3% 22.8%

b | 58%
Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects  Regular projects
Action 3.1 Action 3.1 Action 3.2 Action 3.3 Action 3.4

Source: IPlus database

The chart (Figure 128)confirms the similar nature of projects under actions 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4, at the
same it reflects on the different features of the projects targeting action 3.1 compared to them. Under
action 3.1 much greater emphasis are given to infrastructure developments, which is extremely valid
for the strategic project. In this latter case, the high share of hard elements can be reasoned by the
special features of the strategic approach.

Taking into consideration only the projects containing infrastructure developments, the ratio of soft
and hard activities is illustrated by the following chart (Figure 729). According to the applied
methodology budget headings of ‘Equipment expenditure’, ‘Infrastructure and works’, as well as
under the ’'Preparation costs’ the items on budget line 'Purchase of land" were taken into
consideration as costs of hard activities. All the remaining budget lines forms part of the cost ratio
of soft activities. Regarding the figures, it can be stated that under action 3.1, applicants
implementing construction works allocated vaguely two-third of their budgets to infrastructure-
related activities either in case of the strategic or regular projects. On the other hand, it should be
noted that only 9 out of the 25 regular projects dealt with (re-)construction works, the further ones
focused on soft activities. In addition, action 3.4 did not support infrastructure related measures,
while in the case of action 3.2 and 3.3, two and three projects out of the 21 and 12 contained such
hard activities, where the value of the related budget items form about one-third of the total budget.

266



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

In line with the aims of the CfPs, these projects basically give priority to those soft activities which
strengthen the people-to-people and professional relations across borders.

Comparing this value to that considering all projects (not just with infrastructure development) under
PA3, the share of soft activities is more significant, since there are many regular projects which do
not have any infrastructural work, even if they possess notable amount of equipment expenditure.
Under action 3.1 more than half of the allocated money (53.8%) was spent to soft activities, and in
the case of the other three actions the ratio of the soft activities is above 80%.

Figure 129: Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA3

 CESCI Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA3
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Source: IPlus database

In general, the share of equipment expenditure even in case of the mentioned softer actions is
notable. Under actions 3.2-3.4, the related costs items basically cover the procurement of such
equipment which are necessary to the organization of cultural, leisure, sport community events. This
approach of the programme lead to the capacity-building of local stakeholders, which could provide
the long-term framework for their role in building and strengthening cross-border relations and
interactions in the field.

Regarding the ratio of soft budget headings (Figure 129), the highest shares are allocated to external
services and staff cost. In terms of cost-efficiency it is crucial to analyse the details of outsourced
activities, taking into account the external service needs of the project activities, such as
communication, event organization and translation/interpretation, which are partly and unavoidably
generated by the nature of the cultural, tourism, sport sectors and the cross-border approach itself.
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Figure 130: Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA3

@ CESCI Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA3

100% -
5.7 Other services
90% -+
29.5% 28.8%

80% - 40.7% 39.0% 40.7% W 5.6 Costs related to publicity,
promotion and communication

70% A
5.5 Costs of supervisor of engineering

21.5% 15.7% 5.4 Services related to project
management, procurement procedures

7.8% 12.4% m53 C?nferences, seminars, project
meetings

60%

o7
I 12.1%

[+
40% 7.2% 11.4% 7.1%

30%

20% A 5.2 Studies, statistics, databases and

13.6% researches
10% 1 5.1 Technical plans
. 6.7% 8.0% 5.8% 7.3%
Strategic projects Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 3.1 Action 3.1 Action 3.2 Action 3.3 Action 34

Source: IPlus database

The high share of event organization (above 18%) and publicity costs (above 12%) seems to be
reasonable in light of the requirements of the CfPs, but the figure (Figure 130) shows that the highest
amounts are dedicated to the ‘Other services' budget line. Further analysing the cost items on this
budget line, IT expenditures (development websites, platforms, mobile apps, etc.), translation and
interpretation costs related to professional events and the IT tools have a major share, together with
photography services and the fees of artists and speakers. At the same time, there are several projects
which allocated funding to costs of event organization and program development, which may
question the appropriate human capacity of the concerned applicants and raise the risk of losing the
necessary expertise after the project closure, leading to the unsustainability of the results. ‘'Studies,
statistics, databases and researches’ budget lines cover mainly the expenses of surveys among the
target groups, market analysis and databases for the IT tools, which intend to corroborate the
durability and social sustainability of the project results.

In terms of the budget line 5.4, ‘Services related to project management, procurement procedures’,
the majority of the budget allocations cover the expertise on the obligatory PraG procedure, which
— considering the complexity of the related rules and the high share of procured services and goods
- seems to be reasonable.
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Figure 131: Ratio of internal and external projects management costs by action under PA3

5CESCI Ratio of internal and external project management costs by actions under PA3
100% +

90% o

80% = External project

management
70% -

60% -

 Internal project
management

50% A

40%

30% -

20% A

10%

Strategic projects  Regular projects ~ Regular projects  Regular projects  Regular projects
Action 3.1 Action 3.1 Action 3.2 Action 3.3 Action 3.4
Source: IPlus database

Analysing this aspect from another point of view, the chart below illustrates the ratio of internal and
external project management cost allocations. As the figure (Figure 7137) shows, the ratios of external
management range between 20% and 35%, which can be evaluated as proportionate. The share of
project management costs (including both internal and external items) compared to the total budget
are 6.4% for the strategic project and around 20% for the regular ones which are ordinary.

Figure 132: Staff cost intensity of projects by actions under PA3
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When analysing the budget allocation to the certain budget lines, evaluators experienced that in
most of the cases, applicants tend to not demarcate the project management and professional tasks
from each other as clearly as it was done in the projects of the PA1 or PA2. Therefore, evaluators
assessed the total staff cost intensity of the projects, which is illustrated on the figure above (Figure
132) . In the strategic project less than 10% of the total budget was allocated to internal (budget
heading 2. 'staff cost’) and external staff cost (budget lines 1.4, 5.2 both standing for 'Studies,
statistics, databases and researches’ and 5.4 ‘Services related to project management, procurement
procedures’), while regarding the four regular projects’ categories, the share of external and internal
staff costs is between 25% and 35%.
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3.4 Evaluation of PA 4 (Enhancing SMEs’ economic competitiveness
through innovation-driven development)

Detailed performance, impact and efficiency evaluation of the PA4.

3.4.1 Short introduction of the PA4’s intervention logic

In this short subchapter the intervention logic of PA4 is presented in order to show at the very
beginning of the evaluation what was the aim of the programme with the given PA. The following
figure (Figure 133) shows the intervention logic of PA4, whose purpose is to summarise the main
features of the PA worth being aware of before understanding the main results and
recommendations of the evaluation.

Synergies of key economic sectors across borders, were identified as the regional capital of PA4,
which covers the enhancement of SME's economic competitiveness through innovation driven
development. The programme allocated an amount of 6 962 100 EUR, 10.69% of the total budget to
this PA. As a response the PA is connected to the specific objective of enforcing the growth
capabilities and employment potential of SMEs through the development and adaptation of new
technologies processes, products or services. In the frames of PA4 and SO/4.1 the programme tries
to contribute to three regional challenges, namely:

e low R&D expenditure and low utilisation rate of research results by SMEs,
e labour force supply does not respond to the needs of the local companies,
e obstacles concerning the cross-border recognition of vocational qualifications.

To tackle the challenges the programme formulated four distinct actions, of which the first two was
aggregated within the Calls for Proposals into Action 4.1 Enhancing innovation through cooperation
between SMEs and research institutions involving young people. The latter two programme actions
based on the CP were divided between the aforementioned Action 4.1 and Action 4.3 Enhancing
entrepreneurial innovation involving research institutions through scholarships for young people.
Action 4.2 Encouraging and development of social entrepreneurship was not deriving from the
programme actions clearly. PA4 had a specific situation since the actions were not touched by the
15t CfP. In the frames of the 2"* CfP Action 4.1 with a total budget of 2.5 M EUR and Action 4.2 with
2.5 M EUR was touched. The 3 CfP had supported actions connected to Action 4.2 and Action 4.3
with 1.38 M and 2 M EUR contributions. The largest action based on the total IPA allocation was 4.2
with a total amount of 3.88 M EUR.

From Action 4.1 expected direct results included all the expectations set up: increased cross-border
research cooperation activities in the quadruple helix; enhanced use of clean and green technologies;
new services and products; growing labour force with relevant, market-oriented skills, competences
and knowledge; improved education, training and support services, of which the first two expected
exclusively from Action 4.1. The rest are shared with other actions, the new services and products is
shared with Action 4.2, while the last two are common with Action 4.3.
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Figure 133: Intervention logic of the PA4
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Four output indicators were named; the first two are related to Action 4.1 and 4.3, the third one is in
line with Action 4.3, and the last one is connected to Action 4.2. A single result indicator was identified
to grasp the results of the programme: rate of innovative SMEs in the cross-border region. Apart
from direct results, four additional indirect results should be achieved by the identified programme
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actions such as more exploited R&D&I results and innovative solutions by SMEs; better
competitiveness, higher visibility, stabilized and sustainable cooperation structures; better
development conditions and perspectives of SMEs in key sectors; and improvement of the general
employment status of the cross-border region.

According to the figure (Figure 133) especially the challenge about R&D is addressed more widely
by numerous Programme actions. There is an exceptional part of the intervention figure; Action 4.2
Encouraging and development of social entrepreneurship is not directly linked to any Programme
actions and no such related challenge was pointed out.

3.4.2 Performance evaluation (PA4) (Implementation progress)

3.4.2.1 Quantification of the performance (PA4)

Within PA4, only two calls for proposals were published, since the first (strategic) CfP did not
concern the SME development. The 2" and 3™ CfPs planned to provide 8.38 million EUR IPA funding
for traditional projects under the three actions of the PA. 46% of this planned amount were dedicated
to action 4.2 'Encouraging and development of social entrepreneurship’ — which was embedded into
both of the mentioned calls for proposals —, mainly within the 2" one. The budget frames of the
other actions were balanced, both of them were around 2 million EUR. The following table (Table 50)
contains the details of each CfP.

Table 50: Allocations of the targeted actions under PA4

Planned IPA
Openor | Open atlllizca::re‘cttz Available IPA
CfP ID P . P . Targeted actions proj grant amount
restricted period under the .
. per project
respective
action
4.1 Enhancing innovation
through cooperation between 2 500 000 200 000 -
October 3, | SMEs and research institutions EUR 400 000 EUR
HUSRB/1602 | open 2016 - involving young people
January 31, )
P evelopment of soca 2500000 | 50000~
P . EUR | 200 000 EUR
entrepreneurship
Gevlopment of soci 1380000\ 75000~
June 1 P . EUR | 200 000 EUR
' entrepreneurship
2019 -
HUSRB/1903 | open September | 4-3 Enhancing entrepreneurial
30, 2019 innovation involving research 2 000 000 200 000 -
institutions through EUR 750 000 EUR
scholarships for young people
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Regarding the quantification of the performance of PA4, the total number of applications under
PA4 was 123, from which only 27 applications (27%) were contracted and the biggest part of the
applications (90 applications; 73%) fell into rejected status. Most of the rejected applications were
dismissed because of quality issues (69 applications; 56%), whereas 21 applications (17%) had some
kind of formal problems. Taking into account the applications per CfPs, it is apparent that under the
1%t CfP there were no PA4-related applications, since this PA did not contain any strategic projects.
The majority of the applications (72%; 89 units) belonged to the 2" CfP, meanwhile the 3 CfP
covered 34 applications (28%). According to the distribution of the applications by status, in the
relevant CfPs the ratio of contracted applications was below 30% (1t CfP: 19.1%; 2"! CfP: 29.4%). On
the other hand, the ratio of rejected applications because of quality issues was above 40% (1°* CfP:
61.8%; 2" CfP: 41.2%) and those with formal issues less than 25% (15 CfP: 14.6%; 2" CfP: 23.5%). The
originally contracted IPA amount under PA4 is 7 103 363.37 EUR, which means that the projects
overcontracted by 141 263.37 EUR compared to the 4" version of the CP.

Figure 134: Number of PA4 applications per CfPs
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Source: IPlus database, data providing of the JS
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Figure 135: Distribution of PA4-related applications per CfPs
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According to the duration of the projects by monthly breakdown, the average duration of the PA4-
realted projects was nearly 21 months, which means that most of the projects were implemented
within two years. This short average implementation period was due to the lack of strategic projects
which ususally expands the average timeframe of the scheduling. Additionally, the specificity of this
PA did not require long timing since most of the projects did not include significant infrastructural
works (which could lengthen the scheduling). However, there were also some PA4-realted regular
projects where the project timing was more than two and a half years. For instance the scheduling
of the CHECK-IT* project was 32 months and of the ITC MInd’® was 33 months. Compairing the two
CfPs under PA4, the 2" CfP's projects took a bit longer (nearly 23 months), whereas in the 3™ CfP the
average timing was one and a half year (18 months). Focusing on the start and end dates of the
projects, the following chart (Figure 736) indicates the distinction between the two CfPs. All of the
projects under the 2"* CfP were strated in the year of 2018 and ended in 2019 or in 2020, whereas
the 3" CfP's projects could start the implementation just in the end of 2020 or in in the beginning of
2021 and all of them will be concluded in 2022, which required a more rapid implementation.
Nevertheless, within the contracted projects, there were some projects which still had administrative
works after the cut-off date (April 12, 2022). Out of the 27 contracted PA4 projects 10 projects (37%
of the PA4 contracted projects) did not have approved final report at that time, out of which all the
10 projects belonged to the 3™ CfP.

89 ID: HUSRB/1602/41/0190; Name: Establishing innovation-technology platform “Checkpoint IT the
Community” in cooperation of Szeged-Subotica-Novi Sad

70 ID: HUSRB/1602/41/0172; Name: Innovation and Technology Center for Metal Industry
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Figure 136: Scheduling of the projects
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Considering the financial allocation to the projects, the SCHOLAR-SME’" project outstands with its
862 363 EUR, since the total project cost of the other regular projects does not exceed the threshold
of 500 000 EUR and the average size of the regular projects is 309 515 EUR. Focusing on the source
of the financial allocation of PA4-related projects, the dominance of EU Contribution is evident, since
in the case of every project the ratio of this type of financial source was 85%. The IPA support is
completed by national co-financing on the Hungarian side, the ratio of which is 10-15% according
to the legal status of the partners. The remaining 0-5% in Hungary and 15% in Serbia must be
provided by the beneficiaries as own contribution. Within the CfPs, the second highest contribution
type was the own public source (2" CfP: 6%; 3™ CfP: 8%), whereas the least used contribution was
the own private source (2" CfP: 4%; 3 CfP: 3%). The dominance of SCHOLAR-SME is observable in
the breakdown of contribution types too, as in every category — except own private contribution
where the CHECK-IT project absorbed the biggest sum — this project used the largest amount of
contribution. However, it is worth mentioning that the dominance of SCHOLAR-SME is due to the
lack of strategic project, because the difference between the regular projects would not be as great
as between the strategic and regular ones. Concerning the proportion of contribution types, the
IKNNOw"? project used the highest share of national contribution (9.9%; 40 451 EUR), whereas the
WOMEN-TO-SAVE” project allocated the highest share of own public contribution (13.6%;
28 070 EUR). In addition, the financial source of own private contribution was used by more than half

71 ID: HUSRB/1903/43/0008; Name: Increasing the Economic Competitiveness and Innovative Development

of SMEs through Young People's Scholarships in the Mérahalom-Zrenjanin Program

72 ID: HUSRB/1602/41/0158; Cross-border Knowledge and Technology Transfer Platform to support young

researchers and innovative SMEs and to catalyze their business-academia type cooperation

3 ID: HUSRB/1602/42/0073; Name: Social entrepreneurship for women in rural areas
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of the projects (59%; 16 projects), which was the most dominant contribution type in SocioAgro™
project (10%; 22 244 EUR).

Figure 137: Financial allocation of the PA4-related projects
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The following analytical aspect is the financial progress of the EU Contribution. In the case of the
Cooperation Programme (after the fourth version which represents the current condition), the
marked allocation was 6 962 100 EUR which was 1 417 900 EUR less than the approximate available
IPA allocation based on the calls for proposals (8 380 000 EUR). The distribution of this amount of
money among the CfPs was not balanced well, since 5 million EUR (60%) was allocated to the 2" CfP
and the rest 40% (3 380 000 EUR) went to the 3™ CfP. According to the Interreg+ system, the
contracted EU Contribution was 7 103 363 EUR which was 1 276 637 EUR less than the aggregated
IPA allocation in the CfPs and 141 263 EUR more than the marked sum in the CP. However, the
distribution within the contracted EU contribution did not differ significantly from the previous ratios,
since 59% of the money (4 197 643 EUR) was absorbed by the 2™ CfP's project, and 41% of the
money (2 905 720 EUR) was absorbed by the 3 CfP's projects.

74

ID: HUSRB/1602/42/0152; Name: Social entrepreneurship and community agriculture for combating
long-term unemployment

277



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

Figure 138: The financial progress of the EU Contribution regarding PA4
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The classification of the contracted EU Contribution can be classified into three categories. The first
one is the certificated or validated money, where not just the project’s content but the administrative
works are also closed. Regarding the non-validated money, the content of the project has been
closed, but the administrative tasks has been continuously proceeding after the cut-off date (April
12, 2022). Finally, the rest of the EU Contribution gives the remaining category.

Since the projects under PA4 does not belong to the 1° CfP, the certification of the EU Contribution
could not evolve as well as in the case of other PAs. Taking into account the lack of strategic projects,
the IPA funding progressed well since 64% of the contracted EU Contribution has been certified
(4 532 718 EUR), 29% (2 095 320 EUR) has not been validated and the remaining amount is
475 325 EUR (7%). Due to the different scheduling of the 2" and 3™ CfPs, the advancement of
certification is not the same. The financial progress of 2" CfP's projects is favourable, as 89% of the
allocated money has been certified (3 722 318 EUR), and the remaining amount is only 475 325 EUR
(11%) with no non-validated sum. On the other hand, in the case of the 3™ CfP, slightly more than
the quarter of the whole allocation is certified (28%; 810 400 EUR) and the non-validated amount
exceeds 2 million EUR (72%; 2 095 320 EUR), while the remaining costs are zero. After all, this value
is understandable since the closure of the 3™ CfP's projects occur in 2022, and there has not been
enough time to certification yet.

On project level the proportion of certificated EU Contribution is relatively high in the case of the 2"
CfP’s projects (more than 80%), but there are two projects from this CfP where the ratio of remaining
money is high (more than 20%). One of them is the ITC Mind”> with 37% (106 662 EUR) and the other
one is WOMEN-TO-SAVE with 24% (42 550 EUR). Both of them have been closed at the cut-off date
administratively (since there are no non-validated money). Regarding the 3™ CfP, the progress of

7> ID: HUSRB/1602/41/0172; Name: Innovation and Technology Center for Metal Industry
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certification is in an initial condition since these projects have not ended yet. Owing to this late
ending, the ratio of non-validated EU Contribution is still high, for example in the case of SENTREM®
(93%; 183 366 EUR) and the Senior-In’" (100%; 181 593 EUR) projects.

Taking into account the indicators, four output indicators have been assigned to PA4, which have
to be reported with yearly frequency. The PA4-related indicators correspond to the specific objective
of the PA, which concentrated on the enhancement of growth capabilities and employment potential
of SMEs. Owing to the indicators, the evaluators can get to know the number of enterprises which
cooperate with research institutions (Ol/4.1 Cooperating enterprises with research institutions), or
those organisations which participate in the work of knowledge platforms (Ol/4.2 Organisations in
knowledge platforms). Furthermore, indicators show how many months were spent by scholars in
institutions and companies on the other side of the border (Ol/4.3 Months spent on scholarships), or
the rate of persons from vulnerable groups who were involved in supported actions of the
programme (Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups). The measurement units fit to the indicators,
therefore indicate the number of enterprises, number of organisations, number of months and rate
of persons. Based on the JMC decision, during the 3™ modification the original target values have
been modified, since the initial goals were not so ambitious. The amendments of target values
concerned the first three indicators, out of which the Ol/4.7 Cooperating enterprises with research
institutions has changed most markedly, since the increasement was sixfold (from 35 enterprises to
210 enterprises). Similar enlargement happened in the case of the other two indicators: the value of
0Ol/4.2 Organisations in knowledge platforms has been raised from 60 organisations to
210 organisations, and the value of Ol/4.3 Months spent on scholarships has been raised from
200 months to 250 months.

Table 51: Indicators of PA4 — Target values

rd
ID Indicator (name of indicator) Mc?asurement Freque[\cy P I
unit of reporting value (2023)

0l/4.1 Number _Of epterpnses cooperating with enterprises yearly 210
research institutions
Number of organisations actively participating . yearly

ol/a.2 in the work of the "knowledge platforms” organisations 210
Number of months spent in the institutions yearly

0l1/4.3 | and companies on the other side of the border | months 250
through scholarships

0l/4.4 Bate of pgrsons from vuIrTerabIe groups % yearly 50
involved in supported actions

The fulfilment of these indicators was ensured by different number of projects, which can be
observed in the following table (Table 52). All together 27 projects belonged to the PA4, but many
of them chose more than one output indicators. For example, the ITC Mind project facilitated

76 ID: HUSRB/1903/42/0036; Name: Development of inovative social entrepreneurship model for
voulnerable groups in border region

77 ID: HUSRB/1903/42/0078; Name: Cross-border Senior Entrepreneurship Incubator
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simultaneously three indicators’ fulfilment. Most of the projects (15 projects) were linked to the
Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups indicator, whereas the Ol/4.1 Cooperating enterprises with
research institutions and Ol/4.2 Organisations in knowledge platforms were targeted by 8-8 projects
and the OIl/4.3 Months spent on scholarships had 6 projects. Since the PA4 did not contain any
strategic projects, there were no relevant projects in the 1** CfP. Moreover, there were no Ol/4.1
Cooperating enterprises with research institutions related projects in the 3 CfP, but it was not a
problem, since 8 projects were devoted to this indicator in the previous CfP. More significant problem
was the OIl/4.3 Months spent on scholarships, which was not covered by enough projects during the
first two CfPs. The problem was solved by the 3™ CfP, since 5 projects were subordinated to the
problematic indicator.

Table 52: Indicators of PA4— Number of relevant projects per CfPs

Number
of
ID 1601 1602 1903
relevant
projects
Ol/4.1 Number of enterprises
cooperating with research 8 8

institutions

Ol/4.2 Number of organisations
actively participating in the work of 6 2 8
the "knowledge platforms”

Ol/4.3 Number of months spent in
the institutions and companies on
the other side of the border
through scholarships

Ol/4.4 Rate of persons from
vulnerable groups involved in 10 5 15
supported actions

As the following figure (Figure 139) indicates, the yearly progress of PA4-related output indicators
has been evolving well, however the effect of COVID-19 pandemic considerably affected this PA,
since it was difficult to implement the required movements such as the cross-border scholarships.
However, the cooperation between the SMEs and institutions continued online without significant
trouble. According to the data, the first results appeared in 2019, and in 2020 all indicators could
show some kind of achievements. The yearly progress was detected in every indicator, and in 2021
two of them (Ol/4.1 Cooperating enterprises with research institutions, Ol/4.2 Organisations in
knowledge platforms) achieved the target values. The number of enterprises was more by 22 units,
the number of organisations was more by 48 units. In spite of these achievements, the Ol/4.3 Months
spent on scholarships indicator completed only 0.7% of the target value, as there were 248 months
distinction between the goal and the current performance. . With regard to the potential value —
based on projects’ expectation — the fulfilment of these indicators will be guaranteed.
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Figure 139: Achieving the indicators’ targets

 CESCI Achieving the indicators’ targets PA4
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1
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institutions)
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22%

Ol/4.3 (Number of months spent in
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the other side of the border through
scholarships)

1% 155%
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Source: IPlus database, AIR 2021

The case of Ol/4.4 Persons from vulnerable groups is different from the others. It was not possible to
present the results for this indicator in the graph, both because it is a percentage and therefore not
cumulative, and because there were reporting problems with this indicator. At the end of the
programme, the values will be measured using a methodology to be defined, as not all beneficiaries
understood this indicator in the same way.

After the quantitative analysis of the indicators, the fulfiiment of the SM.ARR.T criteria will be
evaluated.”

Considering the S.M.AR.T. criteria, the output indicators of PA4 are mostly in line with the
requirements. The modest original target values are common problem in this PA too, and in some
cases the newly determined targets are still modest. This causes problems in the timing of the
projects, since some of them already fulfilled the new target values in 2020. Another issues are the
cooperation of enterprises and participation of organisations, since there might be some overlapping
between the newly developed and the already existing relations. Based on the interviews, the
specificity of 4.3 and 4.4 caused problems for the beneficiaries, since the OI/4.3 Months spent on
scholarships was too complex which deterred the beneficiaries to select this indicator, while the Ol/4.4
Persons from vulnerable groups misled the beneficiaries, since they interpreted this indicator
differently and it caused inadequate and incomparable data

8 Further information is available in the same chapter of PA1.
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Table 53: Indicators of PA4 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
- . Despite of the
The indicatoris | . b .
e issue - The year in
not specific . The original .
mentioned at which the
enough. The , e target value
the 'Specific target
level of was not
. aspect, the values should
Ol/4.1 cooperation is . . enough
indicator is a Iyt . . be
Number of not well- . ambitious, but | The indicator is . .
. . quite good . - . achieved is not
enterprises described. it has been in line with the .
) measurable, . . . well-defined,
cooperating | Based on the increased intervention
. . L however, the . . . but
with research | projects, indirect . sixfold. Despite | logic of the PA.
S . possible . the regulatory
institutions cooperations . of this
overlapping has o of
count same as modification,
. to be checked . . the
direct newly . the indicator is .
to estimate the . measurement is
developed e still modest.
. net” indicator adequate.
cooperations.
values.
The indicator is .
. Despite of the
not specific . - .
enough. The issue The original The year in
level gf mentioned at target value which the
Ol/4.2 L the 'Specific’ was not target
participation iIs
Number of aspect, the enough values should
. not well- o . Iy
organisations . indicator is a ambitious, but be
. described. . . . .
actively quite good it has been achieved is not
T Based on the . .
participating . - measurable, increased three | As above. well-defined,
: projects, indirect
in the work (alread however, the and a half but
of the ready possible times. Despite the regulatory
" existing) . .
knowledge articipations overlapping has | of this of
platforms” P P to be checked modification, the
count same as : - . .
. to estimate the | the indicator is measurement is
direct newly b w1 .
net” indicator still modest. adequate.
developed
L values.
participations.
0Ol/4.3 The original
Number of target value The year in
months was not which the
spent in the | The indicator is enough target values
institutions too complex, - . ambitious, but should be
L The indicatoris | . )
and the beneficiaries . it has been achieved and
. . quite . As above. .
companies did not dare to measurable increased. As a the regularity of
on the other | selectitin the result of this the
side of the beginning. modification, measurement
border the indicator are also well-
through meets the defined.
scholarships criterion.
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ID Specific Measurable Achievable Relevant Time bound
The year in
which the
target

Ol/4.4 Rate . . L

/ The indicator is This indicator values should
of persons . -
not obvious The indicator has a strong be

from The . . .

enough, and the meets the horizontal achieved is not

vulnerable S measurement o . .

foUDs beneficiaries I criterion, but aspect, that is well-defined,

:g P . misunderstood . . the target value | why the but

involved in . misleading. . . .

the required is a bit modest. | relevance is the regulatory
supported .
. data. guestionable. of

actions
the
measurement is
adequate.

3.4.3 Impact evaluation (PA4)

3.4.3.1 Analysis of the fulfilment of regional needs (PA4)

The following analysis is built upon the figure (Figure 733) described in the short introduction of the
PA's intervention logic. For the detailed impact model see the introductory chapter (/. 3.4.7 Short
introduction of the PA4’s intervention logic). Each regional need and challenge will be analysed in the
sense that how the identified actions of the programme could contribute to their tackling and
management. In order to assess these and the general changes in the cohesion of the programme
area, a territorial analysis and a project assessment takes place to identify the main contributions and
changes which help reaching the expected results of the PA. The assessment uses statistical data,
maps and figures, textual analysis as well as desk research to analyse the fulfilment of regional needs
emerging in the border region.

Low R&D expenditure and low utilisation rate of research results by SMEs is discussed first. In
order to do that the expected results can be grasped by using data that reflect the topic directly or
indirectly. The expected result of increased cross-border research cooperation activities in the
quadruple helix can be touched upon statistically by analysing expenditures on R&D expressed in
GDP (mill EUR). In all the three regions the expenditures increased between 2014 and 2019; by 31
mill EUR in Vojvodina, by 30 in Bacs-Kiskun and by 19 mill EUR in Csongrad-Csanad. The order of the
regions did not change taking into account the percentage of R&D in GDP, but Bacs-Kiskun managed
to intensify its activities the most successfully (from 0.53 to 1.06%, by 0.53%-points). This doubling
rate of change is notable higher than of Vojvodina (increase by 0.04%-points), Serbia (+0.07%-points)
or Csongrad-Csanad (+0.22%-points). The Hungarian side performed better than the Serbian
counterpart, where stagnation was observed. From the point of PA4 the unsuccessful catching-up of
Vojvodina and Serbia hampers their economic cohesion. The still low shares of R&D expenditure of
the Serbian side in particular (Vojvodina: 0.69%), but also the below the EU average (2.23%) levels of
spendings excluding Csongrad-Csanad (2.17%) underlines that there is still a need across the
programme area for growing labour force with relevant, market-oriented skills, competences and
knowledge as well as for improved education, training and support services. The share of the NACE
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category G-J, which includes activities such as information and communication, in GVA production
has low shares on the Serbian side compared to the national average (28.1%) meaning that except
for Juznobacka (31.3%) none of the districts exceed this threshold value. On the Hungarian side the
values are also below the national average (27.3%). The shares are very low, thus the need to increase
share in GVA in these activities is still valid for many regions (eg. for Severnobanatska 21.7%,
Srednjobanatska 22.1%). In relation to business services, financial, scientific and technical activities,
and administrative activities apart from Juznobacka district (12.6%) all shares are below the national
levels (HU: 14.7%; SRB: 12.2%). The activities add to GVA production little in Severnobanatska (5.2%),
Sremska (6.3%), Severnobacka (6.8%), Srednjobanatska (6.9%), but Bacs-Kiskun (7%) also performs
quite badly. These data also underline the need for promoting R&D activities and sectors with higher
added value.

Figure 140: Research and development expenditures (share in GDP)
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Increased research collaboration is supported by the HUSRB programme in the form of relatively
numerous projects out of PA4. Projects include CHECK-IT, IKNNOw or C-AGRO-DeVv’®, and the latter
indicate that high share of activities are related to agricultural innovation. Social enterprises are also
represented. New services and products have also been supported (e.g. PLANTSVITA®) but on a
limited level. It is also important to highlight that the establishment of joint undertakings is not so
recommended in the evaluated region, since this economic formation does not have long existence
and rapidly fall apart because of problems deriving from financial accounting in a differing Serbian
and Hungarian financial regulatory systems. For instance, the accounting and distribution of income
and costs could be complicated among company owners. It causes that the majority of enterprises

7 ID: HUSRB/1602/41/0167; Name: Cross-border Agrobusiness Development Program

8 |D: HUSRB/1602/41/0031, Name: Development of Soil Type Adapted Microbiological Products
Promoting Ecological Pest Management
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are independently Serbian or Hungarian, carefully avoiding the joint form because of the different
legal and administrative background, which hinders the competitiveness of the joint undertakings.
The impact of the programme was relevant in a way that it initiated networking and the creation of
the quadruple helix between the two countries, however these types of collaborations are still at an
early stage of development. Without the programme even less cross-border R&D activities would
have been carried out in the programme area.

Considering the challenge that labour force supply does not respond to the needs of the local
companies, among others, the index on employment in hi-technology sectors (%) can be helpful for
the analysis (and also for the previous challenge). As a result of growing labour force with relevant,
market-oriented skills, competences and knowledge along with improved education, the shares
across the programme area should have increased. Taking into account the shares of 2013 and 2019,
no major changes can be observed. In relation to Dél-Alfold NUTS 2 region (which includes Békés
County as well) even a minimal decrease took place (from 2.3% to 2%, decrease by 0.3%-points). The
share of Vojvodina increased (from 2.5% to 2.8%, by 0.3%-points), but it remained less notable than
the change across Serbia (0.8%-points). In 2019 on both sides the values stayed below the national
averages, especially compared to Hungary (5.7%). In general, there is still a need for increased
number of labour force with the skills necessary for meeting the needs of companies and creating
better results in the field of R&D.

Figure 141: Employment in hi-technology sectors (regional and national shares)
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Apart from the aforementioned index, students enrolled in tertiary education (in percentage of total
population) can tell a lot about the labour force of the present and future. There is still a need for
increasing the number of enrolled students since only in Juznobacka (6.8%) and in Csongrad-Csanad
(5.6%) the values are relatively high compared to the national averages (Hungary: 2.9%; Serbia: 3.5%).
Owing to their multidisciplinary tertiary educational supply thanks to university towns such as Szeged
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and Novi Sad, these two regions stand out by far. Especially the rest of the Serbian regions, excluding
Severnobacka (2.7%), have unfavourable numbers 10-20 times lower than of the best-performing
neighbouring regions. In the case Sremska (0.2%), Severnobanatska (0.2%), Juznobanatska (0.2%)
and Zapadnobacka (0.3%) the shares are extremely low. In general, the rates are more favourable on
the Hungarian side, however Bacs-Kiskun (0.8%) also suffers from weak tertiary educational profile,
and Kecskemét, its biggest such centre, is situated on the northern edge of the programme area.
Between 2012 and 2019 in the case of any change in shares, the change was negative. The biggest
change happened in Csongrad-Csanad (decrease by 0.7%-point) and Juriobanatska (decrease by 0-
7%-point). In most regions stagnating or slightly decreasing figures were observed. During the
analysed years the regions failed to perform better than the two countries therefore no real
improvement in their relative position was reached. The programme area itself had decreasing value
from 3.1 to 2.8% the share got lower.

Figure 142: Change of statistics related to students enrolled, graduated students and number of teachers in

education
Véa CESCI ’
Students enrolled in 6
tertiory education
(in % of total population) 5
% 4
A .0
AV N
S 3
| 2
1
0 . . . — — —
N} > & 2, Q> NP NS > N2 3 > 3
O A A S S R S A
& S & s & o e & & o
3 o S & & & & )
Source: & @ @@ 3 of S i & &
& &> © V s &
KSH, stat.gov.rs (&5 & B
Graduated students in tertiary education Teachers and assistants in tertiary education (in % of enrolled students)
12 000 14 .
o
g &
NN 07 ar
10 000 S 12 n
@ 10
§ @000
2 8
%
v 6000 %
5 6
£
4000
2 4
2000 2
0 0
] o> & 2, 2 > N3 3 3 >
R N - M. O A S A T
& ? & S & 3 & & 3 S &F N N &F S & &
& o & & & & & & Y s <& I A A A
& F & F & & © & & & & f & o &y ® oy
‘ AN
o 5 Ed & W A% %Qr\e, < Q‘DQ V B ¢ o

Share of graduated students in tertiary education is another index worth using to analyse the
fulfilment of regional needs of this PA (especially the first two described here). First, it has to be
underlined the number of graduated significantly shrunk in the latest years across the whole analysed
area. Going back to the shares: some areas managed to improve the graduation rate, while in the
case of others decrease was observed. The biggest changes include Juznobanatska (+7.2%),
Severnobanatska (+4.3%-points) and Severnobacka (+3.6%-points), and considering shrinkage
Srednjobanatska (-8%) and Juznobacka (-4.6%-points). The Hungarian side produced more stable

286



2" Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

numbers, while in Serbia more turbulent changes occurred. The programme area performs worse
than before (-2.4%-points), worse than Hungary (22%) but better than Serbia as a whole (17.6%). The
best-performing regions are from Vojvodina exclusively, namely Severnobanatska (43%),
Juznobanatska (29.3%) and Srednjobanatska (25.8%). From this point of view finishing tertiary
education would be worth supporting, on the Hungarian side in particular, while enrolment should
be supported more on the Serbian side to have growing skilled labour force.

In order to have an improved education and training services sufficient number and share of teachers
and assistants in tertiary education are needed. Taking into account the stock of human resources
(in % of enrolled students) again the territorial inequalities are higher on the Serbian side as the
regions with the highest (Zapadnobacka: 12.7%; Juznobanatska: 11.5%) and the lowest values
(Severnobacka: 4%; Sremska: 6.6%; Srednjobanatska: 6.7%) are all situated in Vojvodina. Most regions
on the Serbian side perform better than Serbia (6.7%). The programme area as a whole has better
index compared to Hungary (8.2%) and well as to Serbia. Considering the change between 2015 and
2019, all regions managed to increase the percentage except for Severnobacka (decrease by 1%-
point), but there are large differences throughout the programme area. In general, the amplitude of
change was more notable in the given regions than of their respective countries (Hungary: +1.8%-
points; Serbia: +0.1%-point). The biggest increase was observed in Juznobanatska (+4.2%-points),
Zapadnobacka (+3.2%-points), followed by the two counties from Hungary (+2.4%-points). The
smallest increase characterised Juznobacka (+0.9%-point), Severnobanatska (1.4%-point) and
Sremska (1.3%-point).

The unemployment rate is also in connection with the mismatch between labour market supply and
demand. The rates are significantly higher in Serbia. Even in the best-performing Juznobacka district
(7.5%) the rate is more than three times higher than in Csongrad-Csanad County (2.3%), which has
the lowest figure. The labour market is the most disadvantaged in the southern part of Vojvodina,
namely in Juznobanatska (11.9%) and Sremska (11.8%). Even though the majority rates are lower
compared to the Serbian average (10.9%), all districts exceed the Hungarian average (3.5%) and
counties concerned. The favourable situation of the Hungarian counties is underlined by that their
rates (Bacs-Kiskun: 3%) are below the national average (3.5%) even.
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Figure 143: Pattern and structure of employment in the programme area
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Low GVA and labour market problems are partly deriving from the still insufficient levels of
educational attainment of high share of people. In general, the higher the attainment level is, the
higher the probability of employment. The employment rate for the ones with advanced, or first
stage of tertiary education, is very high on both sides of the border (Dél-Alfold: 85.2%; Vojvodina:
80.4%) especially compared to those with no or basic education. In Vojvodina the share of
International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 0-2 is as low as 48.5%, which is just above
the half of the best rates. It also means that there is still potential in increasing the educational
attainment of the population, and it would result in more skilled people with the necessary
attainment to be employed. The education of people is not only important from the point of meeting
labour market needs but is necessary to provide human capital to increase the share of R&D
activities. Employment rates of 20-64 years population by education attainment levels have changed
positively the most in relation to the least educated of Dél-Alféld (+20%-points), followed by the
same group of people with lower secondary or second stage of basic education at most of Vojvodina
(+15.6%-points). On the other hand, improvement was the lowest in terms of the highly educated
people of ISCED 5-8 categories (Dél-Alféld: +8.6%-points, Vojvodina +13.2%-points).

The mismatch between the supply and demand sides can be shown with the help the stock of job
vacancies. While the unemployment rate is rather low on the Hungarian side, still notable number of
jobseekers cannot find jobs suitable to their professions and skillsets. 68.9% of the monthly inflow of
unfilled vacancies was registered in the two Hungarian counties, and only 31.1% in Vojvodina. The
average number of unfilled vacancies was 2112 in Bacs-Kiskun and 1543 in Csongrad-Csanad. On
the Serbian side Severnobacka suffers from high stock (634), while Severnobanatska (126) and
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Sremska (115) has low figures. According to the online survey, in order to improve the next cross-
border programme (2021-2027) higher attention should be paid to the research network building
and more funds should be appropriated to vocational education.

Figure 144: Differences in unfilled vacancies, net salaries and labour costs in the programme area
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There are significant inequalities in terms of labour costs (EUR) within the Programme area. In many
areas such as manufacturing (10.6 and 5 EUR), information and communication (17.8 and 9.9 EUR),
the costs in Hungary are significantly higher than in Serbia. This is also owing to the labour shortages
as well as the insufficient educational and training systems which unable to provide the needed
skilled labour.

To sum up, this regional need was tackled the most by the programme. Various trainings were
conducted with varying results and impacts. The programme was successfully impacted the creation
of institutional cooperation of universities in particular. However, the programme has limited success
in changing the skills levels, competences and knowledge of border people and SMEs. In the future
more attention could be paid on mutual knowledge of each other’'s language which would boost
economic relations as well as social ones.

At last, but not least, out of the regional need of obstacles concerning the cross-border
recognition of vocational qualifications has to be discussed. As it could be seen, the data on
employment rate by educational attainment clearly shows that improved (vocational) education,
training and support services have great positive impact of the Programme area. In recent years
changes underline the importance of vocation education and the mutual recognition of various
qualifications. This is especially true when it comes to cross-border commuting from Serbia to
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Hungary. In construction industry but in other fields of economy as well there is a great need for
simpler recognition. Vocational qualifications were addressed by the programme mostly by
supporting trainings to less educated people in the field of agriculture and social enterprises. In the
frames of Action 4.1 various training were carried out but not many targeted vocational education.
Unintended impact regarding of the programme were not registered, but there is a threat that
instead of short-term migration within the programme area the share of emigration and brain drain
to distant countries (Austria, Germany, the United Kingdom etc.) will increase further deepening the
challenge of insufficient number of qualified workforce.

Based on the project summaries as well as the objectives of the projects, out of the identified
challenges under PA4, there is a very strong unbalance in favour of challenges related to labour
force supply, and research and development. “Labour force supply does not respond to the needs of
the local companies” is addressed by as many as 16 projects of which two is from PA3, while “low
R&D expenditure and low utilisation rate of research results by SMEs" is tackled by 11 PA4 projects.
The third challenge, namely “"obstacles concerning the cross-border recognition of vocational
qualifications” gained little direct support. Only a single project from both PA3 and PA4 contribute
to the tackling of obstacles on the recognition of vocational qualifications. The challenge here seems
to be slightly addressed by any projects.

Figure 145: Number of HUSRB projects of any PA reacted to the identified regional needs under PA4
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Taking into account the number of cases projects originally supported under PA4 react to the
identified regional needs of any kind (from any PAs), labour force supply leads the chart by 14
projects followed by low R&D expenditure by 11 projects concerned. PA4 projects are slightly more
diverse thematically than most of the other PAs. It means PA4 projects support PAT and PA3 projects
as well in notable number of times. Climate change is addressed by as many as 8 projects, while
negative impacts on nature conservation areas and lack of interconnections amongst elements of
supply are addressed by two PA4 projects each. The impacts in relation to PA1 is relatively strong
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since R&D projects and knowledge transfer in agricultural themes have an important role in PA4
activities. High share (at least 30% of all concerned) of the projects under PA4 are in line with the
following challenges of all PAs: labour force supply does not respond to the needs of the local
companies (52%); low R&D expenditure and low utilisation rate of research results by SMEs (41%);
and climate change endangers agricultural safety (30%). Less than 4% of the projects of PA4 support
the tackling of the challenge connected to vocational training, mainly due to its very narrow and
specific description in the intervention logic.

Figure 146: Number of cases projects originally supported under PA4 react to the identified regional needs of
any PA
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3.4.3.2 Indicator value analysis: result indicators (PA4)

In this subchapter, based on the result indicators, the comparison of the expected and achieved
results will be presented. During the evaluation, the analysts relied on the documentations of the
Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs) and the Cooperation Programme (CP) which were
complemented with the observations and suggestions of the interviewees. According to the CP, the
reporting frequency of the indicators’ values was planned to take place in every second year: the first
report — which gave annual value about the fulfilment of the indicator — was the AIR 2019, and it was
followed by the report of 2021. The third and last report will be concerned the year of the target
value (2023).

There is only one result indicator in the frames of PA4 that shows the rate of innovative SMEs in the
cross-border region. The selected result indicator is in line with the specific objective, since the latter
concentrates on the enforcement of growth capabilities and employment potential of SMEs through
the development and adaptation of new technologies, processes or services. The measurement unit
is expressed in percentage which has been provided by official surveys carried out by the national
statistical offices according to the methodology of EUROSTAT.
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The similarity between the result indicator of PA4 and the first result indicator of PA3 is considerable
since both of them possess low target values. Regarding the result indicator 4.1 the baseline value
was 32.94% in 2015 and the appointed target is only 33%. Owing to this under-planning, the target
value was already fulfilled in 2019 (37.06%) and the extent of this divergence has been constantly
raising (2021: 47.99%). According to the observation of AIR 2019, the cause of the target values
cautious planning was due to the unpredictability of the markets, thus the result indicator was tuned
to the achievable minimum change.

Table 54: Result indicator under PA4

Selected . . Target | 2019 2021
ID Specific Objective result M?asurement Baseline | Baseline value | Annual @ Annual
indicator unit R year (2023) | value value
SO/4.1: Enforcing the
growth capabilities
and employment Rate of
potential of SMEs innovative
Ri4.1 | through the SMEsin 1 g 3294 | 2015 | 33 37.06 | 47.99
development and the cross-
adaptation of new border
technologies, region
processes, products
or services

In terms of the interviews, the main problem was caused by the modest target value since the
expected change is smaller than 0.1%-point. Moreover, the availability raises other concerns as the
source of information can be obtained just by separate minor researches which are made by the
national statistical offices. Although these institutions provide public registers, but the required data
are not available in every year and the unification of the separately collected information pieces can
generate distortion since it is not sure that the two countries measure by the same methodology.
One of the interviewees also mentioned that the measurement unit should rather be absolute value
instead of percentage which burden the process of counting and data collection. To sum up these
notes, the result indicators should be more ambitious and based on joined and confirmed public
registers. According to the SMART criteria system, this result indicator is less specific (way too broad)
and hard to be measured (because of the availability), but the indicator is definitely achievable,
relevant and time-bound.

Table 55: Result indicator of PA4 — Analysis of the SM.A.R.T. criteria

ID Specific Measurable | Achievable Relevant Time bound

RI/4.1 Rate of

. . . o separate too modest

innovative SMEs in the | less specific no problem no problem
. researches target value

cross-border region
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3.4.3.3 Analysis of the partnerships (PA4)

The table below (Table 56) contains information on the potential involvement (mentioning) of
different types of beneficiaries per CfP actions and per targeted activities under CfP actions. It shows
which partners were targeted and how many times to be beneficiaries in the three different CfPs of
the programme. National government and related bodies, regional government and related bodies,
local government and related bodies, Regional Development Agencies, R&D&I support
organisations, higher education institutions, vocational and training institutions and organisations,
chambers of commerce, clusters and local business associations, labour market organisations,
business development organisations, NGOs, social enterprises, organisations operating in agriculture
and food processing were the main beneficiaries identified by the Cooperation Programme in the
frames of its CfPs regarding PA4.

Based on the number of activities a beneficiary type was involved in any CfPs (i.e. the filled cells with
any information on the potential participation of beneficiaries in CfPs) NGOs (5 times), R&D&l
support organisations (4), Higher education institutions (4), chambers of commerce (4), clusters and
local business associations (4) stand out. The number of occasions a potential beneficiary was
addressed by any CfPs (i.e. number of times 1%, 2", or 3™ CfP is written in the cells) is high in the
case of NGOs (9), higher education institutions (8), R&D&I (7), chamber of commerce (7), clusters
and local business associations (7). The highest number of potential beneficiaries were listed in
relation to the targeted activity of “Positioning the CBC agriculture and food processing through
joint innovation activities” (11) and "Development of innovation infrastructure and catalysing joint
R&D&!I projects tailored to SME needs” (9).

Table 56: Potential beneficiary types by Call for Proposals
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It is worth comparing the potential (planned) beneficiaries of CfPs to the real (actually involved)
beneficiaries of the realised projects. The matching of the before and after picture of the beneficiaries,
similarities can be detected with regard to higher education institutions, R&D&I institutions,
development agencies (RDAs), chamber of commerce, business development organisations. On the
other hand, the involvement and participation of national government, vocational and training
institutions and organisations, labour market organisations, social enterprises and especially
agricultural organisations were less pronounced as it had been planned. As it can be seen, in the case
of PA4 the involvement of business-related economic beneficiaries was outstanding, however their
potential involvement depended on the actual Actions they intended to support. Action 4.1 invited
potential beneficiaries related more to R&D&I stakeholders, labour market organisations, clusters
and chamber of commerce. Action 4.2 tried to invite beneficiaries which are more related to
government bodies, NGOs and social enterprises.

Considering the types of beneficiaries, the share of beneficiaries governed by private lawis the
highest of all PAs; the 28 beneficiaries make up 34% of all Bs. Consequently, the share of public
beneficiaries is low (66%), which is understandable given the guidelines on potential beneficiaries.
Talking about the size of the partnerships, on average a partnership is made up by 2 beneficiaries,
which is slightly above the average. University of Szeged (SZTE) (4) and Southern Great Plans Region
Social Research Association (DARTKE) (3) stand out since the rest of the beneficiaries usually
participated in a single project or two. Among the LBs DARTKE (2 projects as LB), Bacsalmasi
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Onkormanyzati Kdzszolgaltatasi K6zhasznd Nonprofit Kft. (2), Subotica Tech - College of Applied
Sciences (VTS) (2) and University of Novi Sad, Faculty of Technology (TFNS) could be mentioned as
important partners in the system. As centrepieces of the whole network VTS (6 connections),
Hungarian University of Agriculture and Life Science (MATE) (5), SZTE (4), Institute of Food
Technology in Novi Sad, University of Novi Sad (FINS) (4), Institute of field and Vegetable Crops (IRP)
(3), Provincial Secretariat for Agriculture, Water Management and Forestry (PSAWMF) (3), European
Affairs Fund of Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (FEP) (3), DARTKE (3), TFNS (3), Vojvodina Metal
Cluster (VMC) (3), Bacsalmasi Ltd. (3) and City of Sombor (3) developed the highest number of project
connections. To sum up, the sub-networks are characterised by SZTE, VTS, TFNS, furthermore by
DARTKE as well as by the group of IRP, PSAWMF and FEP together. Beside these central elements
and concentrations with the participation of Research Development and Innovation (RDI) institutions,
development agencies and economic groupings/alliances the other parts of the network are rather
fragmented and isolated with limited connections to the rest of the partnership landscape.

Figure 147: Sociograph of the partnerships — PA4
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In relation to partner budgets the share for beneficiaries governed by private law was
understandably the highest in PA4 with 2 796 147 EUR (33.5%), while the public budget reached
5560 751 EUR. The average partner budget for partners governed by private law was 99 862 EUR,
while for public was 102 977 EUR with regard to total costs. 101 913 EUR was the average budget
per beneficiary, which is the lowest value out of the four Pas.

Taking into account the total costs of projects the largest amount of budget to any Lead Beneficiary
was allocated to Municipality of Mérahalom (426 186.47 EUR). On the Hungarian side SZTE (269 670
EUR) and Porta Novum Nonprofit Kft (262 407.38 EUR) managed to manage larger amount of
financial support. In Serbia University of Novi Sad stands out (428 278.00 EUR), and the second is
also a higher education institution, EDUCONS University (206 886.06 EUR).
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In the frames of the online survey the respondents also had the opportunity to evaluate their
partnerships. Altogether 15 responses were received under PA4 that concerns 11 projects since more
than one beneficiary filled the questionnaire form the same project. It might cause overlapping in
the data; thus, the survey should be regarded as an insight to the main trends, but it is not adequate
to introduce the exact situation.

According to the online survey, the main motivation of the partnerships under PA4 is the similar
mission and goals, since 86.7% of the respondents (13 beneficiaries) named this option.
Approximately half of the beneficiaries stated that the previous cooperation (8 persons, 53.3%) and
the close geographical proximity (7 persons, 46.7%) are the frame of the partnership. Additionally,
only one respondent highlighted the importance of shared language, and another two persons chose
the 'other’ option which refers to the similar mentality and way of thinking or the complementarity
of skills and expertise.

Considering the length of the partnerships (taking into account the responses to the question as
follows: how long is your cooperation with each of your partners?), they are based on young
cooperation, since the history with 32 project partners(out of 36 partners) does not exceed 5 years.
Most of them are 1-3 years old (14 project partners) and 3-5 years old (10 project partners)
partnerships, but the other 8 partners of the respondents are newcomers.

The future prospects of the partnerships are quite favourable since 8 respondents (out of 15) would
like to continue the partnerships with most of the partners, and other 6 respondents have the
intention to keep the cooperation with some of the partners. All in all, only one beneficiary is not
sure that the already existing partnership will remain in the future.

3.4.3.4 Analysis of the territorial coverage (PA4)

In the beginning of this subchapter the territorial coverage of EU contributions and beneficiaries
were analysed by the following two figures (Figure 148, Figure 149). Both of them indicate the values
by countries, the first one in relative values, the second one in absolute value. The number of PA4-
related beneficiaries is a quarter of the total, 323 beneficiaries.
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Figure 148: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA4] — Relative values
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Figure 149: Territorial balance of the beneficiaries [PA4] — Absolute values
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Without a strategic CfP and large infrastructural investments, it is the most balanced PA in the sense
of the territorial distribution of the EU contribution and the number of beneficiaries. Therefore, none
of the relative and absolute values shows any huge differences between the two countries. Regarding
the LBs, the number of them is quite the same, as the number of Serbian LBs is ahead of the
Hungarians only by one partner, however this slight advantage is not noticeable in the distribution
of EU contribution, which means that the Hungarian LBs tend to get higher support. In terms of the
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beneficiaries, more than half of the EU contribution and that of beneficiaries concern the Serbian
side.

Figure 150: Number of Lead Beneficiaries by seat (PA4)
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The spatial distribution of EU contribution is more even than in the case of PA1 or 2, however is less
balanced when it comes to PA3. Still, PA4 is the only PA which gave contribution to all regions
concerned including southern Serbian municipalities as well. The highest amount of financial support
went to Szeged 14 212 732 EUR (31.1%), Novi Sad (15 328 180 EUR, 17.6%), Subotica (4 317 182 EUR,
7.2%), Morahalom (2 046 290 EUR, 7%) and Zrenjanin (449 868 EUR, 5.2%). The leading three cities
is responsible for 56% of all contribution. This is the only PA where money was allocated to a branch
office (Banatski Karlovac) in Juznobanatska region. In addition, along with PA3 PA4 allocated financial
resources to Sremska (Sremski Karlovci). This PA distributed the highest level of contribution to
Srednjobanatska (Zrenjanin). A territorial concentration with a total share of 56% can be shown
around Szeged and Subotica involving Mérahalom, Hajdukovo, Senta, Novi Knezevac and Kanjiza. In
the border zone of 30 km 62.8% of the EU contribution concentrates (branch offices in Szeged,
Subotica, Moérahalom, Hajdukovo, Bacsalmas, Senta, Pacir, Novi Knezevac, Sombor, Kanjiza,
Kiskunhalas).
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Figure 151: Territorial coverage of EU contribution (in 1000 EUR) — PA4
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Based on the project locations®' (where detectable infrastructural developments were carried out)
in the frames of PA4 only very few project locations can be detected. The five locations are made up
of elements in Bacsalmas and Mérahalom from Hungary, and Zrenjanin, Pacir and Drljan from Serbia.
Owing also to the low number of concrete physical realizations large areas lack locations. In Hungary
only two settlements close to the border are affected, and none from the northern municipalities. In
Serbia Sremska, Juznobanatska, Severnobanatska and Zapadnobacka have zero project locations.

8 More than a single location per project per settlement is possible, as each location was regarded as a
separate location even if it located within the territory of the same settlement. Thus, for instance, if there
are three locations in a settlement it does not necessarily mean the infrastructure elements were realized
from three different CBC projects.
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Figure 152: Number of localised infrastructural investments per settlement (PA4)
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3.4.3.5 Durability of the projects (PA4)

In this subchapter, the durability of the project results and outcomes is evaluated along two main
aspects: their institutional and financial sustainability. The evaluators assessed the history and
potential future of the projects, the pattern of project’s life cycle, their embeddedness into the
regional and local structures, in addition the financial conditions for maintaining the projects’ results.

The assessment is based on the results of the interviews and the questionnaire, in addition the
application forms and the quality assessment of the projects.

The evaluation of projects’ history had been done through analysing the relevant part of all
application forms. At the ‘description of synergies with other policies, programmes and projects’ part
of the form, applicants had the possibility to introduce all sorts of previous projects (cross-border,
national, transnational, etc.) and partnerships which are connected to their actual development plans.
This possibility had been exploited by the applicants in a varying manner, some of them only
provided a generic answer, while others explained the matching points in a detailed way. Another
barrier of the assessment was that in case of the first (restricted) CfP, this question had not formed
part of the application form. Despite of this limitation, evaluators made an attempt to group the
selected projects according to the followings:

0. projects without any antecedent;
1. projects without content-related antecedent but with already existing partnership (who had
been implemented joint project in another thematic field);
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2. projects with content-related antecedent with newcomers in the partnership;
3. projects with content-related antecedent and already existing partnership.

Figure 153: History of the projects (PA4)
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As the figure above (Figure 753) shows, the two-third of the projects (18 out of the 27) in the field of
SME development are without any direct antecedent (at least according to the application forms),
which is reasonable taking into consideration that this is the first time that the programme directly
deals with the topic. At the same time there are also 9 projects with content-related antecedents, out
of which 5 have been implemented in an already existing partnership. All these means that the vast
majority of the projects are new initiatives, but there are also some which seems to be embedded
into the long-term vision of some local actors.
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Figure 154: Durability of the partnerships (PA4)
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Regarding the history of the partnerships, the evaluators assessed the results of the quality
assessment and the questionnaire. The two quality assessors evaluated whether the partnership or
cooperation between the beneficiaries had existed before on a 3-point scale (0-2). In case of PA4,
the averages of the points given by the assessors move on a wide scale. Comparing to the results
with those of the previous analysis, it is interesting that 25% of the project got less than 1 point,
which means that most of the projects’ applicant convinced the assessors about the existing (strong)
partnership. According to the contextual analysis of the assessors’ description, the most frequently
used expressions were ‘adequate’, ‘balanced’ and 'beneficial’ in terms of the partnership.

The results of the questionnaire rather confirm the outcomes of the application forms; however the
low response-rate may distort the picture to some extent. The respondents reported on 6 brand new
initiatives and 8 informal relations to their project partners. Only three partnerships have already
implemented joint projects, at least within the framework of the IPA programme and 1 further
formalised relation was indicated by the respondents.
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Figure 155: Word cloud method visualisation of the partnership aspect (PA4)
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All in all, taking into consideration all the distorting effects in case of the certain data sources, it
seems that there are some longer-run cross-border cooperation initiatives in the field of SME
development in the region, but the partnerships are looser than in case of the other three PA, which
obviously means some risks in terms of the durability of the project results.

Figure 156: History of cooperation behind the project (according to the questionnaire related to the
PA4)
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Based on the application forms, the evaluators also assessed the pattern of the projects’ life cycle,
which means a classification of projects based on the stages of implementation that they lie on. The
analysis tends to reflect on the integrated approach, whether the beneficiaries initiate ad-hoc,
separate projects or plan and implement long-term, synergic developments step-by-step. This
difference in the local actors’ mindset basically determines the durability of the projects’ and

programme'’s results.

On the basis of the project summary written by the beneficiaries in the application phase, projects
were categorized into the following 5 groups:

early policy phase,

preparation phase,

pilot or first phase of a complex development,
second or further phase of a complex development,
last mile.

vk W=

Taking into consideration that the classification is based on the project summaries which shows some
quality differences, there might be some distortions in the results, but some trends are still

noticeable.
Figure 157: Life-cycle of the projects (PA4)
 CESCI Projects at different stages of their life-cycle = PA4
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]
o
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Source : IPlus database

As the figure (Figure 757) shows, vast majority of the projects (17 out of the 27) were evaluated as a
first phase measures, which might be continued in the future. This can be explained by that the CfPs
require such, mainly soft projects which combines the policy and technical preparatory steps (market
research, surveys, development of networks, feasibility studies, etc.) together with at least the first
step of certain development. This means that most of the projects implemented actions covers the
first three points of the scale above, and all of them were categorized to the highest third level.
According to the applicants’ summary six projects were found to implement only preparatory steps.
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In practice, these means research with a promotion campaign of the results expected to be uptake
and used by SMEs on the one hand, in addition a methodology development and establishment of
a network (institutional framework) for strengthening the innovation potential in a given sector. The
projects categorized to the fourth level are the predecessors of IPA projects with the same thematic
focus implemented in the previous programming period. Two projects were categorised to the
highest level since these initiatives contain complex developments which outstand from the
remaining projects.

According to the questionnaire, the majority of the projects (12 out of 15) are planned to be
continued in the future. 5 respondents indicated their intentions to initiate a new joint project, out
of which some would like to broaden the partnership and territorial coverage in order to be able
apply for other funding then IPA too. In addition, 2 respondents have already submitted their
applications to the Danube Transnational and Erasmus+ Programme, while one other partnership
had the chance to continue their work within the framework of the 2014-2020 IPA Programme. In
terms of the partnerships, only one respondent is not sure about the continuation, the other 14
beneficiaries would maintain the connections with some or most of the partners.

The institutional sustainability of the projects has been analysed based on the project application
forms, where a description on the sustainability and capitalization of project results had been
provided by the beneficiaries. In order to identify and analyse the most frequent solutions planned
to be applied by the beneficiaries, a contextual analysis was carried out with the word cloud method.
Under this PA, beneficiaries provided high-quality description in most of the cases, according to
which the following solutions can be identified:

1. sustainability based on the future cooperation of the project partners: 10 of the beneficiaries
mentioned that the extended cooperation after the project closure will provide the
sustainability of the projects’ results. More than half of them mentioned that all the tasks
concerning the cooperation and the joint activities will be integrated into the everyday
operation of the partners. In case of the equipment and infrastructure-related parts of the
projects, one of the beneficiaries undertake the operation of these elements.

2. sustainability based on a separate organizational structure: 3 applicants undertake the
establishment of some kind of organizational structure, such as a ‘cluster’, a professional
'network’ or ‘social enterprises’ which will be in charge of the maintenance of the results, by
offering sectoral services or producing goods to be sold on the market.

3. sustainability based on a certain document: beneficiaries of 3 projects undertook the
signature of ‘cooperation agreements’ to provide the framework of the long-term
cooperation. Furthermore, marketing, business, sales and other strategies and action plans
were designed for sustainability goals. Another partnership focused on the change of some
sectoral regulations during the project implementation, thus providing a legal guarantee for
the durability of the results.

4. sustainability based on certain tool: within the framework of 4 projects different ‘platforms’
(e-commerce, knowledge sharing, etc.) have been developed which will ensure the durability
and capitalisation of the results. Other beneficiaries intend to achieve the same goal by
applying a well-designed ‘marketing system’ or offering ‘joint branding opportunities’ to the
target groups.
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Figure 158: Word cloud method visualisation of the institutional sustainability aspect (PA4)

/& CESCI Institutional sustainability PA4

capitalization , SchoesiP pemotion. — project partners
partner InS’(I’(u’tlonSSOCial enterprise

stakeholders agreement -
t | O n partners

reIationshipsCOOpera
long run -t s rg et g rou p G partnership

beneficiaries communication

marketiﬂgwebSite S|0C8| pI’OdUCtS

equipment

management social entrepreneurship Iong_tegpﬂgual

Source: IPlus database

Beneficiaries within the PA also emphasized the importance of the policy-level embeddedness of the
results in order to ensure their durability. Several projects have dealt with these issues by involving
the relevant policy actors from regional, national or EU level to the project implementation.

In terms of financial sustainability, the project application forms, as well as the results of the quality
assessment have been provided input for the analysis.

The analysis of the solutions for financial sustainability proposed by the beneficiaries in the
application forms gives a heterogenous image, but in line with the sectoral mindset, the economic
self-sustainability of the generated outputs got much more emphasis than in case of the other Pas.
As it can be seen on the word cloud below (Figure 759), the following solutions of financial
sustainability can be identified:

1. financial maintenance guaranteed by beneficiaries from their own resources: The most often
cited solution (in case of 10 projects) is to render the task of financial sustainability partly
within the responsibilities of some or each beneficiary and their financial plans. Majority of
the cases, this solution is complemented by one of the further ones.

2. involvement of external financial resources: 2 applicants indicated their intentions to apply
for national and/or international financial resources after the project closure in order to be
able to financially maintain the outcomes, while others expect external resources from the
market (e.g. ‘investors’ or ‘donors’). Both approaches obviously mean some sustainability
risks.

3. revenue generation: 3 projects have been planned to have some contribution from the target
groups, for example in the form of ‘membership fee’, while 5 applicants have ‘aimed to
provide and present economically sustainable and profitable solutions’, by development
services (e.g. marketing and certification) and goods (e.g. lavender, local products) to be sold
on the market. One project introduced an interesting solution: ‘The produced products will

306



2"d Phase Evaluation
of the INTERREG-IPA Cross-border Cooperation Programme Hungary-Serbia

be used in the kitchen of the PP. They operate 3 houses, taking care around 80 children. We
contacted a local company who is able to take over the surplus which cannot be used by the
PP and instead of paying for the products they will give seedlings and fertilizers for the next
production period.’

Figure 159: Word cloud method visualisation of the financial sustainability aspect (PA4)
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In spite of the market-oriented approach described by the applicants, the results of the quality
assessment in terms of financial sustainability are not better compared to the other Pas. This can be
reasoned by the fact, that projects under PA4 contain mainly soft elements, the maintenance of which
could not lay on such traditional and simple measures as infrastructure development projects do.
The assessors evaluated the projects on a 3-point scale (0-2) in terms of whether the proposed
activities would lead to financial sustainability. As the figure below (Figure 160) illustrates
beneficiaries of 2 projects were able to offer an answer which fully convince both assessors, while the
majority of the projects (24 altogether) are in the 1-1.5 point range. Furthermore, one project had
been poorly described its financial plans for the maintenance.
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Figure 160: Financial sustainability of the projects (PA4)
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Last, but not least taking into consideration the follow-up obligations determined by the Joint
Secretariat, 10 out of the 17 already closed projects were asked to submit follow-up reports during
the 5-year period after the project closure. This value is higher than expected by the evaluators, but
it can be reasoned by mostly the value of the procured equipment which forms important part of
the criteria system applied by the JS.

3.4.3.6 Analysis of the impacted target groups (PA4)

The main programme documents defined the target groups for the PA4 enterprises (especially SMEs),
young professionals, students, unemployed persons (especially young people who are seeking jobs
in the border region), local/county/regional governments and their specialized institutions, public
organisations, knowledge (research) institutions, NGOs, agricultural producers, production and sales
cooperatives and food processing enterprises, young professionals/graduates, young entrepreneurs.
Given the fact that this PA is intended to enhance SMEs' economic competitiveness through
innovation-driven development, the definition of the target groups seems valid.

The way the projects interpreted the pre-defined target groups are largely in line with the above
cited exhaustive list. Most of the projects set as their target groups the young people or students,
but parents and schools in general were also targeted. Women, vulnerable people, unemployed,
farmers and the Roma were also put in the focus of the projects. However, not only private persons,
but legal entities, such as organisations, enterprises and SMEs could also be found among the main
target groups.
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Figure 161: Word cloud visualisation of the target group descriptions provided by the projects in the INTERREG+
system
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The comparison of the target groups defined by the programme documents and the target groups
defined by the projects show a satisfactory level of harmony which is also in line with the intention
of the PA.

In order to assess how well were the target groups predefined, the online survey referenced above
also contained several questions on this topic. The respondents who were implementing a project
within the PA3 deemed the successfulness of the different means of communication quite balanced.
Only in a small degree did they find inefficient two methods, the communication event and the social
media network profile, but the majority was mostly satisfied (though in less degree than in the case
of the other Pas). The media coverage seemed the most popular one among these respondents.
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Figure 162: The efficiency of the different means of communication in reaching the target audience of the
project according to the respondents of PA4
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According to the respondents of the online survey, the CfPs defined the target groups to some or to
large extent in a successful way and also the projects were considered to reach their target groups
in a rather favourable length; a bit less than half of the respondent rated it the highest and the other
to the second highest category, which is an almost identical result to that at the PA1, PA2 and PA3.

Figure 163: The perception on the successfulness of the target groups’ definition — PA4
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The regional needs and challenges that the Programme strived to solve were not relevant to the
defined target groups in the same level. In order to assess how relevant these were to the target
groups (which is also indicative on how well were the target groups selected) a benchmark analysis
was carried out where 1 means it was not really relevant, 2 means it was relevant to some degree
and 3 means that the given regional need and challenge was highly relevant to the given target
group (the white squares indicate groups that were not explicitly assigned to the given challenge by
the Programme). (See the table: Table 21.)

Table 57: Benchmark of the level to which the different challenges were relevant to the defined target groups in
PA4

Defined target groups

Regional needs /

challenges General e Youpg Students Unemployed | Vulnerable
public professionals persons groups

Low R&D

expenditure and low not a

utilisation rate of predefined

research results by
SMEs

group

Labour force supply
does not respond to
the needs of the
local companies

Obstacles
concerning the
cross-border
recognition of
vocational
qualifications

3.4.3.7 Analysis of cross-border relevance (PA4)

The main purpose of the analysis is to identify the level at which the programme can be considered
cross-border. We will analyse in this subchapter the projects’ level of cooperation and materialisation
in a cross-border sense. (The applied methodology is presented in the same chapter at the PA1.)
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Figure 164: Level of cooperation and materialisation (PA4)
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Considering the level of cooperation, in the case of PA4 the share of Category 2 of regular, long-
lasting cooperation is the highest among the categories (15 projects). This share (56%) exceeds the
overall share of this level of cooperation. With regard to the ad-hoc cooperation, this low level of
cooperation is not common in this PA; namely there are only two projects to name here (7%). For
Category 1 this is the lowest of all shares, and stays way below the overall average share. Another
outstanding value here is the high share of projects (10 projects, 37%) known for institutionalised
cooperation. This is mainly because economic development and innovation is very much connected
to already existing or newly established institutions, cooperation forms such an incubators or
innovation units, platforms or labs even.

Considering the materialisation of projects in PA4 the highest share (67%) can be detected in the
case of soft elements with 20 projects. This share is slightly above the Programme average even.
One-sided infrastructural investments took place in the case of only two projects; thus, the share
(7%) is significantly below the Programme average. Regarding mirror infrastructural projects the
share (5 projects, 19%) is slightly above the average. No real common cross-border infrastructure
was created as part of these related projects under PA4. The results can be understood the way that
many projects were set to create non-material innovation, research, and when it came to
infrastructural investments those took place either on one side of the border or parallel to each other
but not necessarily jointly.

With regard to PA4 the highest concentration can be detected around projects with 1. soft elements
realized/no infrastructure and regular, long-standing cooperation (11 projects, 41%), and 2. with
institutional cooperation in terms of level of cooperation and soft elements/no infrastructure (7
projects, 26%). This PA has an outstanding share of the previous type, and the two aforementioned
categories together dominate the relevance picture. Besides it all, the projects which created mirror
infrastructure and established institutionalised cooperation also have some weight in the overall
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situation. The results are in connection with the PA’s ability to create partnerships, inter-institutional
cooperation including joint analysis, innovation, research and development.

3.4.3.8 Synerqgies with relevant European and national level programmes (PA4)

In the frames of this chapter the contribution of the related PA4 HUSRB projects to the relevant
European and national level plans will be analysed. For further details on the applied methodology
please read the explanation at the same chapter of PA1.

Based on what is written in the application forms by the applicants, on EU level, Europe 2020 (14
projects mention it), EUSDR (12 projects) stand out, and Horizon 2020 (2 projects) and the EU
Framework for Rural Development Policy (2 projects) can also be listed. The related policies and
strategies and PA4 have the strongest interconnections with regard to Low R&D expenditure and
low utilisation rate of research results by SMEs, but in general there are almost no clear connections
possible to be shown.

The estimated contribution of different (mainstream) programmes to the fulfilment of regional needs
on national level is notable in the case of Rural Development Programme (4 projects) from Hungary,
and Strategy for Agriculture and Rural Development from Serbia (5 projects). From Serbia the
Strategy of Scientific and Technological Development (3 projects), the National Employment Strategy
(3 projects), and the Development Programme of the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina (3 projects)
can also be listed. The strategies and policies mostly contributed to the challenge concerning low
R&D expenditure and low utilisation rate of research results through e.g, technology development,
scientific and technology research and innovation, smart specialisation. The topic of agriculture got
special attention through direct rural, agricultural initiatives or through smart specialisation
strategies. Much less attention was paid on regional needs in terms of labour force supply or
qualifications.

Based on the expert analysis carried out, considering PA4, there are four EUSDR Pas which are in
strong connection with the projects under PA4. The highest share of projects having an impact on
the EUSDR priorities are in line with PA 9 People & Skills; 52% (14 projects) support it in a direct and
positive way, while 33% of the projects have an indirect positive impact on the given PA (9 projects).
This PA is followed by PA 8 Competitiveness of Enterprises; 48% of the projects contribute directly
and positively to the PA (13 projects), while 33% of the projects contribute indirectly but also
positively to the PA (9 projects). The third most supported PA is PA 10 Institutional Capacity &
Cooperation given that many projects tried to create knowledge and innovation platforms, R&D units
for joint cooperation. Out of all projects, a total number of 8 projects (44%) are in line with the EUSDR
priority in an indirect and positive manner, and 10 projects (30%) support the realisation of goals
directly as well as positively. The fourth most relevant EUSDR PA in the frames of PA4 is not
surprisingly PA 7 Knowledge Society, which is the third economic development related PA; 30% of
the projects are in a direct positive connection with the PA (8 projects), while 33% are in an indirect
relation to the given PA (8 projects).
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Figure 165: Contribution to EUSDR Priority Areas (PA4)
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With regard to PA4, all related projects have either a direct or indirect positive impact on the EU2020
headline target called employment. This headline target enjoys the highest share of projects having
direct positive impacts (52%, 14 projects). Even the share of the indirect positive projects can be
considered significant (48%, 13 projects). Employment is followed by educational impacts with 33%
of projects contributed directly (9 projects) and 37% indirectly (10 projects) to educational targets.
The projects under this PA supports the realisation of the headline target connected to poverty and
social exclusion with a relatively high share; 30% directly (8 projects) and 22% (6 projects) indirectly.
In addition, research and development targets are also notably supported by the projects; 30%
directly (8 projects), 19% (5 projects) indirectly contribute. In contrast to the beforementioned
EU2020 targets, environmental issues are in weak connection with the headline targets.
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Figure 166: Contribution to EU2020 headline targets (PA4)
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3439 Influence factors regarding the impacts (PA4)

After the introduction of the achieved results, the main influence factors will be evaluated. Besides
the qualitative analysis, also a so-called influence matrix will be drafted. It will analyse the estimated
contribution of different (mainstream) programmes to the fulfilment of regional needs. The applied
methodology is described in the influence analysis regarding PAT.

Table 58: The most important external and internal influx factors on the impacts of the PA4

Short name of Typte I
the influence | Short description of the influence factor i(::(e:r::Ia !
factor factor)
Epidemic regulations opened space for online events, via apps and
COVID-19 platforms. However, these online events raised numerous cautions, like
. data protection questions, appropriate internet connection and external
pandemic . . .
technological knowledge of the representatives. All these cautions had
the ability to slow down the interactions.
The most significant problem of the PA4 priority was that one
s programme inglicator (0/14.3) .had not been covered by the projects '
AN contracted until the 3™ CfP. This problgm was addre.ssed by .the 39 CfP | internal
and the JS and the MA had been confident that projects which were
selected in 2020 filled the gap later on.
The most frequent used other financial resources were the different
Financial national and, in the case of Vojvodina, Serbian sources. Out of the non-
. ) . . external
resources national financing sources the Horizon Europe and the Danube
Transnational Programme were the most preferable financial resources.
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With regard to PA4, programmes with the highest overall value which supported the impact of the
given PA are the Hungarian operational programmes of VP on rural development, GINOP on
economic development, EFOP on human resources, furthermore the Serbia national programme of
the Multi-year programs of the RS Innovation Fund, and the HORIZON Programme can be listed as

well.
Table 59: Influence effects of the different programmes on the impacts of the PA4
Impact . q q .
Programmes on PA4 Synergies with actions Explanation/Comment
_ The focus was on balancing
e measures aiming to promote .
. supply and demand in the
matching of labour market .
labour market and enhancing
needs and supply, .
. the mobility of workforce,
the development of training
furthermore employment
RO-HU 2 and employment programmes .
. . growth and mobility of
focusing on the disadvantaged
coble <0 as to bromote workforce were also
:m FI)o ment in smore inclusive pronounced. R&D and
a ploy innovation was not addressed
Interreg way at all.
programmes
. . Activities improve the
Created innovative and . .
" . entrepreneurial environment,
competitive business and
. develop new knowledge and
research environment .
. . skills that are adapted to the
trainings and improvement of .
RS-HR 6 kills new requirements of the
. . labour market, include
establishment of educational .
. vulnerable categories of
programs and online platforms . .
. residents in the labour market.
intended for the unemployed
development of social
enterprises
career orientation
integration and skills EFOP supports mainly two
EFOP 6 development of Roma students | aspects, namely social
infrastructural development of | economy and serving labour
educational facilities market needs.
lifelong learning
smart specialisation
Hungarian lifelong learning
operative industrial incubators
programmes production technology

development, technology
modernisation

support for RDI activities at
companies for innovative
technologies

prototype development,
product development
adaptive technological
innovation

Especially in relation to
innovation GINOP has high
thematic connection. All
actions are addressed by
GINOP. The financial intensity
is also outstanding compared
to the other Hungarian Ops.
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Programmes

Impact
on PA4

Synergies with actions

Explanation/Comment

e on-the-job trainings

e Spreading flexible employment

e development of social
enterprises

¢ Internship programmes

e energetic modernization of
buildings

The topic is less relevant,

KEHOP 2 « develobment of solar ener though the financial intensity is
P 9 rather high in KEHOP.
systems
Incubators are very relevant
here as well as the
¢ Incubator houses employment agreements. The
¢ Social catering, elderly care latter had a strong territorial
TOP 4 e Farmer's markets and farming and thematic relevance when it
e Employment agreements comes to training and labour
involving education and market mismatches. Still, TOP
entrepreneurs allocated funds to many other
topics, thus the intensity is not
so outstanding here.
e Increase of added value of
agricultural products . - .
9 ralp VP is strongly in line with the
e Supporting the product , .
CP’s actions and needs.
development and resource . L
. L Innovation-related activities
efficiency of the wine industry :
. and projects supported are
e Support for precision . .
VP 6 especially outstanding.
developments related to the .
- o . Innovation and labour market
digital transition of agriculture .
have high relevance here. The
o Study tours, exchange . T R
) . financial intensity is high in
programmes in agriculture .
S . relation to added value.
e Agrarian innovation groups
¢ Trainings in agriculture
Multi-year A significant number of
programs of innovative models are
the RS e encouraging the development | encouraged to develop with
Serbian Innovation of innovations sufficient initial capital. There
national Fund 4 e mentoring program are several different programs
programmes e connecting key actors in and most often invitations

business development

within each program are
published up to three times a
year.
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Impact

Programmes on PA4 Synergies with actions Explanation/Comment
Annual
rogram of
SR e Increase of added value of The program annually
the Provincial .
. agricultural products supports a small number of
Secretariat . o .
for 3 e Supporting the product individual producers, which
: development and resource represents an insignificant
Agriculture, - L
Water efficiency of the wine industry percentage compared to the
e Training in agriculture number of active producers.
Management

and Forestry

A small number of projects
with a high budget, which are
visible and recognized at the
world level. Several scientific
institutions with high
international recognition of
quality in the development of
innovations and improvement
of the economic status of the
country work in the
Autonomous Province of
Vojvodina.

e innovations in the agricultural
HORIZON 4 sector
e digitization of agriculture

Other
progammes

In the followings the survey will be analysed from the point which programmes contributed and how
to the impacts of the CP. The question that will be analysed: which source do you consider to be
more efficient in terms of your objectives? PA4 received the second lowest share of answers (26.7%)
expressing that the cross-border programme is the most effective. Another outstanding result is that
this is the only PA where answers saying other sources are more effective was given (13.3%).
Furthermore, the share of category 3 can also be considered relatively high (26.7%).

Figure 167: Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

8 CESCl  Which source do you consider to be more efficient in terms of your objectives?

PA4 27% 33% 27% 13%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
5 = the cross-border program is the most effective 4 = the cross-border program is more efficient
3 = the efficiency of the two types is similar 2 = other sources are more effective

Source: Online survey
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3.4.4 Efficiency analysis (PA4)

This chapter aims to give an overview on the cost efficiency of reaching the objectives and target
values of the selected indicators by analysing the projects’ budget and the specific features of budget
allocations. Within the framework of PA4, evaluators have conducted the examination by actions®
defined by the CfPs.

The average size of the projects was assessed from a financial point of view. As the figure (Figure
168) shows, there are notable differences between the values calculated for the different actions,
which are obviously rooted in the varying budgetary frames determined by the CfPs. However actions
4.1 and 4.3 targets similar fields and actions (such as development of the innovation infrastructure,
joint R&D&! activities, knowledge-sharing and networking), the maximum available funding under
the first action was defined as 400 000 EUR, while for action 4.3 this number is 750 000 EUR. The
action 4.2 can be clearly demarcated from the others, since it supports social entrepreneurship
through a limited scope of eligible activities and within limited budgetary framework.

Taken into account the previous 2007-2013 programming period, the average project size on
programme level was 281 535.88 EUR which is very close to the average size of projects under the
PA4 (288 803.4 EUR).

8 Actions under PA4:
4.1 Enhancing innovation through cooperation between SMEs and research institutions involving
young people
4.2 Encouraging and development of social entrepreneurship

4.3 Enhancing entrepreneurial innovation involving research institutions through scholarships for
young people
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Figure 168: Average size of projects by action under PA4

Average size of projects by actions under PA4

Vz CESC

200000 7 472 634.72
450 000 4
400 000 4
350 000 A
314 061.41
300000 A
250 000 A
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Action 4.1 Action 4.2 Action 4.3

Source: IPlus database

The cost efficiency of the achievement of the targeted and achieved indicator values have been
assessed based on the aggregated amount of the allocated EU funding. The table below (Table 60)
aims to indicate what have already been and can be achieved by the end of the programming period
from the programme support in terms of the project output indicators. Regarding the methodology
of the analysis, since the projects selected during the third CfP are still in progress, the evaluators
aggregated both the achieved and targeted value of the output indicators and the total budget (the
validated amounts of the closed projects and the planned ones for the on-going) of the related
projects. Then we calculated the cost of achievement of one measurement unit of the certain
indicators.

In line with these, in case of Ol/4.1 Cooperating enterprises with research institutions the achieved
value means that 10 318.86 EUR ERDF funding needed for involving one enterprise into cooperation
with a research actor.

Table 60: Achieved and target indicator values by output indicators under PA4

Aggregated e ) Specific | Specific target
. amount of EU . S Aggregated achieved value value of
Indicator . Measurement A Baseline achieved .. ..
D Indicator name unit contribution of value value target of indicator indicator
the concerned value (EUR/indicator | (EUR/indicator
. (AIR 2021) . .
project unit) unit)
Number of
enterprises
Ol/41 cooperating enterprises 2 053 452.98 33 232 224 10318.86 10 751.0
with research
institutions
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Indicator
ID

Indicator name

Measurement
unit

Aggregated
amount of EU
contribution of
the concerned
project

Baseline
value

Aggregated
achieved
value

(AIR 2021)

Aggregated
target
value

Specific
achieved value
of indicator
(EUR/indicator
unit)

Specific target
value of
indicator
(EUR/indicator
unit)

Ol/4.2

Number of
organisations
actively
participating
in the work of
the
“knowledge
platforms”

organisations

1729 220.09

258

249

67024

6 944.66

0l/4.3

Number of
months spent
in the
institutions
and
companies on
the other side
of the border
through
scholarships

months

2 014 354.75

1.75

388.75

1151 059.86

5181.62

Ol/4.4

Rate of
persons from
vulnerable
groups
involved in
supported
actions

%

2 692 958.22

10

65.7

50.4

46 834.06

66 657.38

Within the PA, 8 projects targeted 2, while 1 project did 3 output indicators. In these cases, in order

to avoid distortion, evaluators made an attempt to divide the total amount of the EU funding

between the indicators. Unlike PA3, in the majority of cases the division cannot be performed in a

sound manner, because of the specific nature of the indicators. For example, it seemed to be

impossible to demarcate the cost items targeting the involvement of enterprises into research

cooperation and those for involving organisation to participate in knowledge platforms, because

most of the activities and cost items concerned both indicators. In line with this, in case of 8 projects,
evaluators, undertaking the distortion effect, calculated with the total ERDF fund allocated to the
projects in case of each targeted indicator. Division was possible in only one case, which was carried
out based on the explanation of the applicants concerning the way of targeting the particular
indicators in the application phase and the detailed budget of the projects uploaded to the Interreg+.
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Figure 169: Distribution of projects by the number of selected output indicators under PA4

%CESCI Distribution of projects by the number of selected output indicators under PA4

m m? 3

Source: IPlus database

The calculated specific values of the indicators can be hardly evaluated in absolute term, instead it is
worth comparing them to the results of the same or similar calculations from the previous
programming periods or of other CBC programmes. Since this approach had not been applied in the
2007-2013 or any previous period in the Hungary-Serbia Interreg framework, we made an attempt
to use the results of other programmes during the comparison.

However, in case of the Slovakia — Hungary and Hungary — Croatia Interreg V-A Programmes, a
methodology was applied for the first phase evaluation of the programmes, none of output
indicators are targeted by the other two programmes.

The next aspect of the cost efficiency assessment is the analysis of the share of budget allocations to
the particular budget headings. Considering the different status of the projects, in case of the
administratively closed ones the validated budgets were taken into account, while for the on-going
projects evaluators used the planned amounts for the calculation.
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Figure 170: Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA4

ﬂ'-CESCl Ratio of budget headings by actions under PA4
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90% o
80% m 7. Infrastructure and works
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60% -+
M 4. Travel and accommodation costs
50% -
m 3. Office and administrative expenditure
40% -
m 2. Staff costs
30% -+ .
W 1. Preparation costs
20%
10% A
0% -

Action 4.1 Action 4.2 Action 4.3
Source: IPlus database

The chart (Figure 170) shows that infrastructure development works have been poorly involved in
projects, despite of the fact that the CfPs allowed these type of activities (until the 50% of the total
budget). Only three projects (two under action 4.2and one under action 4.3) have implemented
construction measures, but in these cases more than half of the total budget was allocated to hard
project elements. (According to the applied methodology budget headings of 6 ‘Equipment
expenditure’, 7 ‘Infrastructure and works’, as well as out of the 1 "Preparation costs’ the budget line
1.3 "Purchase of land’ were taken into consideration.) Taking into account all projects, similar ratios
of the expenditures were dedicated to the procurement of equipment in all actions, covering mainly
the laboratory, agricultural, food processing and packaging and IT tools, as well as educational
equipment and special vehicles (e.g. for disadvantaged groups or for sustainable transportation).
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Figure 171: Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA4

a CESCI Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA4
100% -~
90% - 18.3% 20.4%
80%
70%
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40%
30%
20%

10%
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Regular projects Regular projects Regular projects
Action 4.1 Action 4.2 Action 4.3

W Soft activities Hard activities
Source: IPlus database

However, if we taking into account all projects (not just with infrastructure development) under PA4,
the share of hard projects reduces under 25%. The reason behind this remarkable decrease is the
fact that there are only 3 projects with infrastructural work, which is just a small part of the total
projects. Although there are other 22 projects with equipment expenditures, these costs cannot

compensate the soft elements.

Figure 172: Cost ratio of soft and hard activities under PA4

4 CESCI Distribution of soft and hard activities under PA4

m Soft activities

Hard activities

Source: IPlus database
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As the figure above (Figure 170) illustrates, the highest share of cost allocations in case of each
action covers sub-contracted activities. Two ratios are around 40%, but in case of action 4.2 more
than 55% of the projects’ total budget were dedicated to external services. All of the ratios seem to
be unreasonably high, even taking into account the mainly soft nature of the projects.

Figure 173: Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA4

& CESC Ratio of external budget lines by actions under PA4
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90%

0
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researches
20% .
5.1 Technical plans
0
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0%
Action 4.1 Action 4.2 Action 4.3

Source: IPlus database

The main point for the examination of the sub-contracted activities, is whether the project activities
can be performed in a more cost-efficient way internally by the applicants or by external service
providers. High share of external expertise and service cost items questions the competency and the
availability of the adequate capacities of the applicants, at the same time the risk of losing the
necessary expertise after the project closure, leading to the unsustainability of the results, raise.

As a result of the detailed analysis, it can be said that translation and interpretation, as well as
designing, digitalisation (e.g. e-learning materials, videos) and printing services, development of IT
tools (e-learning and e-commerce platforms) with related services, in addition expenditures covering
event organization (travel and accommodation of participants and fee of speakers at conferences,
workshops, trainings) and participation (travel and accommodation to business fairs, exhibitions,
study tours) are very often. In the case of event organization costs like hall rent or catering services,
the allocation to this 5.7 budget line, Instead of the 5.3 line (standing for event organization) seems
to be incorrect. Furthermore, similar doubts arise concerning the external services concerning
studies, databases and surveys, as well as reconstruction works such as demolishing, wall removal
and painting, equipment renting (e.g. sound system) or procurement of goods like raw materials,
seedlings. All of these items might be better to allocate other budget lines and headings. Besides,
sector-specific services, such as business mentoring, legal advisory (e.g. concerning intellectual
property) or marketing and brand development services for start-ups and social enterprises have
been procured in several cases, as well as the expenses of scholarships for students and young adults
have been funded through the 5.7 budget line. On the other hand, within some projects core
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activities like development of training materials and the organization of trainings, implementation of
surveys among target groups, network building, knowledge development and transfer activities, as
well as the drafting of policy recommendations have been sub-contracted. In the evaluators’ point
of view, the outsourcing of these core activities questions the capacities of the applicants and raise
the question of durability.

The externalisation of direct professional or core activities of the projects could be carried out
through money allocation to budget line 5.2 and 1.4. (‘'Studies, statistics, databases and researches’).
As it can be seen on the figure above (Figure 173), budget line 5.2 values at least one fifth of the
external services, which is notable compared to the other priority axes. Furthermore, evaluators
analysed this aspect by comparing the allocations to ‘Studies, statistics, databases and researches’
with those dedicated to internal professional staff costs.

Figure 174: Distribution of internal and external professional staff cost by actions under PA4

 CESCI Distribution of professional staff cost by actions under PA4
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90% -+
31.1% 5.2 Studies, statistics, databases and
80% 39.0% researches
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40%
30%

W 2.2 Salary of staff - professional team

20%
members

10%

0%

Action 4.1 Action 4.2 Action 4.3

Source: IPlus database

From this perspective, internal the ration of professional staff cost (budget line 2.2) is only exceeded
by that of the externalised ones in the case action 4.2, which nuances the situation detailed above
toward the preferred direction. Still, it should be noted, that in order to have the full picture, all the
relevant cost items from the budget line 5.7 shall be included in this analysis, but evaluators were
not able to perform this task, because of the information shortages.

Regarding the project management costs, allocation ratio to external services (budget line 5.4) the
ratios are ordinary, but evaluators also analysed the cost distribution between internal and external
management activities.
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Figure 175: Distribution of internal and external PM costs by actions under PA4

ﬂ'-CESCl Distribution of internal and external PM costs by action under PA4
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As the figure (Figure 175) shows, the share of internal management costs is at least two-third of the
total project management expenditures, which confirms that applicants have the right capacities and
skills to implement cross-border cooperation projects in a sound way.

The share of communication and publicity, as well as event organization expenses within the external
budget heading seems to be proportionate considering the nature of the projects. In terms of
publicity expenses, the ratio seems to be a bit higher compared to the other priority axes, but it is
important to take into consideration, that the efficient involvement of the target groups, such as
SMEs, disabled groups or food producers have been crucial in order to achieve the projects’ goals
and output indicators, which logically could require extra communication efforts and budget.
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4 Evaluation at the programme level

The evaluation conducted at the programme level include some special evaluations which are only
possible at programme level.

4.1 Overall influence factors of the Programme implementation

The aim of this part of the assessment is to analyse the external and internal factors that influenced
the implementation of the PAs’ objectives. This part consists of three main parts: 1. an expert analysis
that assesses the influences of the implementation process (mainly using desk research); 2. influence
factors based on online survey; 3. and the importance of guiding principles.

4.1.1 Expert analysis of the influences

It is important to take a closer look at why and how the influence factors can be and should be taken
into consideration as an integral part of the assessment. For the sake of the analysis the used sources
include interviews with programme bodies, Annual Implementation Reports and desk research by
CESCI. The implementation of the Programme is heavily influenced by couple of internal and external
factors. Even if the programme reflects well on regional needs, the indicators are met, the applied
mechanisms and tools are well designed, and the projects elaborated are of high quality, still there
is a chance that the results differ from what was planned during the project development and
application phase. The various different influences on the programme can alter the original overall
background or environment the Programme implementation either in a positive or negative way
enhancing or weakening the impacts of the Programme itself. It is important to underline that most
of the factors have had an influence on most or all of the PAs set up by the programme, depending
on the type of the factor. That is why the influence factors on impacts are described in this overall
part of the analysis, and not separately, divided under each PA, to avoid duplications and to ensure
the provision of the bigger picture.

During the research couple of different categories of factors that influenced the implementation was
identified, which can be listed as follows: COVID-19 pandemic, bilateral relations, monitoring and
information system, delayed performance, political reconciliation, programme implementation risks,
lack of resources and capacities, Schengen borders, construction works, stable exchange rates,
parliamentary elections, Russo-Ukrainian War, procurement, migration, and administrative burdens.

Regarding the direction (negative or positive) of the identified influence factors, most of the
categories negatively changed the original or predictable/intended impacts of the programme as a
whole. Parliamentary elections, stable currency exchange rate, political reconciliation and bilateral
relations are exceptions. There are also some factors with mixed influences such as programme
implementation risks and lack of resources and capacities, where some factors both helped and
hindered the implementation. COVID-19 pandemic and the former IMIS were the two most
frequently occurring problem causing impact loss based on CESCl's analysis. Furthermore, the
increasing construction and purchasing prices should also be highlighted which have been still
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growing given the high inflation rates and the frictions in the supply chains. In addition, the still
persisting external Schengen border is a profound external problem hard to be tackled by the
programme. The most effected PA, if one has to be picked, despite of the overall effects of the factors,
is probably PA4. The aforementioned most decisive factors very negatively influenced the
implementation of the related infrastructure, buildings, the people-to-people interactions and
personal contacts crucial for reaching high impacts in PA4.

The type (internal or external) of the factors was also analysed. Internal factors are factors which
are dependent on the programme bodies, applicants and beneficiaries responsible for any part in
the implementation process, while external ones are factors which cannot be changed by the partners
themselves, thus these are either global or national-level factors, which are out of the competences
of the stakeholders thus they cannot be altered by the programme and its partners. The last seven
factors in the table below (Table 67) starting from administrative burdens are considered internal
factors. The following table shows the classification and descriptions and the influence factors. It is
an important methodological note that the real impact of the factors varies, and the number of times
a factor is listed in the table is not necessarily in connection with the level of these impacts.

Table 61: Classification and description of influence factors on overall programme implementation

Short name of Most
the influence Short description of the influence factor Type | Direction  affected
factor PA

Hungary and Serbia regularly carry out bilateral
meetings and negotiate at international forums. An
outstanding level of political relations is the fact that
the Hungarian and the Serbian governments has been
carrying out annual summit at the highest diplomatic external | positive
level. At the annual summit, the two governments
negotiate about economic, infrastructure, energy,
national policy, education, scientific, cultural, internal
affairs cooperation and about EU affairs.

PA2, PA3,
PA4

Bilateral
relations

Hungary supports the EU membership of Serbia. This
support involves a political support on the one side
and a Hungarian expert helps (with advisory quality)
the process toward the EU membership on the other external | positive all
side. The EU negotiations with Serbia have been
launched in 2014. Hungary supports the EU
membership of Serbia as soon as possible.

Bilateral
relations
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Short name of
the influence
factor

Short description of the influence factor

Type

Direction

Most
affected
PA

Bilateral
relations

Hungary and Serbia have close geographical
connections; hence they have vivid foreign trade
turnover between each other. This foreign trade
turnover has been experiencing a steady increase.
Hungary is the sixth most important trade partner of
Serbia (once Hungary was only the 13™ most
important trade partner), i.e. Hungary is the third from
the European Union countries. The bilateral economic
relations are constantly evolving and the Hungarian
investments in Serbia show a dynamic growth.
Subsequently, this process supports the need for
permeability of borders (the removal of administrative
barriers in rail, road and/or waterway transport).

external

positive

PA4

Bilateral
relations

Hungary and Serbia maintain Joint Commission on
Economic Cooperation that aims to provide
institutional support to the business environment, to
identify and to remove possible obstacles and enable
business communities on both sides to optimize their
business potentials. The latest Joint Commission (the
12t) was held in March 2022 and the two sides
defined further steps to improve cooperation, while
Hungary underlined the importance of establishing so-
called green corridors at border crossings, noting that
customs authorities are in constant contact.

external

positive

PA2, PA4

Bilateral
relations

Hungary continues with the development programme
in Vojvodina, within which 16 Hungarian companies
received support in the form of more than 56 million
EUR.

external

positive

PA4

Bilateral
relations

Hungary profoundly encourages foreign investments
of Hungarian companies in Serbia and Serbia has a
very important role in this context. This means that
Hungarian companies, operating in Serbia, are on
constant increase path and this underlines the fact that
the two economies are more and more connected and
economic cooperation is intensified. In Serbia, there
are three leading Hungarian companies, namely MOL
Hungarian Oil and Gas Company, OTP Bank, and the
UBM Group which is a feed producer.

external

positive

PA4

Bilateral
relations

Owing to the European integration of Hungary and
the achieved results in the transparency of economy
(usage of new cash-registers, Banking Act), the
Hungarian progress is exemplary for Serbia. It is
strengthened by the broad relationship system and
constant cooperation between the main bodies of the
two countries (such as the Customs and Finance Guard
or the police).

external

positive

PA4
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Short name of
the influence
factor

Short description of the influence factor

Type

Direction

Most
affected
PA

Bilateral
relations

Beside the English, Hungarian language can be
partially used in the business due to the large size of
Hungarian minority and persons from mixed marriages
where one parent is a Hungarian speaker.
Multilingualism is a huge advantage for the economy
since the enterprises can utilize the language skills of
the labour force of the neighbouring region.

external

positive

PA4

Stable
exchange rate

Due to the reliable dinar — euro exchange rate (for four
years), the stability of the economy is guaranteed that
enhances the further economic investments.

external

positive

PA4

Schengen
borders

The external Schengen border hampers the activities
and initiatives of all kind related to people-to-people
interactions, daily commuting and one-day trips on
the other side of the border due to long waiting times.

external

negative

PA2, PA3,
PA4

Schengen
borders

The waiting time of trucks can be lengthened along
the border due to the lingering control process. The
National Tax and Customs Administration does not
provide enough controllers to ensure the continuous
and fluent interoperability of the border. Moreover,
the infrastructure of border-crossing points does not
provide sufficient infrastructure for the truck drivers to
spend their waiting in a comfortable environment with
adequate infrastructure time in comfortable
environment.

external

negative

PA4

COVID-19
pandemic

Project team members were prevented from
participating to implementation activities, due to
mandatory self-quarantine. This self-quarantine
measures (being infected or having in contact with an
infected person) led to significant delays of an
uncontrollable and unpredictable extent.

external

negative

all

COVID-19
pandemic

The tourism sector was specially hit by the COVID-19
pandemic. The cultural and live events c